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Coleman, John Boddie, 1464A. 
B 'lstin, Henley Vedder, Jr., 1473A. 
Hudson, Guy Leonard, Jr., 1475A. 
Stone, James Joseph, Jr., 1482A. 
Jones, Harold Lewis, 1483A. 
West, Herbert Madison, Jr., 1484A. 
Shoemaker, Francis Dodge, 1485A. 
C ouncill, William Haldane, 1489A. 
R emington, Peter Havens, 1491A. 
Malcolm, Marion, 1497 A. 
Volin, Herbert Reed, l512A. 
E::ltlund, Harold S., -1526A. 
Hunker, Joseph Frederick, 1532A. 
Wilhelm, Don Louis, Jr., 1538A. 
B :md, Graeme Stewart, 1542A. 
S c:hwanbeck, Raymond Victor, 1544A. 
Wackwitz, Ernest Frederick, Jr., 1549A. 
C arlson, Arthur Charles, Jr., 1558A 
H arris, Clyde Charles, Jr., 1578A. 
Woltz, Eugene Carl, 1594A. 
Martin, Leslie Ethridge, 1600A. 
Moore, Howard Wendell, 1618A. 
Ruegg, Robert George, 1620A. 
Thorne, Ola Paul, 1622A. 
Birchard, Glen Robbins, 1623A. 
Johnson, Kenneth Leonard, 1624A. 
Delahay, William Arnold, 1628A. 
Pugh, Robert Johnson, 1629A. 
Goldsworthy, Harry Edgar, 1631A. 
McCollom, Loren George, 1632A. 
Whitaker, Narce, 1633A. 

_ McTague, Hugh O'Neill, 1635A. 
R ader, William Staats, 1636A. 
Rogers, Delmer Joseph, 1637A. 
Samuel, John Spoor, 1638A. 
Crawford, Roscoe Campbell, 1639A. 
Jumper, George Yount, 1640A. 
Newcomer, Henry Crandall, 1641A. 
Perry, Joseph George, 1642A. 
Curtin, Robert -Harriman, 1643A. 
McGowan, Norman James, 1644A. 
Bowman, Josephus Alan, 1645A. 
Miller, Robert Benjamin, 1646A. 
Carpenter, John Wilson, 3d, 1647A. 
O'Hern, Wayne Laverne, 1648A. 
Howard, George Edmund, Jr., 1649A. 
Breckenridge, Adam Kirk, -1650A. 
Boughton, Roland Wallace, Jr., 1651A. 
McDavid, John Arthur, 1652A. 
Holloway, Rufus Hardy, 1653A. 
Herzberg, Allen Forrest, 1654A. 
Sullivan, Henry Riggs, Jr ... 1655A. 
Dickman, Joseph Lawrence, 1656A. 
Long, Paul Joseph, 1657A. 
Phelan, Roger Edwards, 1659A. 
Wray, Robert Merwyn, 1660A. 
Kinney, Andrew John, 1661A. 
Romig, Eugene Allen, 1662A. 
Rigley, Orin Henry, Jr., 1663A. 
Meals, Elbert Owen, 1664A. 
Latoszewski, Edwin John, 1665A. 
Curtin, Richard Daniel, 1666A. 
Iseman, Frank Wallace, Jr., 1667A. 
Knapp, James Barclay, 1668A. 
McFarland, Cecil Cere!, 1669A. 
Glawe, Benoid Earl, 1670 A. 
Sears, Robert Carver, 1671A. 
Greer, Robert Evans, 1672A. 
FitzGerald, Shepler Ward, Jr., 1673A. 
Little, Robert Roy, 1674A. 
Evans, Albert Leslie, Jr., 1675A. 
Whitehouse, Thomas Bernard, 1677A. 
Tatum, Daniel Farrington, 1678A. 
Zethren, George Wallace Roger, 1679A. 
Hardwick, Strother Banks, Jr., 1680A. 
Richardson, Robert Charlwood 3d, 1681A. 
Bestic, John Brereton, 1682A. 
Brombach, Charles Urban, 1683A. 
Vandevanter, Elliott, Jr., 1684A. 
Bailey, Wilbur Winston, 1685A. 
Higginson, George Mercer, 1686A. 
Merrell, Jack Gordon, 1687A.-
Boyd, William Stein, ·1688A. 
Smith, William Thomas, 1689A. 
Walton, Alfred Virgil, 1690A. 
McDowell, William Lee, Jr., 1691A. 
Will, Ray Joseph, l692A. 
Rogers, Robert John, 1693A. 
Hoisington, Perry Milo 2d, 1694A. 
Manzo, Salvatore Edward, 1695A. 
Palmer, Leonard Neil, 1696A, 
Martin, William Kemp, 1697A. 
Gideon, Robert Royce, Jr., 1698A. 

Reardon, James -Vincent~ 1701A 
Kingsley, Joseph Theodore, Jr., 1702A. 
Habecker, John Christian, 1703A. 
Edwards, John Carlos, 1704A. 
McCoy, John Louis, 1705A. 
Schmid, Edwin Peter, 1708A. 
Stocking, Lewis Wilson, 1 709A. 
Adams, Milton Bernard, 1712A. 
Leland, Edwin Sterling, 1714A. 
Miller, Edwin Bruce, Jr., 1717A. 
Fletcher, Eugene Batchelder, 1720A. 
McNickle, Marvin Leonard, 1721A. 
Ingenhutt, William Weeks, 1722A. 
Lawhon, Brooks Albert, 1723A. 
Helton, Elbert, 1727 A. 
Viccellio, Henry, 1728A. 
Gray, Frederic Colbert, Jr., 1729A. 
Wassell, Ralph Lowell, 1730A. 
Ritland, Osmond Jay, 1731A. 
Anderson, Victor Lenvik, 1732A. 
Schneider, Joe Gordon, 1733A. 
Adkison, Bourne, 1734A. 
Greene, Ceorge Benjamin, Jr., 1736A. 
Crain, George Kenneth, 1737A. 
Stetson, Loring Franklin, Jr., 1738A. 
Eubank, William Emanuel, Jr., 1741A. 
Creer, William Edward, 1742A. 
Zemke, Hubert, 1743A. 
Kight, Richard Thomas, 1744A. 
Bohnaker, William John, 1745A. 
McGehee, James Crawford, 1746A. 
Warner, Jo Kyle, 1747A. 
Chennault, John Stephen, 1748A. 
Robinson, George Leroy, 1749A. 
Snavely, Eugene Herbert, 1750A. 
Northcutt, Robert Edward, 1751A. 
Neely, Clarence Arthur, 1752A. 
Cheney, Howard Alton, 1753A. 
Pechuls, John Allison, 1754A. 
Sullivan, John Lynn, 1755A. 
Williams, Hiette Sinclair, Jr., 1756A. 
Stevers, Fred Delaway, 1757A. 
Nye, Glenn Carlyle, 1758A. 
Agan, Arthur Columbus, Jr., 1759A. 
Coats, Lee Bannerman, 1761A. 
Basye. William Edwin, 1 763A. 
Thurman, Wayne Earl, 1764A. 
Ramage, Edwin Miles, 1765A. 
Coupland, Don, 1765A. 
Quick, Quentin Timson, 1767A. 
Warren, Beverly Howard, 1768A. 
Anderson, James Wilbur, Jr., 1770A. 
Aynesworth, Horace Daniel, 1771A. 
Elder, William Erwin, 1772A. 
Davis, William Edgar, Jr., 1774A. 
Gibson, Kenneth Hodder, 1775A. 
Barrett, Thomas Jay, 1776A. 
Ohlke, Harold Walter, 1777A. 
DeShazo, Robert Vernon, 1778A. 
Setchell, James Frederick, 1783A. 
Dunlap, Donald Stuart, 1785A. 
Price, Bruce Burns, 1786A. 
Tate, David Arnold, 1788A. 
Culbertson, Allman Tenney, 1789A. 
Greening, Charles Ross, 1791A. 
Ballard, Norman Luellen, 1793A. 
Bagby, Robert Clyde, 1794A. 
Storm, Leonard Boston, 1795A. 
Manson, Hugh Boyd, Jr., 1800A. 
Emrick, Paul Stanley, 180lA. 
Bird, A. J., Jr., 1802A. 
Zipp, Marvin Stoll, 1803A. 
Moore, Thomas Estes, 1804A. 
Hampton, Edgar Wade, 1805A. 
Rowland, Robert Richard, 1806A. 
Rouse, John Albert, 1807A. 
Kurtz, Frank Allen, 1808A. 
Hughes, Louis Rector, Jr., 1809A. 
Chapman, James William, Jr., 1810A. 
Jones, David Mudgett, 1811A. 
Philbrick, Richard Warren, 1812A. 
Peterson, Clair Arthur, 1813A. 
Kleine, Bingham Trigg, 1815A. 
Cleveland, William Hubbert, 1816A. 
Reed, William Benjamin, 1817A. 
Coulter, Theron, 1819A. 
Wasem, Clinton Curtis, 1820A. 
Greasley, Philip Henry, 1821A. 
Schwartz, William Henry, Jr., 1824A. 
Putnam, Walter Bennett, 1825A. 
O'Neill, Brian, 1826A. 
Fitzwater, John Timothy, 1827A. 
Pinkston, Gladwyn Earl, 1828A. 

Cellini, Oliver George, 1829A. 
MacDonald, Charles Henry, 1830A. 
Kelly, Joseph Anthony, 1831A. 
Wilson, Monty Duran, t834A. 
DeBolt, Arthur Ray, 1835A. 
M oore, Joseph Harold, 1836A. 
James, Frank B., 1837A. 
Tucker, Theodore Wightman, 1838A, 
Rudell, Raymond Frank, 1839A, 
Rodieck, Ralph William, 1840A. 
Van Sicklen, Norton Harding, 3d, 1841A. 
Chandler, Charles Gardner, Jr., 1842A. 
Roberts, James Edwin, 1846A. 
Compton, Keith Karl, 1849A. 
Saunders, Jack William, 1850A. 
Dougherty, John Eugene, 1852A. 
Droz, Paul Christian, 1853A. 
Tipton, James Baird, 1854A. 
Dunning, John Affleck, 1855A. 
Strickland, Eugene Lee, 1856A. 
Bailey, Dalene Edward, 1857A. 
Smith, Pinkham, 1859A. 
Edmundson, James Valentine, 1863A. 
Huston, Vincent George, 1865A. 
Holt, Harry Joseph, 1866A. 
Wheeler, Ansel James, 1867A. 
Dusard, Leo Francois, J'r., 1869A. 
Hester, John Kenton, 1870A. 
Wade, Horace Milton, 1872A. 
Nevitt, William Renwick, 1873A. 
Ashkins, Milton Herbert, 1876A. 
Jenkins, Jack Simmons, 1878A. 
Mears, Frank Henry, 1879A. 
de Russy, John Huie, 1882A. 
Yancey, William Rufus, 1883A. 
Feeney, Francis Robert, 1884A. 
Heflin, Clifford John, 1885A. 
Cavenah, Kenneth Andrew, 1886A. 
Chadwell, George Theodore, 1887 A. 
Westbrook, Sam Wilkins, 1890A. 
McNickle, Melvin Francis, 1891A. 
Aylesworth, Theodore Romaine, 1892A. 
Wrigglesworth, William James, 1893A. 
Blakey, George Addison, 1894A. 
Holzapple, Joseph Randall, 1897A. 
Ensign, Lewis Plank, 1901A. 
Veal, William Watterston, 1902A. 
Robertson, John Clayton, 1904A. 
Downer-, Charles B-enson, 1905A. 
Poage, Oren James, 1B08A. 
Cornett, James Ira, 1909A. 
Watkins, Tarleton Harvin, 1910A. 
Delashaw, Robert Lee, 1913A. 

MEDICAL 

Hall, Francis Whitney, 19059A. 
Christenson, Earle Henry, 19075A. 
Neece, Gus Warlick, 19091A. 
Tinsman, Clarence Asa, 19100A. 
Blount, Robert Henry, 19118A. 

DENTAL 

Puderbaugh, Homer L-eRoy, 18823A. 
Cornish, Paul Allen, 18836A. 
Moore, George Stanley, 18848A. 

VETERINARY 

Van Sant, Willard Merrill, l8978A. 
Leach, Benjamin Francis, 18979A. 

MEDICAL SERVICB 

Deil, Harry, 19379A. 

CHAPLAIN 

Patterson, James Francis, 18727A. 

NoTE.-Dates of rank of all officers noml· 
nated for promotion will be determined by 
the Secretary of the Air Force. 

II .. ... •• 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

WEDNESDAY, JULY 1, 1953 
The House met at 10 o'clock a.m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 

D. D., offered the following prayer: 
God of all grace, may we begin this 

new day with a sincere desire and deter
mination to surrender ourselves unre
servedly to Thy divine will which we 
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know is far higher, holier, and wiser than 
our own. 

Show us to what nobler qualities and 
loftier heights our human life may 
ascend in character and service when we 
follow Thy leading. 

Grant that daily we may face our 
problems without timidity, our successes 
without pride, our disappointments 
without sullenness, and our failures 
without despair. 

Inspire us to be tirelessly active in the 
· great spiritual and social ministry of 

bringing release and redemption to the 
weary and heavy laden, the forlorn and 
forsaken, the haggard an(! hungry, and 
all who are in desperate plights and tor
mented by fear and foreboding. 

Hear us in the name of the Captain 
of our salvation. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yes
terday was read and approved. 

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

The SPEAKER. The Chair desires to 
announce that pursuant to the authority 
granted him on yesterday, June 30, he 
did on that day sign the following en
rolled bills of the Senate: 

S. 1081. An act to provide authority for 
tempnrary economic controls, and for other 
purposes; and 

S. 2103. An act to amend the National 
Housing Act and other laws relating to 
housing. 

THE NINE FUDDLED MEN 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous ·consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD and to 
include an editorial from the Washing
ton Times-Herald. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, the Wash

ington Times-Herald in its issue for to
day, July 1, · has an editorial entitled 
''The Nine Fuddled Men." It deals with 
the activities of the Federal Supreme 
Court, which during the last few years 
seems to have reached the conclusion 
that it is the function of the Supreme 
Court to bypass the legislative branch of 
the Government, and through judicial · 
legislat_ion change the existing· laws of · 
the land, and further to bypass not only 
the legislative branch· of· the Govern
ment, but also the people and the indi
vidual States, and to remake the Consti
tution according to the ideas of those 
who at the moment compose the Su
preme Court. 

The Court has become so notorious in 
recent years -in its efforts· to remodel and 
make over our Government and our 
Constitution according to the latest radi
cal philosophies that the press an.d the 
public are becoming alarmed. I am glad 
indeed to see that editorial notice is be
ing taken of the effort~ of the Supreme 
Court to usurp legislative functions~ I 
commend and congratulate the Times
Herald upon t~e above-mentioned edi
torial, and ! ·insert it herewith as ·a pa·rt 
of these remarks: · 

THE NI:NE FUDDLED ¥EN 

The Supreme Court has recessed for the 
summer and its members have scattered. 

Before it got away, It-was forced into extraor
dinary session . by the stay of execution 
granted in defiance of the Court majority 
by Justice Douglas to the Rosenberg atomio 
spies. The Court had to reconvene in order 
to decide, by 6 to 3, that the legal point dis-' 
cerned by Douglas as "substantial" was, in 
fact, nonexistent. · 

Douglas, of course, dissented and was 
joined by Justices Black and Frankfurter. 
Whatever the majority might say, Douglas 
insisted, he remained "right." Black agreed. 
It took Frankfurter several additional days 
to work up an . opinion which he modestly 
submitted as a contri}?ution to "history." 
This contribution consisted of a suggestion 
that the· Court should have taken more 
time, though Frankfurter would not promise 
that he would have voted in support of the 
spies in the end. 

W!th this, it might have been supposed 
that the Court could safely 1J.e forgotten for 
the summer, but it kept bringing itself .to 
notice. The next incident concerned only 
one Justice-Tom Clark, Mr. Truman's for
mer Attorney General. When the House Ju
diciary Committee decided it would like to 
hear Clark testify concerning nine different 
matters which came up during his tenure 
as Attorney General, the Justice drew his 
robes about him and assumed an admirable 
counterfeit of haughtiness. 

Clark responded that a Justice should keep 
himself aloof fro~ mundane affairs of legis
lative life and partisan politics. Oddly 
enough, the committee accepted this stuffy 
reproof, deciding not to slap a subpena on 
the Justice and hold him in contempt if he 
refused to appear. An objective view would 
be that Clark's pretenses were hollow. The 

_acts concerning which the Congressmen 
~ought to inquire had nothing to. do with 
his service on the bench, but ·involved sun
dry instance~ of fixing and crookedness when 
·he himself was deeply involved in · partisan 
politics. · · 

Though the past session of the Court ls re
ceding in time, its curious decisions still 
glimmer with a dim phosphorescent light. 
They are not still alive, but neither are they 
wholly dead. They have a sort of half life. 

One of these that still sp1.Jtters faintly is 
the decision by which the Court, for the 
second time in 8 years, saved Harry Bridges 
from prison and deportation as an alien 
Communist. The boss of the longshor,e
men's union was convicted of conspiracy in 
a perjured affirmation that . he had never 
been a Communist when he acquired ·his pa
pers as a citizen. 

The facts were not vulnerable to chal
lenge, but the Court turned' up a technicality 
to get Bridges off the hook. It ·said that the 
statute of limitations had run on the of~ 
fense before he · was indicted and that a 
wartime suspension· of the ·statute did not 
apply in this case. Here the decision was 
4 to 3, with Just!ce Burton, the only Repub
lican on the Court, writing . the majority 
opinion. Black, Frankftirter, and Douglas 
again were on the side favoring softness for 
Reds. ' · · · · 

As Chief Justice Vinson and Justices Reed 
and Minton constituted the minority up
holding the conviction, it might be thought 
that this makes them look good. But the 
fact is that this trio distinguished itself with 
one · of the "gqofiest" and most dange~ous 
doctrines ever enunciated by ·any group of 
Justices on the Court. They constituted the 
minority which tried to assert that Mr. Tru
man's seizure of the steel industry was 
proper though the Constitution specifically 
forbade it and though there was no statute 
aut~orizing it. 

The thesis written for the group by Vin
son contended that inasmuch as the Senate 
had ratified the United Nations Charter, the 
United States thereby had accepted "in full 
measure its responsibility in the world com
munity." · From . there Vinson contended 
that · this responsi~ility entailed an obliga• 

tion "for the suppression of acts of aggres
sion." Consequently, Vinson argued, when 
U. N. called on its members to render every 
assistance to repel aggression in Korea, the 
Pr~sident was thereupon authorized to take 
every action to' render that assistance, in
cluding the seizure of private property. 

In face of this decision, there are still 
people who say there is no need for the 
Bricker amendment to the Constitution, 
which says positively that no domestic appli
cation of a treaty is of any force or effect 
unless it would be constitutional and lawful 
in the absence of a treaty. 

From the absence · of his name, it might· 
be assumed that Justice Jackson did not 
share his colleagues' penchant for being on 
the wrong tack some time or other. But to 
concede this much. would be to ignore Jack
son's magnificent perversity as the American 
agent in drafting the infamous ex post facto 
war crimes charter under which the de
feated leaders of Germany and Japan were 
hanged for being on the losing side of the 
last great war. Jackson's contribution to 
hypocrisy and injustice may exceed even 
that of his associates. 

So that's the lot. Which is your favorite? 

REDUCTION OF VOTING AGE OF 
CITIZENS 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the· request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There .was no objection. 
Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask the indulgence of the House for the 
privilege to speak out of order for 3 

· minutes .on a subjec.t which I hope will 
become of considerable importance to 
the gentlemen of this Congress. 

Yesterday I introduced a joint resolu
tion to amend the Constitution to reduce 
the voting age of the citizens of the 
United States from the present 21 years 
to 19 years. 

There are three specific reasons of the 
many which couid be put forth why I 
believe this resolution should be given 
careful consideration: 

The first, which everyone of you has 
heard before, is probably . the most 
·cogent. It w~s ·suggested to me by a 
cartoon appearing in a daily paper, 
Newsday, which won a Pulitzer award for 
Edward K. Kuekes, of the Cleveland 
Plliin Dealer, and by an exceflent edi
torial 'in the News-Review, a Long IS
land weekly paper. . The cartoon, which 
appeared not long after the November 
election; depicts two medics carrying a 
desperately wounded or dead buddy back 
from the front line on a stretcher. One 
stretcher bearer says to the other, "Won
der if he voted?" and the answer from 
the second, "No; he wasn't old enough." 
Severa!' of my colleagues have introduced 
bills to reduce the voting age to 18. I 
also support these resolutions, but I have 
specifically selected the age of 19 as that 
age corresponding most closely to the 
one when a man is actually drafted. 
Should he be drafted in his 19.th year, he 
is not liable to enter into combat for at 
least 6 or 8 months. In other words, if 
the argument, "if he is old enough to 
die, then he is old enough to :vote" is the 
right argument; ·then age 19 is the most 
realistically correct. . 
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The second major reason for propos

ing this amendment to ·our Constitution 
was evolved after researching the his"" 
tory of su1Irage, the history of our vote. 
I discovered that the origin of age 21 as 
the voting age stemm-ed from tlie early 
common law of England. It was linked 
by an iron chain to the property concept. 
You will realize undoubtedly that owner
ship of real property was the principal 
prerequisite for voting in the 17th and 
18th centuries. At the time our Con
stitution was written the property re
quirement was, again, the principal 
requirement. By the middle of the 19th 
century this requirement, along with 
many others, disappeared. Yet the 
English common law concept of ma
jority has so instilled itself into the tra""' 
ditional thinking of this country that 
it has been in the past extremely difficult 
to come forward successfully with any 
other viewpoint. Summarizing, then, 
my second reason, I say: Conform the 
voting age to the existing facts and rec .. 
ognize the maturity of our country. 
This leads to my third argument in fa vox: 
of this resolution. 

The general level of education in the 
United States today compared with the 
1770's is as di1Ierent as black from white. 
Our high schools annually turn out 
many, many educated men and women. 
In fact, based on a knowledge of civics, I 
believed that these 19- and 20-year-old 
citizens have a far greater grasp of gov
ernment and politics, on a comparative 
basis, than the average person 20 or 30 
years older. 

A 19-year-old person today, if he is in 
college or even if he is not in college, 
probably has a job, pays his taxes to 
run this Government, may well be mar
ried and have a family, and, as I indi
cated earlier in my remarks, fights and 
dies for his country without having any 
participation in the selection of those 
who make the decisions. 

Therefore, I urge upon this Congress 
to adopt a progressive and forward-look
ing viewpoint by granting suffrage to 
this group of our fellow citizens. 

THE FINAL Y CHILDREN 
Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I . ask 

unanimous consent to extend my re':" 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MULTER. Mr. Sp~aker, the press 

of the country in recent days h.as given 
much attention to the matter of the two 
Finaly children, z_ewisn boys orphaned by 
the Hitler death mills. The family first 
sought refuge in France. There the Nazi 
monsters caught up w!th their parept~. 
Dr. anc.l Mrs. Finaly. Prior to their an
nihilation the parents e:p.trusted their 
children, Robert and _ Gerald, to friends 
who found safe refuge for them in a 
Catholic institution. When peace was 
restored on the Continent a misguided 
Catholic lady, in order · to· ~eep . thes'e 

' chil~ren from their Jewish relatives, had 
them baptized into · the Catholic faith. 
Long and bitter court controversy-ensued 
with the -decision finally requiring the 
children to · be returned t'o the custody 
of an aunt and uncle residing in Israel. 

Instead of complying with the court 
order, a church dignitary~ acting not 
for the church and, in fact, contrary to 
church directives, kidnaped the children 
and secreted them in Spain. 

Upon gathering the full facts of this 
tragic occurrence, I called upon the Am
bassador from Spain to the United 
States, His Excellency ·Jose F. de Lequer
ica. He listened most sympathetically 
and, more, his action was immediate and 
most cooperative. He placed the entire 
matter before the proper governmental 
authorities in Spain and received from 
them most promptly a commitment, 
which His Excellency the Ambassador 
communicated to me, to the e1Iect that 
if an1 when the children were located 
within the borders of Spain, and upon 
a request from France, which up to that 
time bad not yet been received from the 
French Government, the children would 
be turned over to the French authorities 
for return to France. 

His Excellency, the Ambassador from 
Spain, and I kept in constant touch with 
each other with reference to the matter 
and immediately upon my receiving au
thoritative information as to where the 
children were in Spain I passed this in
formation on to him and be in turn for
warded it to his gove.rnment at home. 

I am happy to report that when the 
children were located in Spain, the Span
ish authorities moved efficiently and ex
peditiously, took them into custody, 
turned them over to French officials in 
accordance with the request from the 
Government of France, and the children 
have now been safely returned to France. 

I want to take this moment to pay 
my compliments to the Spanish Govern
ment and particularly to His Excellency, 
Ambassador de Lequerica, for their hu
mane and splendid cooperation in this 
matter. 

All too frequently we are inclined to 
let our emotions run away with us when 
we find something we do not like and do 
not approve, and take to the hustings to 
loudly condemn. Much too infrequently 
do we take for granted compliance with 
the humanities and ignore the opportu
nity to commend others for their kind
nesses. 

I cannot let this moment pass without 
publicly acclaiming what has been done 
in this instance by the Spanish Govern
ment and its officials, and done without 
outside pressures and without thought 
of gain. 

TRANSPORTATION OF FIREWORK$ 
Mr. NICHOLSON, from the Committee 

on Rules, reported the following_ privi
leged resolution (H. Res. 313, Rept. No. 
696) which was referred . to the ·House 
Calendar and. ordered ~o. be printed: 

Resolved, 'That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
'Union for the consideration of the bill (H. R. 
116) ·to amend title 18, United States Code, 
so as to prohibit the transportation of fire
works into any State in which. the sale af 

·such fireworks is prohibited. After general 
debate, which shall be confined to the bill, 
and shall continue not to exceed 1 hour, to 

·be· equally · diviged and controlled by th·e 
· chairman ·and ranking minority member of 
·the Committee on the Judiciary, the bill 
shall be read for amendment -under the 5-

minute rule. At the conclusion of the con
'sideration of the bill for amendment, the 
Committee shaH rise and report the bill to 
the House with such amendments as may 
have been adopted, and the previous ques
tion shall be considered as ordered on the 
bill and amendments thereto to final passage 
without intervening motion except one mo
tion to recommit. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. TABER. Mr. Spealter, I make the 

point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I move 
a call of the HO'use. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol· 

lowing Members failed to answer to theit 
names: 

Alexander 
Barrett 
Becker 
Bentley 
Blatnik 
Brooks, La. 
Byrne,Pa. 
Case 
Celler 
Chatham 
Chudo:ff 
Colmer 
Condon 
Coudert 
Crosser 
Dawson, Ill. 
Dies 
Ding ell 
Dollinger 
Dolliver 
Donovan 
Durham 

(Roll No. 73] 
Ellsworth Kearney 
Engle Kersten, Wis. 
Fallon Klein 
Fine Lucas 
Fogarty McVey 
Gamble Mack, ru. 
Garmatz Morgan 
Granahan Morrison 
Green O'Konski 
Gregory Philbin 
Gwinn Powell 
Hale Rayburn 
Hart Reed, Ill. 

.. 
Heller Regan 
Hillelson Richards 
Hoffman, Mich. Rivers 
Holifield Roosevelt 
Ikard Shafer 
James Sheehan 
Javits Smith, Kans. 
Jensen Teague 
Jones, N. C. Wigglesworth 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 362 
Members have answered to their names; 
a quorum is present. · 

By unailimous consent, further pro.· 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

PERMISSION TO SIT DURING 
~ESSION OF HOUSE 

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
may sit during general debate in the 
House today. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas· 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AND RE· 
LATED INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATION BILL, 1954 
Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 

.state of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill <H. R. 5969) making appro-

.priations for the Department of Defense 
and related independent agencies for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1954, and 
for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the .Union for the con .. 
sideration of the bill H. R. 5969. with 
Mr. ALLEN of Illinois in tbe _cbair. 

The Clerk reaci the title of the bill. 
By unar..imous consent, the first read .. 

ing ·of the bill was dispensed with. 
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The CHAIRM! ... N. Under the rule de
bate will continue for the full day, to be 
equally divided between and controlled 
by the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
SCRIVNER] and the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. MAHON]. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Kansas. 

GENERAL LEAVE TO REVISE AND EXTEND 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
speaking during general debate may re
vise and extend their remarks·. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

The1'e was no objection. 
Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself such time as I may require. 
Mr. Chairman, my appearance here is 

as the acting chairman of the Subcom
mittee on Military Appropriations. I 
appear because of the ·illness of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts, RrcH
ARD WIGGLESWORTH, who is the chair
man of the subcommittee, who, I am 
quite happy to state, has now been re
leased from the hospital and is recu
perating and hopes to be back on the 

• :floor with us in another 15 days. This, 
incidentally, is the first bill to be acted 
upon by the House of Representatives 
ever bearing the name of SCRIVNER upon 
it; and many times as I have appeared 
on the :floor seeking to reduce expendi
tures, to find this first bill asking you to 
appropriate over $34 billion almost stuns 
me. 

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

Mr. SCRIVNER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Florida. 
. Mr. SIKES. I want to say to my good 
friend, for whom I have the highest ad-

. mira tim:). and tqe utmost 'respect andes
teem, th_at, while his name may not have 
been on bills heretofore, he surely did 
leave his tracks on a ·lot of them, and 
·they were good tracks. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. I thank the gentle
man from Florida for his kind comment. 

Before goin~ further I do want to pay 
tribute to this entire committee. We 
have had to work under extraordinarily 
difficult circumstances this year, as you 
can. well understand. An of them-the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. FoRD] 
who is chairman of the Subcommittee 
on the Army; the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. OSTERTAG] Who has had to 
pick up the ball after the gentleman 
from Massachusetts, Mr. WIGGLES
WORTH's illness; the gentleman from Ne
braska [Mr. HRUSKA] who worked with 
me on the Air Force; the gentleman from 
Maryland [Mr. MILLER], working with 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
FoRD] on Army; and the minority mem
bers, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
MAHON] on the Air Force Subcommittee; 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
SHEPPARD]; and the gentleman from Flor
ida [Mr. SIKEsJ-have all been most 
helpful and most cooperative. Yet, in 
all fairness, I must say that there was 
an occasion or two when there was not 
complete unanimity on all matters, and 
that is. to be expected. 

The staff has done a remarkably fine 
job. I think as you read the report and 
the bill you will concede that yourself. 

I want to pay particular tribute to Mr. 
Corhal Orescan, Earl Silsby, clerks on 
the full committee; and· Paul Wilson, 
Navy; Sam Crosby, Air; and Bob 
Michaels, Army. 

As you have probably read, the Appro
priations Committee has had working 
for several months a staff of investiga
tors who have done a magnificent job. 
These men were all topflight men, com
ing, as they did, from the outstanding 
accounting firms in the country, as well 
as business executives from some of the 
greatest business institutions in America. 

While the entire bill calls for an ap
propriation of more than $34 billion, 
there are some spots that are brighter 
than that. For instance, you will find 
that in this bill there is a rescission of 
$285 million from Army stock funds and 
$250 million from Navy stock funds, 
making a total rescission into the Treas
ury of $535 million. 
- Further than that, you will find that 
$2.6 billion from funds appropriated in 
1951 and 1952 will revert to the Treasury 
June 30, 1954. There will, of course, be 
some claims filed against that $2.6 bil
lion. However, a very substantial 
amount of that will remain "in the Treas
ury, which will help a great deal in bal
ancing the budget. 
· You will also find as you go through 
these reports and as you hear the dis
cussion that the Defense Department for 
fiscal 1953 and prior years as of today 
has $6,200,000,000 which they have not· 
obligated, and by "obligated" ! •mean that 
they have not let contracts for that much 
money. 

In addition to that, from fiscal 1953 
and prior year funds you will find that 
the Defense Department in January, 
when the supplemental budget was be
fore us, absorbed $1,200,000,000 to meet 
the pay raise which the Congress pro
vided last year for the Military Depart
ment. In other words, there are $7,400,-
000,000 that had been previously appro
priated in excess of the actual needs of 
contract obligations of the military 
services. 

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? · 

Mr. SCRIVNER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. VORYS. Is that "obligated" fig
ured under the new Comptroller's rules? 
They have had an artificial system of 
obligations down there for years. I un
derstand they changed it this spring. Is 
this under the new rules? · 

Mr. SCRIVNER. As tbe Appropria
tins Committee discusses obligations, we 
are talking about the firm fixed contracts 
where there is liability upon the Defense 
Department and the Government. 

Mr. VORYS. And the $6 billion rep
' resents money that is not obligated? 

Mr. SCRIVNER. That is correct. 
If you will turn to page 2 of the report, 

you will find there a breakdown. You 
will find in discussing this bill before you 
today that we have no funds whatever 
ior military public works. That comes to 

you in a separate appropriation bill. 
You will find that under the independent 
agencies down to the Secretary of De
fense that there has been a reduction of 
$17,500. You will find in the Office of 
Secretary of Defense itself- we have re
duced the request under what we call the 
revised estimate, which is the budget 

·submitted to ·us under the Eisenhower 
administration some $10 million. The 
Army has been reduced $689 million, the 
Nacy $398 million, and the Air Force 
$244 million. All these amounts will be 
discussed with you in detail as we come 
to each one of those departments in the 
bill. So that you will see in the fourth 
column on page 2 of the report that we 
are recommending in this bill the appro
priation of $34,434,140,500. This is are
duction of $12,750,000,000 under what 
was appropriated in 1953. It is $6,285,-
790,000 under the budget presented to us 
in January, and, as I stated a moment 
ago, $1,337,000,000 under the revised es .. 
timate. · 

As I stated a moment ago, when ·we 
are talking about obligated funds,_we.are 
talking about funds that have been con
tracted for to such a degree that a legal 
liability rests upon the Defense Depart
ment. 

As you turn to page 3 of the report you 
will find that excluding military public 
works, which is an unobligated figure of 
$3,100,000,000, which is available for con
tracting and obligating this year, you will 
find in 1952 a carryover of $4,034,000,000, 
and that is available to. the Department 
of Defense for the fiscal year 1953, the 
year which has just closed, that there 
was available to the Department of De .. 
fense for contract financing $48, 705,000,• 
000. It is estimated that the carryover 
as of yesterday, June 30, is $3,140,000,000. 
That $3,140,000,000 almost without ex~ 
ception is carried over in this bill, and 
none Of it was .rescinded, so that with 
the $34,354,000,000 that we are appro
priating this morning, or this week in 
this bill, the Defense Department will 
have for the purpose of making contracts 
$3·7,494,000,000, and even in this day and 
age that is not a small amount. 

Now, when we come to expenditures, 
that is somewhat different. When we 
·talk about expenditures we mean just 
that; that is the money which either has 
been spent or which is available for
spending. You will find, of course, as 
you go along, even though we might ap .. 
propriate, let us say, $2 billion for some 
construction of planes this year, only 
perhaps $200 million of that would be 
actually spent; I mean, to . actually go 
out of the ':{:'reasury, so that we .see a 
different picture when it comes. to ex
penditures. You will find that in fiscal 
1953 there was available $99,350,000,000 
for expenditures by the Defense Depart
ment, and when you come down to 1954 
the carryover now is $57,670,000,000, so 
that added to that figure what will be 
appropriated here of $34,434,000,000. 
there will be available for spending from 
the passage of this bill $92,104,000,000, 
and it is estimated that the Defense De
partment this year will spent about $43,-
200,00.0,000. So you can see from that 
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figure that exclusive of public works, 
that is equivalent to spending for the 
Defense Department of almost 2% years; 
r~ot quite. . 

You will also see as ·you read the re .. 
port that included in this $34 billion we 
have included almost $2 billion .for fi
nancing the Korean war. In previous 
years that has not· been considered in the 
primary defense request; it has always 
come to ·us in the nature of a supple-

·mental request: This time, and in this 
bin· the $2 billion is included. - · · 

··The·basic philosophy which has guided 
us . throughout all of these considera- · 
tions is the fact that · we ·:must try to 
balance defense needs against the dan .. 
gcrs of an unbearable "burden on 'our 
economy. · · · · 
· Mr. BYRNES of · Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? · 

Mr. SCRIVNER. I yield to tne gen-
tleman from Wisconsin. · : 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. The gEm .. 
tleman mentioned the $2 billion included 
in this bill for the Korean operations. 
Has the gentleman any, estimate as to 
what change might be made · in the "fig
ure in the event of a real truce, which 
we all hope for? . . 

Mr. SCRivNER. That esti~ate is 
practically impossible to make at thi~ 
particular tinie. In discussing that, we 
would have to discuss a great many 
things that took place off the record, and 
which perhaps should not be discu~sed 
here on the floor. Perhaps the gentle
man from MichJgan [Mr. F9Rn_J, who 
handled the Army hearings, wher~ the 
major portion of the .$2 billion is, can 
give the gentleman son;).e explanation. 

Mr. FORD. If the gentleman wi~l 
yield, the Ar~y subcommittee asked that 
question of the Department.of the Army, 
and · we received a detailed analysis 
which indicates that if we have a Ko:
rean truce the Army will voluntarily re
quest the withdrawal -of_ little over $500 
million. · · 

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

Mr. · SCRIVNER. ·I yield to the gen .. 
tleman from Florida. 

:t..u. SIKES. In· further amplification 
of the answers given, the Army made the 
statement to ·our subcommittee that in 
the event of a truce they •would suggest 
·rescission of a half billion dollars ·and 
gave as their reasons for not suggesting 
a larger rescission, first, that the Army 
stocks have been seriously depleted by 
the Korean war. There is a real need to 
build up reserves. Second, a consider .. 
able part of the $2 billion is to go to the 
ROK troops. The buildup and supply 
of ROK troops will have· to be continued 
whether or not there is a truce, so that 
·they will be·in a position to defend their 
own country if a further emergency 

'develops. 
Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. _As ·I ·un .. 

derstand, this figure that has been men-
tioned is for the Army? · · 

Mr. SCRIVNER. The major portion 
of it. 

Mr. B.YRNES of Wisconsin. The Navy 
and the Air Force would have a propor .. 
tionate reduction in their amount, or 

does this $2 billion apply only to the justify to you every item in this bill, and 
Army? . . particularly we can justify the cuts which 
. Mr. SCRIVNER. The major portion have been made even under the revised 
applies -to the Army. Some of the $2 estimates. . 
billion is for . the Air Force. . This $34 billion plus will give you an· 
_ Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Then Army of the average annual strength 
there might also be some saving in the during the year of 1,470,000 officers and 
Air Force expenditure? ·. men.. The Navy will have 768,163 om-

· Mr. SCRIVNER: The items covered cers and men. The Marines wi~l have . 
in this would not nearly· be comparable 241,556. - The Air Force will-have 970,
to those in the Army, because· the-pur- 000, which win give you a defense .force 
poses for . which they ·are appropriated totaling almost 3;500,000 men in uni-
would .not nearly be the same. - . · form-and, of course, some women. 
. Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, will the The item of civilian persennel, of 
gentleman yield?. course always comes-up in these hear-

Mit. SCIUVNER. I yield. to the ,gen- ings. · 'n seems sometimes as though it is 
tleman from Pennsylvania. almost impossible to .get them down to 
. Mr . . GAVIN. Will the gentlemlltn be the number you really would like to, but 
kind-enough to review again those fig- it takes people to do so many: jobs 
ures of the accumulated authorized but whether they are in uniform or whether 
uneXPended appropriations, and lead up they are civilians. So that. you . must 
again. to the $92 billion, so that we will some place hit a happy medium of . so 
have those figures clearly in our minds? many civilians otherwise you will be 
. Mr. SCRIVNER. I could, but possi- called upon to have men in uniform do· 
bly it would serve the purpose just as ing·ce:r:tain jobs. The same thing is tru~ 
well if I pointed out on .page 3 where in the military. If you cut down so far, 
they are found. Then each Member can then you have a request for additional 
analyze them for himself. They are civilians. So that is not an easy task. 
found . in the first two paragraphs of · I think on the whole, as you look over 
page 3 of the report. . · ; the hearings, and the inaividtial reports 
. Mr. VANZANDT. Mr. Chairman, will of these various departments· in the De .. 
the gentleman yield? partment of Defense, you will find we 
. Mr. SCRIVNER. I yield to the gen.. have tried and have succeeded fairly 
tleman from Pennsylvania. . well in bringing it into fairly good 
_ Mr. VAN ZANDT. Could the gentle~ balance. · 
man give us in round ·figures what the on page 6 of the re:Port, you will fi~~ 
Korean war has cost to date? w·e are providing in the bill approxi-

Mr. SCRIVNER. I do not think any.. mately 1,231,623 civilians. We find that 
body can tell you what the Korean war in many places if the Department of De .. 
has cost. Some of the costs would have fense would make more use of -the in
gone on anyway. - But the estimates have digEmous personnel, the nationals of Ger
run all the way from $750 million a many, France, England, ~orea, - and 
month to $1,200,000,00Q a month, not Japan and Okin·awa and other places all 
counting -the more than 140,000 oasulltl• over the world where we can obtain civil
ties. . . - ian help to do a very good job for veq 

To go a little further, you will find much less than we pay an American citi
.that while these requests are large, and zen, further savings could easily be 
there have been reductions-, if Congress made. - . 
had given to the Defense Department In addition to that, you would not be 
all the funds they had asked for since called upon to transport at grea~ ~x
-1950 you would have had requests for pense our civilian Americans to foreign 
almost $100 billion more than you have shores together with their famil~~s a~d 
granted. As you go through . the hear,- their dependents, fl.nd then mamta1n 
ings you will find that since the war in commissaries and S1-!PP1Y all the food a_nd 
Korea started Congress has appropri.. requirements necessary for them, ·-In 
ated to the Defense Department more many places, we find as we -tried .t~ ~et 
-than $150 billion in addition _ to the $9 detailed information about the ClVIllan 
billion already available to them when picture: the information· so far as dol
the war broke out. lars are concerned was pretty good, but 

We have gone through all these item~ when we tried to find the· actual infer .. 
and · through piles upon piles of itemized mation relative to the civilians, the peo .. 
justifications and heard hundreds of V.:it- pie, it was scanty and poor. Next year, 
nesses. Having done that, and havmg there must be many improvements made. 
heard the witnesses, we have tried to -There ·are any number of items we could 
guide ourselves by the rule of reason. ·discuss here, but one of the more i~
We have found in many cases that the portant items -is ·research and develop
lead time which has been proposed has ment. That has been a program ·with 
been greatly overestimated. We have . which we have been not only vet:Y gen:
looked at these huge unobligated bal- erous, but in some cases it seems almost 
ances and have found that Congress is profligate. we have given them.· for re
losing control and that we . should get ·search and development almost every 
our appropriations more closely related nickel they ever asked for. ~tis getting 
to the obligations and expenditures . . We completely out of hand, and we find _in 
have found tha~ the deliveries are not many places there is resea_ rch going on coming along a~ rapidly as they had 
anticipated. we have found that the just for the sake of research-little em
consumption,- particularly in spare parts _ pires being built up which must be torn 
is grossly exaggerated. so we find, as down if we are_ to get effective results 
we go through these matters, we can from _our research and development. 
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Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN~ Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?. , i'' 

Mr. SCRIVNER. I yield. ' • 
Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. With 

:reference to research, I have had a little 
experience. For instance, they have been 
working for 3 years . on establishing 
specifications for egg cases, and finally I 
believe they say about 6 months from 
now, they may conclude that research 
and development program. 

They have another research project 
which has been going on for years. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. The gentleman is 
not talking about the Department of De
tense now, is he? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Oh 
yes. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Is that in the De
partment of Defense? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Yes, 
sir. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. . That is one I did not 
bear of. . 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. And 
here is another example. They had a 
research project on the kind of dishes 
they are to use. The Navy wants a blue 
crockery dish in navy blue and the Army 
and the Air Corps are satisfied with a 
tray. So a controversy is raging now. 
and a great deal of money is being spent 
on research to get the proper dishes to go 
With the sterling silver that the Navy 
uses. . 

Mr. SCRIVNER. I thank the gentle
man for his contribution. I wish I had 
heard about some of those before the 
hearings had been concluded; we might 
have gotten some more information. 

I But su:tncient to say that where 'we can 
tie down and identify funds for research 
and development, there is inchuied 1n 
this budget almost $2 billion, just for re-

1Eearch and development. If .it were 
:bringing us combat effectiveness, we 
would not complain so much. But when 
you get into some of the studies, which 
fwill be discussed later and see some of 
·the subjects that are in this research, 
,YOU will find that the cut which we have 
made is very minor. 
; Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
:gentleman yield? · 

Mr. SCRIVNER. I yield to the chair
,man of the Armed Services Legislative 
:(:ommittee. 
. Mr. SHORT. I hesitate to interrupt 
·the · gentleman~ who is making such a 
Comprehensive and splendid statement, 
but I am glad that he has mentioned re
·search and development. We all know 
the high importance and great signifi
cance of it, and will agree that we can 
never match, ma~ for. ma~, the horde,s 
on the Asiatic Continent; and our only 
hope of victory, if we should have a third 
world war, is in the superiority of 
'weapons and the superfor skill of the 
men who use those weapons. But, as the 
Deputy Secretary for Defense, Mr. 
Kyes, testified before our legislative 
committee-and no doubt he testified the 
same way before the gentleman's com
mittee-a11 civilian industry in · the 
:United States spends only $1 billion an
nually in research and development. lt 
was his thesis that you cannot go beyond 
a certain limit in spending money profit-

ably on research and development. Last 
year, I think the Congress voted $1,500,-
000,000. If anything, you have not made 
enough cut in this, in order to get maxi
mum e:tnciency. But if you have given 
them $2 billion, certainly that is enough 
for_ any organization at any place in the 
world to have, because our armed forces 
were developing 2'1 different kinds of 
bombsights at one time. That was the 
Air Force. They were developing 27 
bombsights and, as you say, it is a spawn
ing, a sprawling, a mushrooming growth; 
they build up little empires. You have a 
lot of hacks attempting to do research 
and development who have no business 
in those departments or activities. As 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
AUGUST H. ANDRESEN] has pointed out, 
they take an interminable time to arrive 
at any decision, because they want to 
hold on to their jobs, in the hope of a. 
promotion and an increase in salary. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. I thank the gentle
man from Missouri [Mr. SHORT] for his 
observation. He has stated the _ case, as 
usual, much more eloquently and logi
cally than I could. But I would point out 
to the Members oLthe House that there 
are over 6,000 different kinds of projects 
being discussed under "Research and de
velopment," employing in the Depart
ment of Defense alone over 114,000 peo
ple, 39,000 of them military. Their pay is 
reflected in the military pay . and not in 
research and development funds. 

It is, as the gentleman from Missouri 
{Mr. SHoRT] has so well pointed out, a 
field for a great deal of study and huge 
economy. 

You will see, on page 8 of the report, 
that the unexpended balances in re
search and development have kept grad
·ually .growing and growing and growing 
from somewhere in the neighborhood of 
$2 million in 1950 to an estimate, as of 
yesterday, of $1,600,000,000, unexpended. 
That is enough to carry them without 
new funds for a year. 

Military air transport is discussed, and 
it should be set up on a more business
like basis, similar to the military sea 
transport. 

There is one situation to be discussed 
later on, and that relat-es to the limita
tion on o:tncers, the Davis amendment. 
We had hoped that the Armed Services 
Committee would come in with perma
nent legislation on this matter. They 
did bring out Public Law No. '7 last year, 
but that expired June 30 this year. We 
were faced with the necessity of making 
a limitation on the number of omcers in 
the various services. 

Section 631 of the bill brings in an 
item which should be discussed at this 
point relating to flight pay. You will 
find from the Department of Defense 

·these :figures, that these are the num
bers of people who are drawing flying 
pay, That includes pilots, bombardiers, 
observers, some stewards, mechanics, and 
what not. We divorced the Air Force 
from the Army a few years ago, but 
again we find that in the Army there 
are 3,885 men drawing flying pay. We 
set up our own little Army aviation; 
and, incidentally, I have flown with some 
of those Army pilots last year in Japan 

and Korea, and I will state tO you that 
they are doing a fine job. 

The Navy has 19,334 drawing flying 
pay; Marines, 4,755; and the Air Force, 
20,445-. ma-king a total drawing :flying 
pay of 98.419. 

What do we :find? You would expect 
to find that all those men would be in 
the cockpits of planes, would you not? 
But you do not; You find many of them 
filling armchairs in administrative of
fices. It is not their fault; they have 
been assigned there. In the Navy in 
fiscal 1954 you will find that of the num
ber given you a while ago there are 13,000 
as pilots drawing flying pay and 4.153 in 
nonflying jobs. In the Marine Corps 
there were .3,204 pilots receiving their 
flying pay and flying, but 853 of them 
are in administrative jobs. In the Air 
Force, out of the 49,688 that we will have 
in fiscal 1954-that is, those that are 
pilots-28,688 will be flying planes, but 
21,000 will be occupying jobs which do 
not call for any cockpit work except pro
fessional flying. So that is what is 
known as minimum individual training 
proficiency flying; and in order to get 
their flying pay, those particular admin':" 
istrative officers have been required to 
:fly 100 hours. - -

Flight pay in itself is not a great 
amount of money, but the cost to make 
it possible for these administrative om
cers to receive their flying pay is tre
mendous, even using the average cost 
of $100 an hour for maintaining these 
proficiency-flying planes, it is costing, 
with the 100 hours. $iO,OOO a year just 
to let some lieutenant, some major, some 
general, receive his flying pay which is 
perhaps one-fifth of that amount. It 
is pro1iciericy flying that costs; it is the 
proficiency flying that you read about 
where men go out, for instance, to the 
Dakotas-~nd I would like to go there 
this fall myself and do some pheasant 
hunting, It is proficiency flying where 
they go to a football game, where they 
go down to Florida-much as I love BoB 
SIKEs, I would like to stop them from 
doing that. 

We are not touching -flying pay. We 
have proposed a very simple solution to 
this which will save the American tax
payers better than $100 million this com
ing year. It is -simply this, that those 
omcers who have training proficiency for 
more than 15 years need not fly ~tall to 
get their· :Hying pay; they just do not 
have to go out on any of those junkets 
to football games, duck hunts, pheasant 
hunts-they can stay here on the job 
and do the job we .are paying them to 
do without losing any further time. 

As for those who have less than 15 
years' flying rating, they may fly when 
prescribed to do so by their respective 
department· 48 hours, -12 hours each 3 
months, with a leeway of 3Q minutes, 
more or less. That will cut the cost of 
proficiency flying in .half, and the table 
I will insert here will give you the num
ber of o:tncers involved, the costs in
volved, and so forth. I think the savings 
will be at least--and this is a very con-



1953 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - · HOUSE .7807 
servative estimate-at least, on a very the Air Force and $25 million in the 
conservative estimate, $109 million in Navy, as shown by the following table: 

Pilots on MIT flying status, fiscal year 1954 
(MIT=Minimum individual training} 

AIR FORCE • 

Number 
of pilots 
on MIT 

flying 

Total . 
flying 
hours 

Total cost at 
$100 per 

flying hour 
Estimated 

savings 

100 hours per year .••• ----------------·---------------------- 21,000 2, 100,000 $210,000,000 -----------·-· 
48 hours per year-----------------·-······----··············- 21,000 1, 008,000 100,800,000 $109,200,000 
Pilots with over 15 years' service: 

3 178 896 17 88
9 600 

48 hours per year--------------.--------------------~----- • 7Zl • • ' -------
94
----

800
--· 

.Assuming one-half of 15-year pilots are on MIT flymg ___ ------------ ------------ -------------- 8, 4, 

Total savings possible------·-····--------------------- ------------ ------------ -------------- 118,144, 800 

NAVY 
100 hours per year •••••• ------------------·------------------
48 hours per year--------------------------------------------

4,153 
4,153 

415,:!00 
199,344 

41, 530,000 --------------
19, 934, 400 21, 595, 600 

Pilots with over 15 years' service: 
48 hours per year-.--------.-----.--------------------~----- 1, 788 85,824 8, 582,400 -------29i_200 
Assuming one-half of 15-year pilots are on MIT flymg ___ ----------- - ------------ -------------- 4 

Total savings possible--------------------------------- ------------ ------------ --------·----- 25,886,800 

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SCRIVNER. I yield to the gentle
man from Maryland. 

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. Is it not 
also a fact that in addition to these sav
ings that will be reflected here there are 
many hours consumed by these officers 
and gentlemen who are on nonflight duty 
in taking time to get to the planes and 
taking time in the air. which is not pro
ducing anything as far as the national 
defense is concerned and that under this 
_program tpey will be able to work their 
full time on the job they are supposed 
to carry out? 

Mr. SCRIVNER. The gentleman is 
correct. 

What else will it do? It keeps them 
from wearing out these planes. You do 
not have to maintain them. The hun
dreds of millions of gallons of gas saved 
is beyond computation. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SCRIVNER. I yield to the gentle
man from Mississippi. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. I real
ize· that the committee had a very worthy 
purpose in mind in reducing the time 
that is to be given to these men to 48 
hours a year. This means, of course, 4 
hours a month. Does the gentleman 
realize that there is a very practical 
problem involved in maintaining pro
ficiency in these airmen, particularly the 
pilots, in giving them 4 hours a month 
which, in the case of these heavy air
craft, amounts to only 1 flight a month. 
I used to kick those things around a 
little bit in World War II and I think I 
have had sufficient experience to state 
with a great deal of reason that an indi
vidual cannot maintain pilot proficiency 
with 1 flight a month in these heavy 
aircraft such as our Air Force uses. I 
certainly would not want to get in an 
airplane with a pilot flying a heavy plane 
who was only given 4 hours a month 
flying time because he would be a dan
gerous pilot. 

I wonder if the committee has given 
thought possibly to permitting them to 
continue the 100 hours under certain 

• t 

circumstances and perhaps just taking 
the others off of flying status completely? 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Yes, we thought 
about that. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. I won
der what the Air Force says about that 
proposition of cutting them down to 4 
hours? 

Mr. SCRIVNER. You can get a di
vided opinion in the Air Force on that 
like you can get a divided opinion in the 
Air Force on many subjects. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Did 
the gentleman have anyone before the 
committee who recommended that? 

Mr. SCRIVNER. If the gentleman 
was an airman he knows the practical 
situation just as well as I do. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Yes. 
Mr. SCRIVNER. You know that these 

men would hesitate to say anything like 
this for the record, although they will 
tell you in private, as many of t]1em have 
told me. I would not care to embarrass 
a single solitary one of them because 
oftentimes though we find fault with 

·them, we love each one of them indi-
vidually and we admire their services 
and would not embarrass them in any 
way. That will be discussed under the 
5-minute rule. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. I will 
not press it any further at this time. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Here is another 
item that brought about a considerable 
saving. We found that officers and 
civilians who are traveling throughout 
the country and eating at enlisted nien·s · 
messes have been subsidized to the ex
tent of $5 million a year. So we are now 
requiring them to pay ·$2.25 a day which 
is a more realistic charge for the meals. 

As pointed out earlier, the National 
Security Councfl will be continued on 
and · we have given them an increase of 
$65,000 because they are operating more 
as a Security· Council now should, meet
ing each week, and they felt they need 
that. · 

The National Security Training Com
mission, which relates as you under
stand to the UMT, is carried the same 
as last year. · 

In the Office of Secretary of Defense 
we have made a 10 percent reduction · 

or $1,200,000. That was their own sug
gestion and is in the form of retired pay. 
There is a modification to what has been 
called the Van Zandt amendment, 
namely we had language in there which 
some of them seemed to think was not 
complimentary when we permitted them 
to retire upon order of the Secretary of 
Defense and the Secretary of Defense 
found that retirement was in the inter
est of the Government. We have re
versed that so that now it can be done 
if the Secretary of Defense does not 
find it contrary to the best interest of 
the Government. We have provided that 
those officers and men who served in 
World Wars I and II, and now in Korea, 
may also retire. We thought that was 
fair and proper. 

The last item I will discuss is a new 
item of half a billion dollars which is set 
aside to the office of the Secretary of 
Defense to provide in an emergency 
$500 million for the providing of stock
piling of certain special machine tools 
which takes a long time to build, and 
which we must have on hand if we are 
to do an effective production job. 

:Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SCRIVNER. I yield to the gen• 
tleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman made 
reference to a provision for UMT: Was 
there any evidence before the gentle
man's committee that this administra
tion is moving now to resurrect univer-
sal conscription? ;;.tj 

Mr. SCRIVNER. There was not. ! ' 

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

Mr. SCRIVNER. I yield to the gentle
man from Connecticut. 

Mr. MORANO. The gentleman made 
some reference to the fact that military 
public works will be in another bill. 
Would the gentleman explain that a lit-
tle further? , 

Mr. SCRIVNER. As to military pub
lic works, hearings are now being helq, 
with the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. DAVIS] as chairman. · 

Mr. MORANO. Will that be a supple
mental appropriation? 

Mr. SCRIVNER. No, that will come 
in a separate appropriation bill. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 45 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, when one wrestles over 
a period of weeks and montns with a 
$34 billion appropriation,- he finds him
self in a state of, shall I say, legislative 
combat fatigue. The able chairman of 
our subcommittee had to go to the has
pi tal by reason of the rigorous hours 
and responsibilities imposed upon him 
in-connection with this bill, but the rest 
of us are still on our feet. Our chair
man, the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. WIGGLESWORTH], is recuperating, 
for which we. are very pappy. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the first year in 
some time that representatives of the 
Republican Party have had the respon
sibility of reporting a military bill. I 
want to say that the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. TABER], the g~ntleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. WIGGLES• 
WORTH], the gentleman from Kansas 
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[Mr. SCRIVNER], and all the members of 
the majority were most cooperative with 
the members of the minority in giving us 
time and opportunity. to develop testi
mony in connection with the issues be.
fore the committee. 

We live, of course, in a very difficult 
world when nobody knows today what 
tomorrow's headline may be. It is cer
tainly a very dangerous time, and all of 
us who have a responsibility in conec
tion with this matter are compelled to 
approach this problem of what to do 
about the national defense with a high 
degree of. sobermindedness. It is a ter
rific responsibility. 

Members will be going back to their 
hDme districts in a few days and waving 
the flag on July 4th and expressing the 
hope that Old GlDry will continue to re
main triumphant amDng the flags Of 
the nations of the world. I think most 
of them will be saying, "My fellow coun
trymen, if this nation is to err at this 
time in matters involving the national 
defense, let us err on the side of greater 
power and effectiveness." I think those 
Fourth of July day· speakers will again 
repudiate the philosophy of weakness 
and appeasement. I think they will say 
that the Soviets apparently understand 
only one language, and that is the Ian·-

. guage of strength. I think they will 
want to say that they supported what 
they thought was right when the issue 
came to the fore in the consideration of 
this bill, and we will hav,e the issue in· 
volving air power on the floor and per
haps in a motion t.O recommit if it is not 
adopted on the tloor. . 

I think no one has any right to com
plain how one votes on matters of this 
kind if one uses his own best judgment. 
Nobody can absolutely divine what the 
future holds. We have a great leader 
in the White House. I yield to no one 
in my respect and admiration for Presi .. 
dent Eisenhower. But General Eisen
hower does not know nor do you an!i 
I just what the future may hold. We 
know that there are foreboding shadows 
on the horizon. 

I remember quite well in March of 
1950 writing my personal friend, General 
Eisenhower, who I believe then was presi· 
dent of Columbia University, and asking 
him to come before the military subcom· 
mittee. Just a few weeks prior to that 
time he had acted for quite some time 
as the Acting Chaitman of the Joint 
Chiefs of -staff. We were considering at 
that time the appropriation bill for the 
military under the leadership of Louis 
Johnson, the then Secretary of Defense, 
and the bill included for the Army, the 
Navy, and the Air Force approximately 
$14 billion. 

General Eisenhower wrote back in his 
characteristic way and said, "Whenever 

·the Congress calls on me I am ready to 
serve." He came before our committee 
and gave his views to us with respect to 
what we should do .about the military 
budget. 

His views at that time. and this was 
only a very few weeks before Korea, were 
that the ~14 billion was, when military 
and economic factors were taken into ac· 
count, reasonably adequate under the 
circumstances. But a few weeks later he 
was making a speech in New York City 

and said, c•r think perhaps .we ought to 
increase this $14 billion by about $1,500,'!"' 
000,000 in the intere~t of additional air· 
power, in the interest of greater anti· 
submarine strength in the Navy, and in 
the interest of the development of new 
weapons for the Army." 

When members of the United States 
Senate subcommittee read an account of 
General Eisenhower's speech in the pa· 
per, they asked him to come before the 
Senate committee, and they asked him 
what he meant when he said he thought 
we ought to appropriate an additional -
$1,500,000,000 for the Armed Forces. 
General Eisenhower came back to Wash
ington and testified that he was satisfied 
with the $14 billion-! use round fig .. 
ures-except for about $1,500,000,000 ad
ditional. At that time he wrote a letter 
to Louis Johnson, the then Secretary of 
Defense, and that letter was on April 25, 
..precisely 2 months before the Korean 
war broke. 

I quote from the CONGRESSIONAL REC• 
ORD of August 25, 1950. General Eisen
hower said: 

. DEAlt LomE: I have just read a copy of the 
statement that General Gruenther tells me 
you propose to deliver before the Senate 
Appropriations Committee - tomorrow, the 
26th-

That was the 26th of April. 
As I understand its terms, you recom

mend-

Then he lists these iten1s amounting to 
about $1% billion, which I have hereto
fore mentioned. 

Then in his final paragraph, General 
Eisenhower said to Secretary Johnson: 

So far ·as I can determine, your recom
mendations accord exactly with what I per
sonally believe should now be done. I hope 
the committee 11-grees with you 1n detail. 

With warm regards, 
Cordially, 

IKE. 

Mr. Chairman, I read that record 
which was made 2 months before the 
Korean war started, not in an effort to 
embarrass General Eisenhower, because 
I do not think it would embarrass him. 
After an, I myself was a member of the 
committee and, while I did not person
ally endorse all aspects of the budget, 
1 believe I was the man who presented 
the low budget of $14 billion to the House 
at that time, which the House accepted. 
But after all we must all accept the facts 
of life, which were that we went along 
2 months before Korea with a $15 billion 
military budget . . We were all sincere, of 
course. It was often called the Eisen- . 
hower budget, as he had done much of 
the spade work on the military budget. 
As I say, I relate this history not to 
reflect upon the Congress or on our able 
President, but to show that nobody in the 
~ite House or in the United States 
House of Representatives can f.oretell 
what the future holds. 

Mr. GAV.IN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAHON. I am glad to yield to 
my friend, the gentleman from Pennsyl .. 
vania. 

Mr. GAVIN. If I recall correctly_, the 
chairman of our committee, the gentle
man from Georgia [Mr. VINSON] vigor· 
ously protested at that time, and you 

were · talking about 1'950, against the 
.budget you had proposed., So when yo\\ 
say no Member of the House-if I recall, 
and the gentleman from Georgia [Mr, 
VINSON] is here and he can correct me
the gentleman from Georgia did make a. 
vigorous protest against the budget you 
had presented to the House as well as 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

Mr. MAHON. I believe the gentleman 
is correct. As I recall, the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. VINSON] appeared be
fore the subcommittee and urged the 
appropriation of some additional funds, 
say $2 billion, which, of course, was a 
mere drop in the bucket compared t<» 
the tens of billions of dollars which be
came necessary by reason of the Korean 
war. 

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

Mr. MAHON. I yield. 
Mr. HINSHAW. I think the gentle

man must admit there were others of us 
in the House who likewise protested that 
budget and also the recapture of funds 
or the rescission of funds which were 
made by the .President. He refused to 
allow the Air Force to spend $1,700,000,-
000 which we had appropriated for them. 
The gentleman will remember, I am sure, 
those occasions . 

Mr. MAHON. The gentleman is cor:.. 
rect except the figure was $800 million. 
Many Members of the House were dis
satisfied with that budget, and many of 
us felt that the funds provided should 
have been greater. The gentleman from 
California and the gentleman from 
Texas were among· those Members. 
There were many Members, but none of 
us foresaw w-e would be in the· Korean 
war in 60 days, and none of us proposed 
the tens of billions of dollars which 
would _have been necessary in connection 
with that matter. 

Mr. HINSHAW. The gentleman will 
admit that probably the only man who 
foresaw the Korean war was the gentle
man from Minnesota [Mr. JUDD]. 

Mr. MAHON. 1 have great respect for 
the gentleman from Minnesota l:Mr. 
JuDD), but as much as I respect him, he 
does not know what the future holds 
though his judgment is quite good, and 
I have been pleased to follow him upon 
many occasions. 

The gentleman froin California raised 
the question of our appropriating for 
airpower during the 80th Congress about 
$800 million, which was impounded by 
the Government and not used. I think 
that was an affront to the Congress. I 
said so then and I say so now. 

Someone was speaking to me last eve .. 
ning about the defense budget, and I 
was told that the present Secretary of 
Defense had said that regardless of .what 
the Congress did toward .appropriating 
additional funds for airpower, he would 
jgnore the appropriation and not expend 
the money. I hope that statement is not 
true. I cannot quote it except from 
hearsay . . Buf the Congress with its au
thority and responsibility under the 
Constit.ution to raise and ei!uip armies 
is entitled to a voice in national defense, 
and if the Congress ·appropriates addi· 
tional funds for airpower, in my judg
ment it is the responsibility of the Sec-
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reta.ry of Defense to let the ·air arw..~ of 
the Government expend the funds which 
are appropriated, rath-er than fiaur;t the 
will of the people and the Cong1·ess in 
that matter. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? · 

Mr. MAHON. I am pleased 't'O yield to 
the gentleman from New Yor'k. 

Mr. TABER. Has the gentleman any 
.specific citation 'Or quotatj :.m from the 
present Secretary of Defey.se to support 
what he has · just said? 1.. would like it, 
because I want to check. 

Mr. MAHON. I want to check it. 
Mr. TABER. I do not think we ought 

to make such statements unless we have 
good reason to believe that they are 
corr-ect. 

Mr. MAHON. I agree with the gen
tleman. I want the RECORD to show the 
true position of Secretary Wilson, and 
I am not inclined to believe that he 
would :flaunt the will of Congress in this 
manper. I am inclined to believe he 
would expend the funds appropriated by 
the Congress. 

Mr. TABER. I am going into commit
tee and I am going to eall the Depart
ment of Defense .and I am going to ask 
for a statement on that question. 

Mr. MAHON: I would be very gla-d 
for the gentleman to do it. I would 
like to have a ..statement appear in the 
RECORD in connection with mY remarks 
with respect to that issu.e. lf not, I 
would like for th-e gentleman to 1ns-ert 
the facts in the RECORD before adjourn
ment today. I only said it had been 
reported to me. Whether that is cor
rect or not, I do not know, but it .seems 
unbeli-evable. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman Yield? · 

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentle
man from Massachusetts. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I read in the 
newspaper about 2 weeks ago, and I have 
the news item on my d-esk, where Secre
tary Wilson is quoted as having said 
that they are preparing a defensive 
budget. Does the gentleman remember 
that? A defensive budget is what they 
are preparing. That is a dangerous 
thing in this day and age_, for us to 
have a purely defensive budget. 

Mr. MAHON. I think the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. TABER] should get 
in touch with the Secretary with respect 
.to that question, and I hope the gentle
man from New York, or some of the 
members of the .committee, can ·get ari. 
affirmative statement to this effect; that 
if the judgment of Congress is that we 
should provide $1,175 million additional 
for the Air Force, the money will be 
spent in keeping with the recommenda
tion of Congress. I think that would be 
proper. · .,...,.,,.. ....... ~J~1 

Mr. TABER. Will the gentleman 
yield further? 

Mr. MAHON. I yield. 
Mr. TABER. 1 am disturbed about 

the way this thing has come up, becailse 
.I feel it is absolutely necessary that we 
-decide the question of how much money 
is to be provided by this bill. It should 
be -done on the merits of the needs of the 
Air Force and not on some side issue 
that somebody trumps up .. That 1s the 
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.reason I feel rather-disturbed about that uaeneral Clark Summons Chief Aides as 
question. · · Latest Truce M-ove Fails ... 

Mr. MAHON. I think with the gentle- - Failing in the Orient. What is the 
man from New Y-ork, that what we trouble? Too much talk, too little 
.should do about funds for the Air .Fiorc:e str,ength; that is the trouble. 
should be determined not upon politics, Close behind the Iron Curtain in East
not upon pressures, not upon anything . ern Germany a little hope is gleaming 
but the welfare of our country. As far in the heart and eye of the oppressed 
as I am concerned; I have the greatest peoples of the world. They know their 
respect for the Secretary of Defense, Mr. only hope has a :relation to a strong 
Wilson, and for those who work in the United states of America. President 
Pentagon with the Congress in connec- Eisenhower launched in a most magnifi .. 
tion with the military appropriations. cent way a peace offensive some time 

Mr. McCORMACK. Will the gentle- ago, and we are all behind him in his 
man yield further? --efforts toward peace, but he needs 

Mr. MAHON. I yield. strength to back up his peace efforts. 
Mr. McCORMACK. If the quotation There are other things on the hori-

-alleged to be made by Secretary Wilson is zan-trouble in Indochina, trouble in 
correct, that he was planning for a de- north Africa, trouble all the way around 
fensive budget, and the Congress believes the globe today. Let us run up the sig:. 
that we ought to have an armed service nal in Washington that · a little truce 
capable of offensive purposes in case of talk-and it may ·be phony-in Korea 
.attack, I do not think that is any side is not going to throw America off bal
issue. I think that is an important .ance. Let the world know that with 
issue, whether we are going to have an every passing headline we do not change 
armed service to repel an attack or one .our policy and our viewpoint with re
capable not only of repelling an attack .spect to national defense. 
but of · taking the offensive in case of This military bill was reduced by the 
attack. committee not with concurrence of all 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Chairman, will member.s, but it was reduced by the 
the gentleman yield right there? committee by something· over $1~300,-

Mr. MAHON. I yield. ;{}00,000. In an amendment which I shall 
Mr. SCRIVNER. Secretary Wilson offer I shall propose that the bill be 

has never made any such statement as increased by $1,175,-DOO,OOO for the Air 
that to our committee. Force in order to .move more rapidly to-

Mr. MAHON. No, no; he did not. ward the 143-wing group. If the.amend-
Mr. SCRIVNER. And 1n an the w.ar ment is adopted. this Department of 

--plans that have been discussed as long Defense bill will still be below the budget 
as I have been on the military appropria- estimate. which I think is a happy sit
tions, since 1946, the first and primary uation under all the circumstances. 
objective of our Defense Establishment When the amendment is offered and 
is the defense of the United states; is when the motion to recommit is offered 
that not correct? if it is, we can all use our best judgment 

Mr. MAHON. The defense of the as we will divide ourselves into two 
'United States is, of course, our object camps. On one side will be those who 
and our aim. Of course, when attack-ed, belong to the 1-believe-in-airpower 
we must have the power to launch a sue- group, and on the other .side will be those 
cessful counteroffensive. .I think the who belong to the I-believe-in-airpower
gentleman would agree with me that the but group. There is some logic and argu ... 
Department of Defense should .carry out ment on each side of this .question and 
the will of Congress, whatever it may be, ·every man is entitled to his own view. 
with respect to the airpower budget. Mr~ SCRIVNER. Mr. Chairman will 

Mr. SCRIVNER. I am sure that this the gentleman yield? ' 
administration will carry out whatever Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentleman 
we do in this body and in the Senate. irom Kansas. · 

Let me comment further; of course, Mr. SCRIVNER. Rather than as the 
the gentleman mentions statements- gentleman has stated the choice, is not 
neither the gentleman from Texas when the question really whether the Congress 
he was chairman of the committee, nor is to adopt the Eisenhower budget. in
General Eisenhower when he was Chief eluding the interim 120-wing proposal 
of Staff, or anybody else knew that we or the Vandenberg 143-wing Air Force? 
were going to be plunged into war in l.s that not really the question? 
Korea on June 25, 1950. Mr. MAHON. The gentleman poses a 

Mr. MAHON. The gentleman is cor- very interesting question. I turn to page 
rect, ,and I have no criticism of General 390 of the Department of Defense hear
Eisenhower. As I say, I respect his lead- ings in order to quote from the record of 
ership and under the circumstances at the hearings. This is under the head
the time I found no fault with his deci- ing, "Reduction in Air Force Budget.'' 
sion which happened to be like mine Deputy Secretary Kyes, Secretary Wil
and yours. somewhat in error. But we son, a.nd Assistant Secretary McNeil 
could not foresee what the future held were present, I believe. Under the head
at that time; and 1 . relate that faet in jng, "Reduction in Air Force," I quote 
order to say that as we could no.t tell on the following: 
the 25th of April 1950 what the future "" Mr. MAHoN. Who made the decision, whose 
held, neither can we tell today what ldea was it that we make a defens e cut of 
may come forth from this troubled -and $5 bl111on in the Air Force-? Was that done 
chaotic world within the next 60 days by the civil~ans in the Pentagon"? 
within th t t .I ' Mr. KYES. I think I can answer that one. I 
. e nex year or wo. read was the most surprised man in the Pentagon 
fr-om a. morning front-page headlin-e-:._._ when I found that w.as the 11esult. we were 
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going on an operational basis, and that hap• 
pened to be the statistical result. 

So I have been surprised, too, along 
with probably 100 million other Ameri
cans, as to the cut. I am pleased to note 
that the Secretary was, at least for a. 
time, also surprised. 

Mr. MAHoN. Who arrived at this statistical 
result? 

Mr. KYES. That was the way it happened to 
come up. It was worked up on an operation
al basis. 

Mr. MAHoN. Did the Bureau of the Budget 
suggest the $5 billion cut in the Air Force? 

Mr. Wilson comes into the picture on 
page 391: · 

Mr. WILSON. No. 
The Bureau of the Budget did not 

·suggest the $5 billion cut. 
Mr. MAHON. Did the President suggest it? 
Secretary WILSON. No, sir. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Where is the gentle
man reading? I have turned to pag_e 
390. 

Mr. MAHON. There are four volumes. 
Look at the Department of Defense hear
ings. That was the trouble with people 
in the higher echelons of the Pentagon, 
they could not find the need for continu~ 
ation of our air-power program which 
Congress had set up and agreed upon 
time and, time again. I quote again: 

Mr. MAHON. Did the Bureau of the Budget 
alter materially the recommendations of the 
Pentagon? 

· The Bureau of the Budget and the 
White House did not change one figure, 
did not dot one "i" or cross one "t," did 
not alter what had been done by the 
new group in the Pentagon, Mr. Wilson 
or Mr. Kyes and those who worked with 
them. In other words, we had before 
us a budget made up by civilians, in
experienced in military matters. They 
are geniuses in production and in many 
other fields, but they are not military 
geniuses. :Yet that is the budget which 
we had. 

Now, if you want ·to call it the Eisen
hower budget, he did submit it to the 
Congress; but the President has many 
things to do, more than any one man 
can possibly do. The budget was sub
mitted to the Congress by the President 
and if you want to call it the President's 
budget, all right, but it does not neces
sarily represent the decision of the Presi
dent with respect to all these matters. 
He has to more or less accept it or tell 
these men who had come in here at great 
personal sacrifice: "I have to repudiate 
you." As I understand the situation, the 
President did not make the budget or 
suggest the Air Force cut, but he sub
mitted the budget; it is his budget, and 
he could do no other than to stand be
hind it. I do not condemn the President 
for that. 

Mr. MORANO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman ·yield? · 

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentle
man from Connecticut. 

Mr. MORANO. The gentleman says 
he is going to offer an amendment to 
restore the $1 biilion. 
· Mr. MAHON. One billion orie hun
dred and seventy-five million dollars-, 
which is at this time the minimum figure 
which the representatives of the Air 

Force say would be necessary to continue 
in an orderly way toward the 143-wing 
Air Force by the 30th of June 1953. 

Mr. MORANO. Why does not the gen
tleman follow the recommendation of 
the military men in the Pentagon-

Mr. MAHON. That is the military 
judgment. 

Mr. MORANO. And offer an amend
ment to restore the $5 billion that he 
says has been cut out? 

Mr. MAHON. The gentleman has 
asked a very easy question to answer, 
which is as follows: Five months' time 
has been frittered away with hobbles on 
the Air Force. That time is lost and 
cannot be regained and therefore all the 
money originally required cannot be 
wisely spent. So the $5 billion is no 
longer needed this year. Some of it can 
come later, and that is the military 
judgment. It was the recommendation 
of General Vandenberg, Chief of Staff of 
the Air Force. 
· I wish, if you could, you would turn to 
page 694 of the Air Force hearings and 
read just what the proposed amendment 
which I shall offer would do. I would 
like to ask you, if you have time, to read 
the testimony of General Bradley, Chair
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, with 
respect to this issue. Many people have 
been troubled ·about it. I have been 
troubled about it for months. I want to 
go along as far as I can with Mr. Wilson. 
I respect him . . He is trying to do a good 
job, and I am not trying to discredit him. 
I want to make the true picture clear. I 
hope the House will understand this. 
- The Joint Chiefs of Staff are military 
advisers. We do not have to take their 
advice, but we ought to always have it 
before us. The Joint Chiefs of Staff are 
the advisers of the Secretary of Defense. 
He does not have to take their advice, 
but he should always have their advice. 

If you will turn to page 7732 of the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of yesterday, YOU 
will see what the hearings show on that 
issue. General Vandenberg was asked 
"Were the Joint Chiefs of Staff coun
-seled with respect to the $5 billion re
duction?" The answer was "No." "Was 
the Chief of Staff of the Air Force coun
seled as to the reduction?" "No.". In 
other words, the $5 billion cut in air 
power, thwarting the will of Congress 
with respect to the building up of 143 
wings, was done by civilians in the Pen
tagon without their even requesting the 
advice of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and 
the record is as plain as the noonday 
sun. I do not believe in that type of 
operation, and I do not hesitate to ex
press my views with respect to it. 

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

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentleman 
from Mississippi. 

Mr. WINSTEAD. Did we not follow 
General Vandenberg's recommendation 
prior to the Korean war when · th~ gen
tleman from New York [Mr. TABER] .of
fered _an amendment to increase the ap.:. 
propriation to build toward-the 70-group 
Air Force? 

Mr. MAHON. Yes. ''~1~\')'ltr'~ c-: 
Mr. WINSTEAD. We· did not follow 

President Truman or Secretary' Louis 
Johnson, and if I remember correctly; 
President Truman called in the then 

General Eisenhower, now President 
Eisenhower, as an adviser, civilian ad
viser, to the Military Establishment prior 
to that. Now, if we followed General 
Vandenberg at that time on air power. 
and yet the Executive refused to go 
along, I do not know but what it might 
be wise to consider the recommendation 
of General Vandenberg at this time. 

Mr. MAHON. When General Vanden
berg dresses for military occasions, cus
tom dictates that he has to wear his 
combat ribbons. There is nobody who 
has touched this budget who has faced 
the fire of the enemy and flown over the 
enemy targets and knows the airpower 
at :firsthand as well as General Vanden
berg·. There are some who would like 
to repudiate him now because it is not 
convenient to agree with him, but when 
he won those combat ribbons and when 
he led the Ninth Air Force in Europe, 
and during other times of service, the 
American people had great confidence in 
his skill and judgment. I still think his 
testimony is the best airpower testimony 
before the Congress at this time. 

Now let me proceed, if I may. 
The Joint Chiefs of Staff sat down and 

over a period of months they worked out 
a war plan. They said, "What will we 
have to have if we ·get into a big war?" 
That is their business, you know. They 
said, ''We will have to have 21 Army di
visions, · 408 combat ships, and 143 wings 
for the Air Force." The Joint Chiefs 
said that in 1951. The Congress ap
proved it and reapproved it. The Joint 
Chiefs of Staff said it again in March 
1953. Yet they are kicked overboard and 
not even consulted by the Secretary of 
Defense with respect to the $5 billion cut 
in the Air Force budget. - Is not that 
unthinkable? 

If you were a top civilian in the De
P!l.rtment of Defense and were compelled 
to make a·n. important military decision 
involving the fate of this country, would 
you not push the buzzer and tell the clerk 
in the office to please call in the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, including the Chairman. 
and say, "Sit down, gentlemen, and make 
yourselves comfortable. We are consid
ering a $5 billion cut in the Air Force. 
What is the military judgment of the 
Joint Chiefs on that issue?" 

I do not see why any schoolchild would 
not have thought of that procedure, but 
that was not the procedure followed. 
The Joint Chiefs of Staff were not con
sulted. 

I am pleased to see that if the amend
ment which is offered is adopted we will 
still be within the · framework of the 
budget on the entire bill. When we vote 
in the Committee and on the motion to 
recommit, if necessary, we can have the 
assurance that we are not exceeding the 
Bureau of the Budget figures with re
spect to- this thing. We can have in 
mind that we are backing up the Joint 
Chiefs of Sta1f on our war plans. 

It is said the new Joint Chiefs will 
make another study, but I do not want 
to throw aw~y· the plan we . have until 
somebody gives me a better plan. Do you 
not see the fal.lacy of that? _ Is it not 
fallacious? They· say, "Let us stop our 
buildup toward the 143 wings as agreed 
on and as voted for, and ·take. _a few 
months off to decide what we are going 
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to do.'' -I say, let us not stop ·a prcogTam 
which we have approved until we have 
ready a substitute and better program. 
Is there anything wrong with that? 

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

Mr. MAHON. I -yield to the gentle~ 
man from Massachusetts. -

Mr. McCORMACK. May I call the 
attention of the House to the fact that 
General Twining, who is the new mem
ber of the Joint Chiefs of Staff repre~ 
senting the Air For:ce, when he was up 
for confirmation only a few weeks ago 
absolutely said that 143 air wings were 
necessary. He admitted it was neces
sary, in response to a question by a Sen~ 
a tor. 

Mr. MAHON. Of course the people 
in the Pentagon must be subservient to 
the recommendations of the Bureau qf 
the Budget. It is true that General 
Twining did say he was supporting the 
143-wing program. He has to say now 
that he is supporting_ the President:s ·pro
gram, and it is proper that he should do 
so. I do not want to embarrass General 
Twining, but in my judgment if there 
is any top officer in .the Air Force who 
does not agree that we should proceed 
more rapidly toward the 143-wing _group 
I have not heard his name mentioned. _ 

Mr. SCRIVNER .. Mr. C)lairman, will 
the gentleman yield at this point so tha~ 
I might quote General Twining's own 
words? 

Mr. MAHON. I will yield if the gen~ 
·tleman will be brief. 
- Mr. SCRIVNER. This is General 
Twining's language, I cannot make it 
shorter. On page 277, General Twining 
said~ 

What the force should be, I could not say~ 
Maybe it is more than 143 wings and maybe 
it is less, but I do feel it is time to take a 
good look at it. 

Mr. MAHON. That is a-very excellent 
statement, but the Congress cannot go 
on a basis of maybe it ought to be this 
and maybe it ought to be that. Today is 
the hour of decision. Today · is my re
sponsibility · and your Tesponsibility. 
General Twining says we ought to take a 
good look at it. The -Joint Chiefs of 
staff have a continuing study every week 
and every month with respect to our 
requirements, and they may change from 
time to time, but as late as March of 1953 
they reaffirmed their belief that it would 
imperial the security of this Nation if we 
should set our target below the 143-wing 
program. . 

Mr. Chairman, may I ask how much 
time I have consumed? 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
from Texas has consumed 39 minutes. 

Mr. MAHON. Well, 39 minutes on 
$34 billion·is perhaps not too long. 

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

Mr. MAHON. I yield. 
Mr. BONNER. The gentleman is most 

persuasive; but ~e does not answer the 
questions some _of us have in mind about 
the unnecessary e~pansion of the Air 
Force on the ground. We are all infavo~ 
of the Air Force in the air, but it has 
been clearly shown there has been an 
unnecessary expansion of the Air Force 
on the ground, duplicating the services 
and facilities that th~ Armyrendered to 

the ·Air-Corps during World Wal' II. In 
your amendment, or in the provisions 
you intend- to o:fier. is there any assur
ance that the expansion on the ground 
will be curbed and that the Air Force 
will be built in the air? 

Mr. MAHON. Let us say we are now 
·under a new leadership -in the Penta
gon. We have had in the past years 
men of great ability. Now men of man~ 
agement genius are sitting in places of 
high responsibility there. They are ci
vilians and they do not know too much 
about military strategy, but they do know 
something about management and pro~ 
duction. It is to be hoped that every ef ~ 
fort will be made, and they have assured 
us they will make every effort to stream~ 
line our program and get a dollar in 
value for every dollar that .is spent. No 
one can jump up and down any faster 
and shout any louder than I can about 
waste and inefficiency. But that is not 
the issue today. The issue is a 143-wing 
program as soon as possible in accord 
with · the military experience of the 
greatest Nation on earth or it is com~ 
:Promise with the security of the Nation 
on. the 120-wing program. Everybody 
believes in air power but some believe in 
air power more than others. As for my~ 
self I will say, "I am going forward at 
this critical time to make this Nation 
stronger because we now are in a time 
-of crisis which may endure for a num~ 
ber of years, and it is going to be neces~ 
sary for us to put on a bold front' if we 
·.are to make the right progress in the di
rection of the settlement of the Korean 
war, and in the direction of world sta
bility." There is a hot war in Korea 
and the biggest cold war known to man
kind all over the earth.· I say the best 
way. to try to meet that situation is with 
that thing we call strength-strength
strength. 

Mr. BONNER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yi-eld further? 

Mr. MAHON. I yield. -
Mr. BONNER. ·There is no Member 

-Of the House who wants to see the Air 
Force built as strong as the gentleman 
wants it to be built, but if any Member 
of the House would take a tour over the 
country and visit the various establish
ments of the Air Force, they will see with 
·their own eyes an additional army being 
built on the ground. That is -the ques
tion I want to have explained. Will 
there be some curbing here of the build
ing of the Air Force on the ground. and 
will the Air Force be built in the air 
and not -On the ground? 

Mr. MAHON. Well, we do not want 
to have an Air Force in the air so high 
and so far from the earth that they 
cannot come down when it is necessary 
to refuel. 

Mr . . PRICE. Will the gentleman 
yield? -

Mr. MAHON. I yield. 
Mr. PRICE. The gentleman · from 

Kansa.S~ our very good friend, Mr. 
ScRIVNER, read only partly from the tes
timony · of General Twining. I would 
like to read a little further from that 
testimony. 

Mr. MAHON. It would be most en
·-IightEming. ;r do not ' have -the time t<? 
find the· place in the record. 

Mr. PRICE. The · gentleman from 
. Kansas was reading on page 277 of the 
Air Force hearing where General Twin~ 
ing was being -questioned by Mr. HRUSKA, 
who evidently was exploring General 
Twining's position on the 143-wing pro
gram. Mr. HRUSKA asked if it was not 
a calculated risk which we were taking 
in an interim period in building this 
force that nothing drastic and nothing 
unfavorable will happen and General 
Twining replied, "That is right." 

Mr. HRUSKA. Are you prepared to say 
whether or not in your judgment it is a 
calculated risk which is worth taking, 
Genera1? 

And General Twining replied: 
Well, I think we are always taking a .cal

culated risk. We pointed out. with the 143-
wing program, as ,you will remember, we 
thought that was pretty low at the time, 2 
years ago. We thought that was a little risky 
then. We have been trying our best to 
build up to it. We have not quite made it. 

So it is evidently clear that General 
Twining believes that 143 wings is the 
minimum goal by 1955. 

Mr. MAHON. If there is anyone on 
either side of the aisle, Democrat or 
Republican, who doubts that General 
Twining would be in favor of a 143-wing 
prqgram as soon as possible, I think it 
would be rather difficult to identify him. 

We see, in connection with these war · 
plans which have been made by our best 
planners, the Army is approximately at 
its strength; the Navy is approximately 
at its strength, and the Air Force has 
achieved only 60 percent of its strength. 

This is not a political question. It is 
a question of defense. I think an un~ 
easy peace has been kept by the Ameri
can Air Force. We should make that 
force stronger and that is what is being 
proposed today. 

The Soviets fear uur Navy and our 
Ar.my, no doubt. But ·the unstoppable 
offensiv.e which our Air Force would be 
expected to launch if the bell should 
ring, is the thing that deters any ag
gressor nation in the world today. I 
think there is no blinking that fact. It 
is -crystal clear. 

The amendment which will be offered 
is only $1,175,000,000; a considerable 
sum of course. But if we can resolve 
this' controversy and put the responsi~ 
bility squarely on the back of the Air 
Force and look to the Air Force to de
liver, because that is what they said 
they had to have in order to proceed as 
wisely as possible toward the goal, then 
it seems to me we are making -the right 
decision. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
.announce that the gentleman from 
Texas 1Mr. MAHON] has consumed 45 
minutes. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may require. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
'Texas [Mr. MAHON] is usually quite calm 
and usually quite- fa,ir. I have been 
amazed at some of the statements that 
he has just made. I am not going to try 
to raise any wave of hysteria. I am go~ 
ing to follow the advice that the· gentle
man from Texas [Mr. MABON] gave us 

"back in April of 1950 when he quoted 
General: Eisenhower so approvingly, 
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when he said that the general had told ·because he would know what the facts · and read the record he will find he said 
us, "Gentlemen, we cannot have nation- •are. it might be 143, perhaps less-or it might 
al defense -by hysteria." And- that was Mr. YORTY. I not only- read your ·be more . . He· was not -married to 143. 
at the time when the gentl-eman from hearings but I sat through the Senate Mr. MAHON. · General Bradley was 
Texas [Mr. MAHON] was engaged in a -hearings -and· I think I know what the supporting the 143-wing program, how- · 
little forensic display and when ·he said answer to the question is. ever. 
that this was the time of the year when Mr. SCRIVNER. Of course they are · Mr .. SGRIVNER. I am just telling the · 
flying saucers were coming over the-ho- ·not ·paper wings over in Korea. I will gentleman what- General Bradley said 
rizon, and unidentified planes were-ap- ·-get to paper wings a little later. during our hearings. You can -go on 
pear-ing. Again he urged -us; · quoting · Mr. YORTY. I do not want to take later and find that he modifies that state
something that somebody had said about -the -gentleman's- time because cit would ·ment again and said that it certainly 
-Russia· planning · a new Pearl Harbor; not be fair to him,-· but· just because you ·should--be leoked ·over. 
·and so forth. . ··activate a wing does not mean that it is ,. -- Mr .. VORYS. Mr. C-hairman, will the 

Mr. MAHON. I am glad to-have the ready, -there is much to be done -after gentleman yield? 
·gentleman·quote me, -but I would suggest ·it is. activated:. · · Mr. SCRIVNER. I yield to the gentle- . 
that he quote me accurately. · · - Mr.- SCRIVNER. I have heard Gen- man from-Ohio. -- ·· • 

Mr. SCRIVNER. · ·r -wm ·· r 'efer to ' the · -eral Vandenberg talk about that-several Mr. VOR-Y.S. -.Would the. gentleman 
CoNGRESsic:>NAL-RECORD, volume '96; part ·· times. At this time you should realize tell us or insert in the REeORD :what a 
4,' page 4688. The gentleman said: that· you are not acting ·for today, you wing is? I have known for some years 

Mr. cliairm.an, butt say to you that ·Ei.sen- are acting for today and f_or th~ futur_e. that a wing. means fr-om 25 to 75 planes. 
bower was never more everlastingly cor- To carry on and operate 143- wmgs Will . Mr. SCRIVNER. We talk about groups 
rect than when he said we cannot have leg- -cost according to the conservative esti:.. or wings. ·-
islation by hysteria. · -mate of the Air Force $16,800 million per Mr: VORYS. Can the .gentleman get 

Mr. MAHON. And I wish to reassert year. For 120 wings the annl:lal cost will it down to airplanes or -bodies? 
that there never was a truer statement ·run to $14;600 million, according to this · Mr. SCRIVNER. It runs from 30 
made than that we should not have leg- conservative estimate. This is some- ~~!b~~~ qt~e~~i~?hters. Does that an
islation by hysteria. we do not .want to 'thing you have got to live with from here 

on out for a long time. · Mr. VORYS. No. 
be intimidated by the Pentagon into re.- I -am quite sure that the gentleman . Mr. SCRIVNER . . I cannot give it to 
pudiating the 143-wing p_rogram. We from Texas [Mr. MAHON], would agree the gentleman any better tha11 that. 
·do not -want to lose our temper or.· raise 'that if it is to be the 120 wings we decide · Mr. VORYS. How . many .planes or . 
our ypices; · we merely want to proceed on that the cuts made are very modest. how many bombers? How many are in
to do -what is best for this country and 'Would not the 'gentleman agree to that volved in 120 wings? Do you multiply 
throw aside the hysteria which some if that is to be the program? ·by-30 or 75? 
would undertake to generate. . . . . Mr. MAHON . . The gentleman would . Mr. SGRIVNER . . You have to multiply 

Mr. SCRIVNER. 1 will ·. say quite agree that if the- House wishes to slow by a series of figures. 
!rankly that nobody from the Pentagon ·down our Air -Force effort, as that is con.:. · Mr. VORYS. Could the gentleman in· 
ever tried . to intimidate me. templated· in_120 _interim wings·, I -think sert the series of figures so that we may 

Mr. MAHON. I should not say that the reductions made by the committee understand them? 
the Pentagon was trying to intimidate. ·are very modest. - Mr. SCRIVNER. I could, but I can
.I believe the word is too 'stroilg. . Mr. SCRIVNER. I do ·not accept the not giv-e ~ the detail because that.. .is one 
.~ Mr. SCRIVNER. Reference was re- gentleman's statement that we are slow- thing we cannot disclose, the planes we 
cently made to "calculated risks." I do ing down the Air Force effort. have. We will have to go _into a series of 
not like to do this, but.! remember very Mr. MAHON. We have set a rate of computations ·which would take more 
definitely that about a year before the ·effott and' we are not ·going -to accom- time than I have. I will go this far and 
time mentioned, the · gentleman from plisli the e_ffort, evifiently, as rapidly as this is a definition which might help 
Texas then told us that our country pro- -had been hoped. . you out~ This is -the o:fficialde:finition of 
ceeds on the theory that our best inter.;. Mr. SCRIVNER. Let us see what we a wing; 
ests are promoted by taking certain cal- see. Let me make one l>oint clear: In A wing is normally composed of_l combat 
culated risks; and I think that is true:· ·a:n of the· discussion 'relative to finances group-, ·1- maintenance and supply group, 1 

Mr. MAHON. That is right, the gen- for 120 wings that the program is an airbase group, and a hospital group.' The 
"tleman is right, and the Joint Chiefs interim or tem·porary program l·t does wing ;headquarters commands the combat, 
h · d th t service, and base units witli which it is as-

ave sa1 a we have to take calcu- not necessarily mean abandonment of sociated: and is both tactical' and adminls-
lated risks. But the very minimum the 143-wing program if, and I repeat trative. The wing is capable of independent 
strength is 143 wings as soon as we can ·if after review of all the facts, and it operations. 
get them, arid the Joint Chiefs wanted to should b~ made, a review of all the world 
expedite the air buildup in view of . the conditions, and that should be made, With bombers, it is 30 planes that are 
atomic bomb in possession of the soviets. ·and our financial status, and that review capable of independent operation with 
_ Mr. SCRIVNER. As the gentleman should be made, and many other. mate- all the supporting facilities that go with 
from Texas has said, there is one· issue rial matters, then if President Eisen- them. If it is a fighter unit, it is 75 
before you for decision, the choice be- bower decides we should have 143 wings planes with ·an the facilities that go 
tween President Eisenhower's fully or more, they-will be recomm. ended. with them. -
m · d d b ·t d 120 Now, as a matter. of fact, -if you will anne mo ern com a -rea y -wing The_re is _no ·magic in the figure 14~. - th - h t d · ..:> consider it carefully, -the 23 modernly program, or e muc -vaun e Vanden- I have quoted you General Twining's 
berg 143 wings, many of them mythical :language where· he . said it is difficult equipp,ed N~tional Guard wings added 
paper wings. If it is mere niunbers of to state, that he does not know· whether to the proposed 120 regular Air Force 

· t wings in substance gives us a modified wmgs you wan , Secretary Wilson could _it should-be 143 or less or more. Gen.eral 
a- t· t f th f "143-'wing p. rogram because in the orig-c 1va e many more o em or you to·- Bradley was not wedded to the rna· g1·c 

All h h t -inal 1954 program or budget -there was morrow. e as o do is write a n~mber 143.- He safd in the hearings it; 
letter and he has activated a wing. we might be more and it might be less.. ._ no provision · whatsoever made for the 
a e t t . f t 'd 1 modernization of the Air National r no ac -mg or o ay on y. Mr. MAHO_ N .. Mr. Chal·rma·n, w1·11 the 

M YORTY M Guard to the extent that is contem-r. . · r; Chairman, will the gentleman Yleld? - _• 
tl · ld? plated in these hearings of giving 23 gen eman Yie · _ Mr. SCRIVNE~. I yield to the gen-Mr. SCRIVNER. I yield. · tleman from Texas-. . .modernly equipped Air National Guard 

wings in a period of 2 . years' time. Of 
Mr. YORTY. Is the gentleman con- Mr. MAHON . . The Joint Chiefs said . course, the 120 wings· instead of 143 

tending that we are fighting the air war in March_ that 1't ought _to be 143-w1·ngs. f 1 d · K means ewer genera san staffs. May-
m orea with paper wings? There 1·s no mag1·c about that figure, of b th t · f th h e . a IS ene o e reasons w y we 

Mr. SCRIVNER. If the gentleman course. ·hear some of the · talk that is going 
from California had sat during the hear:. Mr. SCRIVNER. ·I am talking about areuhd. · . 
ings and heard some -of the things I did what' General Bra(iley said in our com.. ·Your national defense is not just the 
he would not everi ask that question, mittee. If the gentleman will go back Air Force, your air power is not jilst your · 
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· Air Force. Your national defense em
braces the Air Force, the Army, the Navy, 
and the Marines with their reserve_units. 
Further than that, part of our defense 
must include, of course, -our vast far
flung early warning radar system, which 
is an important part of our defense and 
last, but by no means ·least, although 

·General Vandenberg treated the matter 
rather lightly, our guided missiles which 
are going to cost us more billions are a 
very important part in our airpower 
and air defense. 

An unbalanced budget can destroy 
our country through the fires of inflation 
just as surely as fires from enemy bombs 
could destroy us. 

Let us look at some of these figures. 
Why could we do this? What is the 
story? What is the situation? I intend
ed to wait until later in the debate this 
afternoon to discuss these things, but 
inasmuch as they are answers to some of 
the statements made by the gentle
man -from Texas [Mr. MAHON], I feel 
that this is the proper time to bring 
them out. 

Since the Korean· war started-and 
nobody knew it was going to start as 
much as 72 hours before it started-the 
Congress has given the Air Force, in
cluding this year's funds, for planes and 
parts-that is all we are talking about
aircraft and parts, $35,400 million. They 
have given the Navy and Marines for 
planes and parts $12,500 million, making 
a total of $48 billion for planes and parts. 
Now, $48 billion is a lot of money. I do 
not know whether you can visualize it 
'or not. But, if you will mentally take
and I hope you do not take it any other 
way-1,000 $1,000 bills, you have $1 mil
lion, and then if you take those and put 
them in a pile, if they are nice, crisp, 
clean ones, it will make a pile 8 inches 
high; A billion dollars is a thousand 
million dollars. That means a stack of 
$1,000 bills 8,000 inches high or 111 feet 
higher than the Washington Monument. 
And, we have appropriated more than 
47 such stacks for our air defense. If 
$47 billion will not give us air power, 
$48,100 million will not either. If $36 
billion will not give us a potent air force, 
$37,100 million will not either, and if $36 
billion that we have already given will 
not and has not given us a top :flight 
Air Force, more dollars and mere dollars 
is not the answer. If the $74 billion ap
propriated for the Air Force since Korea 
has given us, as General Vandenberg 
termed it, a one-shot air force, then it is 
a good thing for this country that there 
have been some changes made. Planes 
are only part of the defense funds. 

Our total appropriations, as I told you 
earlier in the morning, for the military 
Since Korea, are more than $150 billion, 
not including this year's funds at all. 
In •addition to the billions of dolla-rs for 
planes, we have given our armed services 
scores of billions for other items of mili
tary equipment. As the result of these 
dollars huge stores of supplies and war 
material were on hand, and more are 
being delivered every day. For that rea
son lesser amounts can now be appropri
ated without weakening our defense. As 
of June 30, 1953, $1,300 million previous
ly appropriated to the Air Force remains 
unobligated ·and available to them for 

. future contracts, and in addition to that, Mr. SCRIVNER. I yield to the gen-
as I mentioned in my opening statement, tleman from Nebraska, a member of the 
$6·,200 .million remains unobligated and subcommittee. 

· available for the Defense Department as . Mr. HRUSKA. Is it not true that the 
. a whole. If that .is not enough to prove -5 combat wings spoken of a little bit 
that we have been appropriating far · ago that were taken out of the 143-wing • 

. more than enough money, you will find, program are all planes that are not de
as I told you this morning, that June veloped ·to a point where they are now 
30, 1954, $2,600 million is going back into ready for production? · 

. the Treasury from fiscal1951-1952 funds, · · Mr. SCRIVNER. That is right, plus 
because they will not be spent. I can- the fact that some of them are sup
not tell you how many planes we now porting planes . 

. have but I can tell you, and this is a very There is not any magic in any num-
important point · which should be noted ber of wings. Whether it is 120 or 143, 
by all, that with 1953 and prior year or 163, there is no magic in it. It is the 
funds, with the exception of one. type number of planes that you can get into 
plane not yet ready for production, combat th.at counts. A paper or card
enough money has been provided to give board wing cannot stop a bomber or drop 
all-not just part-but all, modern com- a bomb on an enemy. 
bat planes for 143 wings. The funds In connection with this statement I 
herein appropriated will provide the call your attention, without further com
money necessary to keep 143 modern ment, and every Member of the House 
wings modernly equipped without an- should be here to note this one thing, 
other cent. that there was a recent news story, and 

Since the Korean war started the Air _it has been discussed openly in the 
Force has been given money for and has other body, that as of today 10 of these 
ordered 21,000 aircraft. Thet:e will be so-called 126 presently activated wings 
2,300 more planes delivered this year have no combat planes whatsoever. 
than there were last year. There will In the hearings during General Van
be planes to equip 120 combat wings and denberg's last appearance, you will find 

. 23 Air National Guard combat wings, reference to at least one wing that had 
plus about 7 Air Reserve wings, and they not had a combat plane and which had 
will not be cardboard or paper wings or been activated for 11 months or more. 
without a full force of men, as you find Without saying anything further, and 
many of them today. In fact, witnesses, since the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
and they were somewhat reluctant, ad- MAHON] has talked about -the record, let 
mitted that the 120 wings will be more us go back to page 600 and page 603 
·fully and more modernly equipped than where after the disclosures as to the ex
the much discussed 143 wings. act situation of the Air Force and its 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, will the wings as of today, the gentleman from 
gentleman yield? 'l;'exas [Mr: MAHON] said that he was 

Mr. SCRIVNER . . I yield to the gen- shocked at the disclosures that had been 
tleman from Texas. made in our off-the-record discussion. 

Mr. MAllON. I would direct the at- Again on page 603, he said he was not ex
tention of the House in connection with aggerating when he said he was shocked 
the gentleman's remarks to page 870 of and he · said, "I think the Congress and 
the Air Force hearings. The gentleman the country will be shocked if they had 
from Kansas will recall that in revising a way of finding out that that will by no 
and reducing the Air Force program means be the case." 
Secretary Wilson has eliminated 1,930 I only wish I could tell you here on 
planes. That is the total. ·There is a the floor of the House just exactly what 
good discussion on that whole thing on the situation was as it related · to the 
page 870. combat readiness of our Air Force. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. And 871. Only Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
combat planes. Practically all the gentleman yield? 
planes that General Vandenberg is ask- Mr. SCRIVNER. I yield. 
ing to be restored are not combat planes. Mr. MAHON. '!'he gentleman is quot-

Mr. MAHON. They are different ing the gentleman from Texas as saying 
types of planes. · I was shocked over the inadequacy of 

Mr. SCRIVNER. They are support our Air Force. I wish to reassert I have 
planes. been shocked by it, and· it is for that 

Mr. MAHON. I believe five com- reason I am supporting an acceleration 
bat wings are eliminated, not just planes of the Air Force program. That is the 
but wings. There is no blinking · the whole object that I have been trying to 
fact that there is a reduction in the rate put before the House. 
of our buildup of the Air Force. Mr. SCRIVNER. At this point, let me 

Mr. SCRIVNER. There · might be for agree that I also was shocked at the dis
a moment till we get a new look. But closures made, and they were undoubt
remember, if you will read it all down edly the · reason why there has been a 
here on page 871, Colonel Zoeckler, who decision made to give us 120 wings, mod
was a very good witness, explains the ern wings, modernly equipped which we 
entire story of how the reductions were can have as a solid foundation on which 
arrived at and the amounts involved. It to build for the future instead of the 
is a very clear, concise, commonsense, :flimsy foundation we have .had. 
logical statement. Mr. MAHON. The gentleman is 

Mr. MAHON. It is a very fnteresting aware we have provided generally for 
statement, which all Members should funds for a 143-wing program in pre
read in making up their minds on this vious appropriations insofar as aircraft 
question. is concerned. I think the gentleman will 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. Chairman, will agree there is no magic in numbers, but 
the gentleman yield? there is punch and power in Air Force 
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wings, and the object is to get the very 
best strength tbat we can. out of 143 
wings. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. That is just exact
ly what we are trying to do under the 
Eisenhower budget, as has been pro
posed. 

Mr. MAHON. In respect to the in
ability to buy planes, I would like to call 
the attention of the gentleman to the 
testimony which is shown on page 872 
of the Air Force hearings: 

Mr. HRUSKA. And we are quite sure, are 
we not, that the 3,501 plus the 148, would 
not have been delivered pursuant to the 
schedule they were set for because of slip· 
pages in delivery that occurred from time to 
time under that program? 

The answer by Colonel Zoeckler who 
I thought was one of the ablest witnesses 
who appeared before the committee is as 
follows: 

On the contrary, that 1s one place the 
. Air Force is in a great deal better position 

than it has been during the expansion. 
Those airplanes were scheduled in much re
duced quantities and at lower production 
rates from facilities which had already at· 
tained their maximum production rates and 
were tapering off. 

You see we were slowing down in the 
production of planes. 

Colonel Zoeckler continued: 
Therefore, there is little doubt but that 

we could obtain at least this number of air· 
craft and perhaps even a greater number 
had they been required by the Air Force. 

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

Mr. SCRIVNER. I yield. 
Mr. McCORMACK. There seems to 

be some difference of opinion as to what 
General Twining said. The gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. SCRIVNER] quoted 
what the general said in -his testimony 
before the committee, and I made a 
statement as to what he said before the 
Senate committee. There seems to be 
some question and I do not like to have 
any statement I made questioned be
cause if I am wrong, I would correct it. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. I was not question:
lng the statement of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts, I was just reading the 
record of what General Twining had said 
before our committee. 

Mr. McCORMACK. On May 28, 1953', 
Senator SYMINGTON asked General Twin .. 
ing the following question, which appears 
on page 34 of the Senate hearings on 
armed services: 

Do. you think the 143-wing Air Force is 
necessary-

Note that word "necessary." 
To repeat, the questions is: 
Do you think. the 143-wing Air Force is 

necessary for the security of the United 
States? 

_ .. _And General Twining replied: 
I do. 

You will note there is no qualification .. 
The answer is plainly "I do." . 

Mr. SCRIVNER. I again call atten
tion to what he told our committee. I do 
no~ sit on the Senate side of the Capitol. 
I Sit on this committee, and that is what 
I was quoting. I was not questioning 
the report . you made. I assume it_ is 
correct. 

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

Mr. SCRIVNER. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. McCORMACK. I had my doubts 

about the reorganization plan, but when 
I read that testimony it settled my 
mind, because I knew here was a man 
who had just been appointed, not yet 
confirmed, yet having the courage to 
take his position. That testimony of 
General Twining played a very impor
tant part in making up my mind in sup
port of the plan. I not only supported it 
in committee., but I made a speech in 
support of it on the :floor of the House. 
That is what we all want, whether we 
agree with him or not. His testimony 
played an important part in making up 
my mind. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Of course, it would 
not do any good for me, if your mind is 
made up; it would not do much good to 
continue with some of these facts. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Pardon me. 
What I said was that General Twining's 
testimony before the Senate committee 
played an important part in enabling me 
to make up my mind on the Defense De.
partment reorganization plan. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. You put us in a 
strange position, because when General 
Twining said it was time to study this 
over; that he was not married to 143 
wings; it might be more, it might be less 
after making a study-his words con
vinced me that the administration's 
program here suggested was correct. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Of course, this 
answer-there were some other ques
tions asked by Senator SYMINGTON, but 
he said: 

Do you believe the recent fiscal manipula:
tions in the Department of Defense-

Mr. SCRIVNER. I cannot yield fur
ther. I think we have covered the Twin
ing statement pretty carefully on the 
143 wings. 

Mr. McCORMACK. He said: 
I would say it is going to delay the building 

of 143 wings. 

Then Senator SYMINGTON said: 
Do you think that a 143-wl.ng Air Force 

is necessary for the United States~ 
General TwiNING. I do. ' i 

I 

Mr. SCRIVNER. That is substantially 
what was reported in the papers. He 
said he did, but I still go back to what 
he told us. and I think we are entitled 
to rely upon it. I still do, because I 
think it is a commonsense approach. At 
any rate, you have your choice of a card
board or a fully manned wing. It is 
up t_o_you to make your choice. We nave 
given them enough money, because from 
1953 and prior year funds the Air Force 
will have $28.5 billion unexpended. With 
tnis $11.2 it gives the:rn. $39.7 billion for 
spending. They are spending only $15 
billion on the Air. That gives them 2:Y2 
years. Last year, when there were some 
high cries made about the way we were 
cutting the Air Force, you remember 
when we cut $627 million from mainte~ 
nance and operation, they . went over to 
the .Senate and pleaded for ·its restora .... 
tion. But the Senate cut a further $222 
million. In addition to that, they .were 
able to take $400 million from mainte-· 
nance and operatton, and transfer. it 
to m~et pay raises. They have had 

plenty of money. On top of that there 
will be $414,00.0. of it coming back into 
the Treasury. So we gave them more 
than they needed. 

Actually, last year we gave the De
fense Department, yes, the Air Force 
also, too much money-more than they 
could wisely spend. 

You recall the supplemental ~dget 
that was presented in January. The 
Defense Department absorbed that de
ficiency of $1.2 billion, and still have 
$6 billion unobligated, that is not con
tracted for, as of June 30. The Air Force 
has $3.3 billion unobligated, which added 
to the $11.2 billion will give tliem $14.5 
billion, which is pretty close to what was 
originally presented to the Truman 
budget. 

Of this $3.3 billion unobligated, $1,-
777,691,000 is for plane procurement. 
That large unobligated sum, of course, is 
one reason some savings in appropria
tions can be made this year . 

New money appropriated this year for 
airc:raft procurement is the amount re
quested in the Eisenhower budget
$3,495 million. This amount added to 
the $1,777 million gives the Air Force 
$5,272,691,000 to procure new aircraft 
and related procurement. 

Unobligated sums we have ·discussed. 
I might point out that during all this 
time since Korea-they talk about pro
duction schedules. There has not been 
one single, solitary month where the 
scheduled delivery of combat planes has 
been up to the schedules they made. 
They had to revise them time after time, 
month after month. · 

There are any number of ways we 
could save. As pointed out by Colonel 
Zoeekler, and admitted by General Van
denberg, we can cut _down to a realistic . 
lead time. That saves $600 million. We 
can cut do~ on the spares progra~ 
because you will find that they now have 
$10 billion worth of airplane spares on 
order or on the shelf, and with this 
$1,238,000,000, nearly $12. billion worth 
of plane spares, that is enough to last 
them, by their own calculation, far at 
least 4 years. 

. PLANE SPARE PARTS 

Let us look at the funds of this spare 
program a little more in detaiL 

Since Korea the requests for spare 
parts-both initial and repair for main.;. 
tenance-have as seen, been huge-near-
ly $.13 billion.. . 

In fiscal year 1951, $2,420,083,000 was 
appropriated for these spares. The 
parts and spares used in :fiscal year 1951 
was $267 million-about one-tenth. 
That left $2,152,910,000 worth of spares 
on hand or Qrder, as of June 30, 1951. 

In fiscal year 1952 an additional 
$4,894,535,000 .was appropriated. $369 
million worth was us.ed. That added to 
the items on the shelf and on order pro
vided $4.5 billion dollars worth of .spare 
parts. 

In fiscal year. 1953 Congress gave the 
Air Force money te- -buy· another $4,150: 
million worth of plane spares. The Air. 
Force_ again used .about 10 :percent-
$4.79,636,00{},-leaving a .balance on hand 
or order of $3,6!ll million. from that 
year's · funds . to be: added to the $6, .. 
678,261,000 heretofore accumulated-a 
grand total of $10,349,361,000 worth of: 
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spares to start out fiscal year 1954. That 
explains why this year the requirements 
can be cut to $1,238 million, and perhaps 
should have been reduced more. 

All told that simply says that since Ko
rea, the Air Force has been given money 
for spare plane parts in the total of 
nearly $12 billion. In the 3 years past 
and estimated for 1954, they wm· use 
$1,680 million worth of spares in repairs 
and modifications. That is just a little 
more than 10 percent, and leaves as of 
June 30, 195~. on hand ana coming from 
the factories over $10 billion worth of 
plane spare parts. As has been sug ... 
gested by the Defense Department, take 
of! a billion ' dollars for war reserve
that leaves "$9 billion; then take of! one
half billion dollars for maintaining stock 
levels-that leaves $8.5. billion, as I 
pointed out earlier, enough to last at 
least 3 to 5 years. And yet General Van
denberg asks for $50 million more for 
spares. · 

Let me illustrate what is meant by 
"initial spares." When ·an order is 
placed for certain planes, the Air Force 
orders certain spare parts-engines, 
landing gear, wing and tail asse~blies, 
and so forth, sufficient to supply the 
plane 1 year and start a shelf stock of 
spares. Prior practices ·have been to 
order 4.7 spares. In other words, for 100 
planes, spare J?arts the equivalent of 47 
planes is ordered at the same time. Most 
of those spares are engines. That ratio 
has .been proven too high. · In this budg
·et; · initjal spares for plapes is reduced 

. by $165 million 'just because experience 
has proven. for example, the B-47 en
gines are running many more hours thall 
it was first thought that they would. In 
addition thereto, $40 million fewer are 
l'equested for J-47 spares-pag~ 137. 

That same practice is true in elec
tronics, a very . expensive item, some 
parts costing almost as much as a plane. 
The rule of thumb previously used was 
to procure 60. percent as much in spares 
as was spent for the equipment. That 
has now been reduced to 40 percent
more hundreds of millions saved. 

There are any number of places where 
you can reduce. You can have a more 
realistic training attrition rate. Turn, 
as we told you a while ago, to the discus
slop on page. 71 and you will find hc;>w 
these reduc~ions were ll:l~de: · r 

PLANES NOT BOUGHT 

When it· comes .to plane procurement, 
you have heard many statements. The 
hearings specifically show tnat no con
tracts will be ·canceled because of this 
reduction in funds. However, they will 
be canceled for other reasons, one of 
which is that some producers are not 
giving us as much for our money as we 
can get elsewhere, or because the cost 
of a particular noncombat plane will be 
so much more than anticipated when the 
program was proposed. 

A very good example of that is in con
nection with trainer planes which will 
not be procured, which accounts for 
nearly one-third of the 1,145 noncombat 
planes deducted from the original re
quest. These. trainers we now find will 
cost twice as much as expected. Pro-

. duction has not started. Contracts will 
·not be let. - ·we· have plenty of planes. 
available for training so there is no crip-

piing here. That accounts for approxi
mately $250 million more that can be 
saved and no crippling. 

There will be a number of the flying 
boxcar cargo-type planes which will not 
be procured although· General Vanden
berg suggests we keep on buying them. 
That will account for almost a quarter 
of a billion dollars of the decrease. I 
think you will agree that after all of the 
talk about the high-cost Kaiser contract, 
and in view of the recent tragic crash in 
Korea, the world's most disastrous, 
where 143 GI's lost their lives, we should 
take another long look at this program. 
Perhaps we are better of! by using more 
planes with smaller capacity, especially 
for hauling personnel. ~hen, ·of course, 
there are some plush-seat VIP planes 
that will not ·be procured, in addition to 
other type of transports similar to those 
we have in large numbers in MATS and 
some helicopters will not be procured 
because they are yet in the experimental 
stage. This accounts for nearly one
half of a billion dollars. 

All in all these commonsense reduc
tions which in addition will include a few 
combat planes, which will not be needed 
for training uses, account for a total of 

· around $2 billion. On page 968, you 
will find that General Vandenberg him.
self is not worrying about the plane 
production. · 

WAITING WINGS . 

In fact, Mr. Chairman, when you see 
the equivalent of several wings o( tra~s
ports sitting, crews waiting-just in case 
they niay be needed some day to fly a 
division or so of infantry some place, 
it causes you to wonder why some other 
program cannot be wo;rked out to make 
more use of these planes each day. 
That wonder grows as we see additional 
wings of transports set aside for· Air Ma-:. 
teriel Command and still more wings 
waiting to move Strategic Air Command 
men and equipment some unknown day 
to some unknown place. Wonder does 
not cease as we see several interceptor 
wings waiting-waiting-waiting in some 
particular area for the raid that may 
never come, especially when other fight
ers are immobilized for the protection 
of certain air bases, here in the Zone of 
the Interior. Better planning a dif
ferent mor.e· elastic mobile · plan for · use 
of these plan~s avoidin'g this immobility . 
would undoubtedly give us more emcient 
use of the expe~sive plapes along wJth 
their trained and costly crews-and t}!us 
cut down on some requirementS. · 

CONSERVATIVE PLANE PROGRAM 

The next ·big savings in plane procure
ment funds was brought about by not 
crashing programs. In other words in
stead of starting out at full . speed on a 
new plane before it is thoroughly tested, 
before the bugs are out, it will be brought 
into being at a lower, more conservative 
rate. By slowing down this program 
and by not going into production with 
some newer models not yet ready to go, 
another billion dollars has been cut. 
This conservative approach will result 
.in better testing, a better finished prod- , 
duct' and much less expensive in re
building and modifying, such as we 
have experienced- with the B-47 .and 
F-86, ·F-89, and F-94, programs cost· · 
ing hundreds of Iiiillions of dollars. . 

OTHER BUYING 

Pl~ne .Procurement is but one of sev
eral large budget items. 

Major procurement other than air
craft calls for added billions. 

This is a comparatively new program 
begun in the fiscal year 1951 with $686 
million transferred from another similar 
program to which was added $924 mil
lion new nioney. . That gave the Air 

. Force, in fiscal year 1951, $1,610 million 
available for spending. They spent $186 
million, leaving $1,424 million available 
at the start of 1952 when $1,775 million 
was approprij1ted. That made the total 
available $3,199 million. They spent 
$467 million. The Air Force started 
fiscal year 1953 with $2,732 million avail
able. They got $900 million more bring
ing the total available for spending to 
$3,632 million. They spent $650 million. 
They now have to start fiscal year 1954 
$4,298 million unexpended and $313 mil
lion unobligated. They requested $625 
million this year to bring the available 
expenditure funds to $3,607 million. 
They are spending at the rate of about 
$75 million per month or $900 million a 
year. $3,607 million would be enough to 
keep them running 4 years even "if no 
money is given next year. Is it any won
der we felt we could safely trim a mere 
$25 milli9n instead of adding $50 million 
as requested by General Vandenberg
we were justified in cutting far more and 

·requiring a "new look" if that "look-see" 
·had. not already been promised. 

The funds go to buy general ·purpose 
trucks-7,000 now stored in Chicago
special purpose trucks, fork-lift trucks, 
electronics, radar equipment, a thousand 
and one different items-a large reserve 
being on hand now. Now that the Air 
Force· is going to go on a local purchase 
program, parts can be used from the 
huge supply on the shelf and in the pipe 
line before entering on the local pro
curement program which need not be 

·started at once. · 
WASTED MANPOWER 

Manpower is wasted. It takes 40 mili
tary men and 10 civilians to keep each . 
:flier in the air. Some of you old infan
try first sergeants drop in on an Air 
Force orderly room and see what you 
find: · You .. can save men there. .Ninety . 
Air. Forc.e band~you· can save there. 
Fifty-nine thousand air police-you can 
save tnere. There are far more Air Force 
men iri' the hospital personnel in pro
portion to the number of occupied beds 
than other services. 

· Larger numbers of students for each 
trainer, better use of warehouse em
ployees are fertile fields for economy. 
You can save there and so on down the 
line and not dull the fighting edge. In 
fact, General Picher stated that the cuts 

·will not be at the expense of the fighting 
edge. 

New expensive electronic devices are 
being procured which will save man
power. One device alone to be procured 
from these funds, in one installation, 
will save 240' airm-en. · 

There are too many clerks, chauffeurs, 
aides, and orderlie~avings can be 

·made .here also. .Do-you think the Air 
'J'lorce needs 122 economists?. . 
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HOUSEKEEPING FUNDS 

The last field of big spending to be 
discussed at this time isM. & 0. "Mainte
nance and operations," which was men
tioned briefly a while ago. That is the 
catchall where many sins are hid~en. 
That is the housekeeping, the utilities
oil and gas-spare parts for planes and 
vehicles, repairs and base operations, and 
civilian employees. Here, too, you will 
find huge stocks of spare parts of all 
kinds-enough, according to our investi
gators, to run the Air Force 4 to 5 years. 

Good management alone, good busi
ness methods, can reduce this program 
by hundreds of millions each year. Bet
ter use of manpower increased rather 
than decreased use of Ger:man, Japanese, 
and other indigenous personnel overseas 
will pay huge rewards in dollars, in good 
will, and an improved economy in that 
country. It will save us the expense of 
transporting, maintaining, and supply
ing our civilians and their dependents. 

Our Appropriations Committee has 
for years been critical of this operation 
which included the spare-parts program 
we discussed a moment ago. 

You may have read recently where the 
Air Force shipped 142 miles of 9-foot 
chain fencing to an air depot that did 
not even exist. 

Investigation shows that the Air 
Force is far overstocked on fencing just 
as they are on many other items. This 
reduces the need for funds this year. 
As brought out in the hearings, the Air 
Force bought 250,000 steel-measuring 
tapes. Do you thing they need a tape 
for each four airmen? 

Those are examples where savings can 
be made in maintenance and operation. 

Further money can be saved by elimi
nation of skeet shooting, and· closing at 
least one base whose prime purpose 
seems to be for duck hunting. Further
more we are well along the road to a 
good mobilization reserve supply of 
equipment which is readily procurable. 
Here again some reduced spending is 
made possible. 

EXCESSIVE TRAVEL 

Money can be saved in travel. The 
hearings convinced me that there was 
not an airman or officer who would not 
travel somewhere this year. With a bet
ter planning of transfers I am sure the 
Air Force can reduce travel by 5 to 10 
percent. 

Communications can be used more ju-
·dicially-and so it goes. You, yourself, 
probably know, or have heard of many 
places where economy can be practiced 
with resulting savings. The. $15 million 
reduction made on these, and other 
minor items is modest. · 

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

Mr. SCRIVNER. I yield. 
Mr. BATES. 1 have been looking over 

General Vandenberg's statement on page 
695 of the hearings where he testified to 
$1,240 million but I failed to note therein 
any reference to combat planes or bomb· 
ers. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. There is none. 
. Mr. BATES. Which ·can strengthen 
the combat forces of our country. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. As far as I know 
there is none. 

Mr. BATES. He requests some 447 
planes for the air lift and support and 
some money for a major program other 
than aircraft, for real property, for 
maintenance anc~ operation and military 
personnel requirements, but I see no re
marks whatsoever concerning combat 
planes, either bombers or fighters. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. The gentleman is 
absolutely correct; they are all support 
planes of which we have any number 
that could be used for that purpose and 
especially when they are not being used 
for the so-called proficiency flying. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SCRIVNER. I yield. 
Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. One of 

the disturbing things to me is the fre
quent announcement by some man high 
in the Air Force or in the former ad
ministration that Russia had the best air 
force in the world, the best planes in the 
world. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. The gentleman has 
just anticipated my next remarks. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I 
would like to have the gentleman's com
ment on that. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. I have military in
telligence reports that convince me that 
the Russian production, its all-out ca
pacity is not nearly as great as ours. We 
have many more men in our air defense, 
the Army, Navy and Marines, than they 
have in their combined air forces. We 
have in being and production far more 
and better long-range bombers than 
Russia. Their longest is of the B-2-9 
type TU-4 capable of a one-way mission 
only. We are beating their MIG's 15 to 
1 in Korea. 

I am giving you this information be
cause the Congress and the public should 
know it. We have been given too many 

"bogeymen. I have not raised any fear or 
hysteria. I do not have any myself. I 
do not have any fear of invasion of this 
country. I have confidence in our 
strength, in our military might, in our 
air defense, and I have an undying faith 
in the divine providence that has al
_ways guided and guarded this country. 
Perhaps that is the reason I do not have 
the fear thatsome others have expressed. 

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

Mr. SCRIVNER. I yield to the gentle· 
man from California. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. A few moments ago 
the gentleman referred to the Kaiser 
cancellation and the cancellation of con· 
tracts, also to the fact that we have lost 
some of those planes. I would assume 
from a knowledge of the gentleman's 
understanding that there is no compati· 
bility insofar as the actual loss of the 
plane is concerned and the production 
of them because it is generally known 
that the loss of those planes was due to 
manual failure and not to the failure of 
the plane itself; is that correct? 

Mr. SCRIVNER. I am not so sure. 
We have not had a full report on the 
boxcar crash over in Japan, at least I 
have not, but the week before that we 
did receive word that those boxcar planes 
were grounded because of defective mo .. 
tors which were setting the planes on 
fire. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. That is correct. 
Mr. SCRIVNER. That is a defect. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. That was in connec· 
tion with the manufacture of the motors. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Perhaps. 
Mr. SHEPPARD. What I am bringing 

out is, we did have a serious accident. 
Mr. SCRIVNER. We did; the most 

tragic in air history. 
Mr. SHEPPARD. We had an acci

dent of that category of plane, but it 
was not attributable to the plane itself; 
it was attributable to manual failure. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. I do not know what 
the gentleman means by that. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. A failure upon the 
part of the pilot and not a mechanical 
failure. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. I have not seen the 
final report on exactly what did bring 
about that very tragic and sad affair. 
That is one of the things we would not 
want no matter what the cause was. 

Mr. YORTY. M,r. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? · 

Mr. SCRIVNER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Califorina. 

Mr. YORTY. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. I have been wondering 
about one point. \Vhen the gentleman 
from Texas asked the gentleman from 
Kansas to be brief in reading General 
Twining's testimony, the gentleman from 
Kansas in trying to be brief read only a 
part of the answer that General Twin
ing gave. I think· the RECORD should 
show the full answer was: 

Well, I feel that the forces of the three 
services should be looked at very critically 
and as promptly as possible to come up with 
the solution as soon as we can. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. What page is the 
gentleman reading from? 

Mr. YORTY. That is where the gen· 
tleman read on page 277. The gentle
man started reading at this point in the 
answer: 

What the force should be I could not say. 
Maybe it is more than 143 wings, or maybe it 
is less. But I do feel it is time to take a. good 
look at it. 

Mr. SCRIVNER: I find no fault with 
General Twining's statement there. 

Mr. YORTY. I thought the gentle
man would want the full statement in 
the RECORD. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. I was confining my 
response in the discussion with the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. MAHoN] to the 
120 or 143 wings. I agree all the forces 
should be looked at. I think the whole 
defens.e program should be looked over 
by the new Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

Mr. YORTY. I think the gentleman 
will agree that in saying all three should 
be looked over is an entirely different 
thing from what appears to be happen
ing, as the Air Force is taking the brunt 
of the looking over. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. The new Joint Staff 
is not installed. They are the ones who 

. are going to look over the program, to
gether with all existing war plans. We 
should have a report back here not later 
than January 1 when we reconvene. 

I do. not like to take the time of the 
committee but these are things that were 
raised and I feel they must be answered 
so that you may have the opportunity 
of all sides and phases in the discussion. 

General Vandenberg did tell us in one 
statement that Russia has some light 
bombers which they are producing, with 
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which they can get to· any point in Eu~ 
rope in an hour and thereby imperil the 
U.N. forces there. He did not say "will." 
He said "can." If the situation is so 
acute as he and others have inferred, 
then we better get our thousands of ci~ 
vilians and their dependents back home 
as quickly as possible. If it is safe for 
those thousands of civilians and depend~ 
ents to be there, the danger is not as im~ 
minent or grave as some of the calamity 
howlers would lead us to believe; that 
we have wasted a lot of money in build~ 
ing bases and a lot of installations over 
there. 

The gentleman from Texas has been 
making quite a few statements on the 
floor as to whose budget it is and what 
General Eisenhower's philosophy may be. 
I have tried as best I could to make it 
quite clear to him and all other mem~ 
bers of the committee, and of the Con~ 
gress of the United States, what Presi~ 
dent Eisenhower's statements have. been 
and what his position in the past has 
been. I have placed these statements in 
the RECORD so that it could be read. 

THE EISENHOWER PHILOSOPHY 

President Eisenhower, who beyond any 
-doubt is the Nation's most outstanding 
and successful military l~ader, has said: 

This reduced military budget will not 
jeopardize national security. 

On another occasion he told the 
Nation: 
· We are not going to cripple this Nation 
and we are specifically to keep up its air
power. 

The President also told -you in that 
speech that 3 planes can now deliver the 
destructive power carried by 2,700 planes 
in 1945 at the Normandy breakthrough. 
Is not that in itself a "Stop, look, and 
listen•• sign? Does not that warrant a 
new study by our new military chiefs? 
Until ·someone with equal or better mili
tary knowledge and experience than 
President Eisenhower tell us something 
different, you and I can well depend upon 
his assurance. 

While we are speaking of President 
Eisenhower, let me point out that the 
need for balancing our economic stabil~ 
ity with our national defense is no new 
position with him. 

In 1950, when appearing before a Sen~ 
ate committee, the then retired General 
Eisenhower said: 

So when we talk about our security let us 
remember the first thing that is necessary is 
. to retain a very strong and healthy economy. 

In that same appearance he stated, 
in substance, it is not the duty of the 
soldier to advise the Congress on the 
money phase of the budget. 
_ If there is any man in Government 
that knows all of the tricks of military 
men, it is President Eisenhower. If he 
says they can save, you can rest assured 
he knows what he is talking about. 

Knowing that there would be some 
charges made that it was not President 
Eisenhower's budget, I made an inquiry 
of him and asked him just exactly what 
the situation was, an<;l I think you should 
know, and all the Members of the House 
should be );lere to hear it. 

This letter is headed · "The White 
House, Washington, J.une 30, 1953"; 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, ·June 30, 1953. 

DEAR MR. ScRIVNER: Your letter concerning 
:the def~mse budge~ affords _ me about the 
only remaining medium-correspondence
by which to reiterate publicly that this 
budget represents my own views and bears 
my personal endorsement in all major par
ticulars. As you know, I have attempted 
previously to make this clear on radio and 
television programs and in press conferences 
in the White House. 

The force levels-Army, Navy, Air Force, 
and Marine. Corps-and the total sums re
quested for expenditure and obligation have 
been carefully considered by the Nationai 
Security Council in meetings over which I 
have presided. In addition, and during the 
-same 3-month period in· which the budget 
.was evolved under the aegis of ·the Council, 
I met frequently with the Secretary of De
fense and his Deputy, discussing in detail 
fundamental defense problems, · including 
budgetary matters and force goals. I am, 
therefore, fully conversant with the budget 
you have under consideration. 

I recognize that in these times of inter
national strain and of enormously destruc
tive weapons there is a powerful tendency for 
some of us, in and out of the services, to· 
seek after total or at least disproportionate 
military protection and to ignore the cer
tainty that total military protection is un
attainable. Indeed, the attempt to achieve 
it, sustained over an appreciable time would 
.demand a state of prolonged and total mobi
lization-which means, practically, regimen
tation. There is also the ever-present strug
gle, with which all of us are familiar-

"There is also the ever-present strug~ 
gle, with which all of us are familiar"
of service partisans for a larger proportion 
of the defense dollar-an issue that is never 
resolved to the full satisfaction of any service. 

These attitudes, among others, find ex
pression in the current effort to pile dol
lars upon unexpended dollars in Air Force 
appropriations. Actually, the major · por
tion of the Air Force reduction is simply 
_application of rationality to requests for 
new appropriations so that previous over· 
funding of Air Force requirements can be 
eliminated. Through better programing 
·and organization, resulting in part from the 
recent Congressional approval of the defense 
reorganization plan, we will attain more 
combat air power more swiftly than would 
otherwise have been likely of achievement. 

I should like to re-emphasize that our 
plan for national security, in contrast to 
earlier programs, envisages a long-range 
undertaking capable of continuing na
tional support. It seeks to avoid the ex
'ceedingly costly, demoralizing, short-range 
effort premised upon an imaginary date of 
maximum danger and incapable of being 
sustained for a prolonged period. It will 
provide us with solid military force based 
on a dynamic economy, both capable of 
rapid expansion in an emergency. 

I hope you can make it clear that the 
present program is neither static nor an 
end goal in itself, nor should any program 
.of this nature be permitted so to crystallize. 
The new Joint Chiefs of Statr are soon to 
examine our entire program with meticu
lous care and will submit their recommend
ations as promptly as possible. Any need~ 
ed modifications can and will be ac~ 
·complished without impairment of any es~ 
sential of our strength or delay in attain~ 
ment· of desired force levels. 
· To repeat-1 have studied this budget 
throughly and am in full accord with it, 
recognizing of course that your Commit
tee's detailed analysis of the budget pres
entation may reveal some areas !fhere fur• 

ther reductions may be made without im
pairment of the force goals and over-all de
fense objectives. 

Sincerely, 
DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER. 

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

Mr. SCRIVNER. I' yield to the gen
tleman from Texas. 
. Mr. MAHON. Is it fair to say that the 
proper interpretation of the situation is 
that Secretary Wilson was right when 
he said as shown in the record today, 
that this budget was made in the Pen~ 
tagon, that it was not changed in the 
Bureau of the Budget? 

Mr. SCRIVNER. No, I do not think 
the letter said that at all. 
· Mr. MAHON. Is it fair to say that 
.Secretary Wilson was right when he 
told the committee that President Eisen~ 
bower did not suggest the Air Force 
'reduction, that the Bureau of the 
Budget did not make the suggestion, and 
that the whole military program was 
worked out in the Pentagon? However, 
the President did submit this budget 
which had been made by his people. He 
had to accept it or repudiate it. He did 
present it, and he tells us that it has 
his wholehearted backing and support. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Plus the fact that 
he has intimate knowledge of the whole 
thing . 

Mr. MAHON.- Not that he wrote the 
budget in any particular, but that he 
supports it and backs it up. I think that 
it a fair interpretation. 
· Mr. SCRIVNER. You can make your 
own interpretation, but I think your 
imagination has been stretched to come 
to the conclusions you have reached. 
But you are entitled to your conclu~ 
sions. I do not agree with the conclu~ 
·sions you have just stated. 

Mr. MAHON. The gentleman will 
agree that the budget was written in the 
Pentagon. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. I do not know where 
it was written. 

Mr. MAHON. I mean the testimony 
shows that it comes from Secretary Wil
son. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. I didn't so read it. 
Of course, the office of the Secretary of 
Defense is in the Pentagon. 

Mr. MAHON. That is right. 
Mr. SCRIVNER. That is where the 

Chiefs of Staff are and that is where the 
comptrollers and all the budget directors 
and so on have their offices so I suppose 
probably you could wind up by saying 
that is where it comes from. 

Mr. MAHON. That is where it is 
really maqe up. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Well, among other 
places, plus the National Security Coun~ 
cil, plus the White House, plus the Bu~ 
reau of the Budget, plus many other 
places, I expect. 

Mr. MAHON. But there is no intima~ 
tion in the testimony, in the hearings, 
'that the Bureau of the Budget changed 
one figure or one word in connection 
with the whole budget. I believe the 
gentleman will agree to that. I am just 
trying to get this thing in a fair and 
proper perspective. · 

Mr. SCRIVNER. You are trying to put 
your interpretation on the whole thing, 
which I do not accept. You can expresli 
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your views, certainly, but I do not hap. 
pen to agree with all of them. 

Mr. Chairman, I must decline to yield 
further. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SCRIVNER. I yield. 
Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. As I 

heard the gentleman read the letter, it 
seems to me the President said he re
viewed it personally. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. He did. 
Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. And he 

approved of it, and the National Security 
Council also checked this budget. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. That is right. 
Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. And they 

checked the forces and the figures con
tained in it and approved of it. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Yes, sir; and he dis
cussed it with the Secretary of Defense, 
and officials in the Defense Department, 
certainly. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. So that it 
could not be said that it was written by 
one man or Secretary Wilson or anybody 
in some exclusive way and in a vacuum 
so to speak. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Of course it was 
not, and the gentleman from Texas 
realizes that. 

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

Mr. SCRIVNER. I yield briefly to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. VURSELL. Is it fair to assume 
that the National Security Council and 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Secre
tary of Defense, and all of them includ
ing President Eisenhower with his vast 
military experience, after they have 
passed on it, that the Congress should 
take their advice rather than the advice 
of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
MAHON]. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. I am perfectly con
tent to follow their advice. 

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

Mr. SCRIV!I."'ER. I decline to yield 
further at this time. 

As I have said, I have perfect reliance 
upon the . integrity, patriotism, the in
timate military knowledge of the Presi
dent of the United States. When he 
says he is acquainted with the details 
of this budget, and he has accepted it, 
and it is his, I am satisfied thoroughly, 
and I accepted it as President Eisen
hower's budget. 

In that same hearing in 1950, General 
Vandenberg, Air Force Chief of Staff, 
who is now asking us to take his version 
of the budget, and add $1.1 billion more 
than President .Eisenhower has re
quested, said this: 

The amount of money that should be 
allocated to the Air Force for its part of na
tional defense is the responsibility of a 
higher echelon than th~ Chief of Staff. _ 

If it was true then, it is true today. 
Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. SCRIVNER. The gentleman 

quoted from- General Vandenberg. Let 
me quote him a while. General Vanden-
berg said: · 

It is the job of my civilian superiors and 
the Congress to balance military needs 
against other national needs. In that bal
ancing process, we military leaders have 

neither the responsibility, the training, nor 
the staff to engage. It is simply out of our 
province. 

This is still General Vandenberg 
talking: 

Therefore, I desire to make it a matter of 
record that, of course, I support wholeheart
edly whatever decision may finally be made 
as to the money allocated to the Air Force. 
It then becomes our job after the appropria
tion of this money to obtain the best defense 
possible with that money. 

I repeat that is General Vandenberg's 
testimony. 

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

Mr. SCRIVNER. I yield briefly to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I do not 
wish to appear to be heckling the gentle
man from Kansas because I have no such 
desire. I think it is true it is up to the 
civilians in the Government to determine 
what the figure shall be. It is up to the 
military to measure the strength re
quired. If we can get the 143 wings for 
much less money, it is up to us to get it. 
But the strength is the thing the military 

·men should recommend. 
Mr. SCRIVNER. Let these new Chiefs 

of Staff work on this awhile. Let them 
come up with the answer, and whatever 
they come up with, I shall go along with 
the gentlemen, if it is anywhere near 
·reasonable. 

General Bradley is quite often quoted 
by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
MAHONJ. General Bradley has always 
said, and did then, that by the elimina
tion of bad practices in the military 
services, we could save a lot of money. 
He said: 
- We must not destroy our country and its 
strength by spending too much from year to 
year. 

General Bradley said that we must 
not throw this country into economic 
collapse and ·spoil its industrial potential. 
He emphasized the point that it was the 
President and Congress and not the mili· 
tary that was to determine how much 
economic conditions -should govern. Mr. 
SYMINGTON also said that destruction 
through economic chaos could be as bad 
as destruction in battle, and he stated, 
finally, that it was beyond the scope of 
the Air Force responsibility or authority 
to · decide how much money should be 
appropriated or how it should be allo
cated between the services. ' 

EISENHOWER PROGRAM 

More recently, before the junior cham
ber of commerce, as you can read in the 
hearings, President Eisenhower said: 

I wish to· ·speak simply of · two of these 
truths. The first is this: Our military 
strength and our economic strength are truly 
one, and neither can sensibly be purchased 
at the price of destroying the other. • • • 

The defense against this perU then must 
be carefully planned and steadfastly main
tained.- It cannot be a mere repetition of 
today's reflex to yesterday's crisis. It cannot 
be a thing of frenzies and alarm. It must be 
a thing of thought and order and efficiency. 

Precisely such a defense is now being built 
for our country. I personally believe it does 
several things. It soberly promises more 
:emcient military production. It realistically 
~ssesses our long-term economic capacity. 
}:t demands the elimination. of luxury, waste, 
and duplication in all military activity. And 

it allocates funds as justly apd wisely as pos
sible among the three armed services~ 

First. We must remember always that rea~ 
sonable defense posture is not won by jug
gling magic numbers, even with an air of 
great authority. There is no wonderfully 
sure number of planes or ships or divi
sions--or billions of dollars-that can auto
matically guarantee security. The most un
compromising advocates of such magic num
bers have themselves changed their calcula
tions almost from year to year. Such 
changes are reasonable, as technological ad
vance requires. But the insistence that the 
latest change is final, definitive, and unchal
lengeable--that is not reasonable. 

Second. We must remember that all our 
plans must realistically take account--not 
just this year but every year-of colossal and 
continuing technological change. We are 
living in a time of revolution in military 
science. Today 25 aircraft equipped with 
modern weapons can in a single attack visit 
upon an enemy as much explosive violence 
as was hurled at Germany by our entire air 
effort throughout 4 years of World War ll. 

Mr. Eisenhower is consistent, as a gen
eral, as a retired otncer, and as Com
mander in Chief of the Armed Forces. 
His views on a healthy balance between 
military and economic strength are the 
same. 

Others might do well to be consist
ent, too. 

In closing., Mr. Chairman, this is. a 
sound program. It is a program that 
will give us a strong defense without 
further -weakening us financially. It is . 
a program we can carry, though with 
difficulty, untn ·we can have greater as
surance of peace. It is a program that 
permits a new look at the· defense pro
gram and forces in this age of as
toundingly ·rapid atomic development. 
It is a progr~m for an adequate national 
defense, with reduced spending, based 
on elimination of waste, luxury, and 
duplication; r-ealistic procurement; 
proven business practices and sound 
business economy. 

It is a program recommended by 
President Eisenhower, whose military 
judgment -is based on sound and varied 
experience of many years, in many ca
pacities, including serving as Supreme 
Commander of the Allied Forces in Eu
rope in World War II, and as Chairman 
of the Joint Chie-fs of Staff. It is a pro-. 
gram that we have to support, because 
it is based upon facts and not upon a 
fictional magic number. The choice is 
yours to make. WJll you choose Van
denberg's mythical wings or President 
Eisenhower's real combat-ready wings? 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. FoRD], 
who is chairman of the Army sub
subcommittee of the Military Appropria
tions Committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair wishes 
to state that tpe gentleman from Kan
sas has consumed an hour and 40 min
utes and ·the gentleman from Texas 45 
mlnutes. 

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
FoRD] is recognized for 20· minutes. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, in pre
senting the Army portion of the military 
appropriation bill for the fiscal year 1954 
I shall try-to approach:the various prob
lems candidly and as unemotionally as 
possible. · I am delighted to present this 
part of the budget to the Committee as 
the unanimous report froin our sub-sub .. 
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committee ·or Army section of the -full 
Military Subcommittee of the Commit
tee on Appropriations. 

. It has been an extreme pleasure for me 
to participate in these long and com~ 
plicated hearings and to work on this 
part of the bill in detail. We have a 
sub-subcommittee of three ·members.· 
One of the three is the distinguished gen
tleman from Maryland [Mr. MILLER], a 
man who has contributed immeasurably 
to our work because of his long experi.,. 
ence as a member of the Army in World 
·wars I and II. Another superb member 
of our sub-subcommittee and the minor
ity member is the distinguished gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. SIKES], who 
had in previous years been chairman of 
the group. His long experience in this 
field, his vast knowledge, and his great 
analytical ability were invaluable to the 
work of the committee. It has been ~
pleasure and ·honor for me to be chair
man of this fine team. 

It would also be 'unforgivable on my 
part if I did not congratulate and give 
due ·recognition to the subcommittee 
clerk, Bob Michaels. His fine ability, his 
great energy, and his analytical talent 
have been most helpful to our group. 

The revised budget was developed and 
presented by the Army under the new 
Secretary, Mr. Robert Stevens at a time 
when the Army was in a period of tran
sition from the previous administration 
to the new one. In my opinion the new 
Secretary of the Army has done a mag
nificent job in handling his responsibili
ties in this very difficult period for the 
Army, doing that job with a minimum of 
difilculties in upsetting the routine of the 
Army itself. We should compliment 
Gen. J. Lawton Collins for his able stew~ 
ardship of the Army for the past 4 years. 
He has achieved an enviable record and 
set a high standard for his successors. 
Mr. Chairman, all of us wish him well in 
his new responsibility. 

The sub-subcommittee report compli
mented the Army for its overall presen
tation of the justifications. I want to 
reemphasize that point. General Hon
nen, his staff, and those who testified on 
the budget details did a very commenda
ble job. 

One matter has developed since the 
Army hearings were published, a matter 
that is of grave concern not only to the 
three of us on the Army subcommittee 
but to every member of the military ap
propriations subcommittee because that 
subcommittee over a long period of time 
before I ever became a member of the 
group has had the highest reputation 
for integrity in protecting the secrets of 
the Department of Defense. Conse
quently, every member of that subcom
mittee was dumbfounded-amazed-to 
read a newspaper story emanating 'from 
the Associated Press in Washingtol}. 
which appeared in most newspapers 
throug~out the coWltry under various 
headlines. 

i ·have in my hand th.e story as it ap
peared in the Christian Science Moni· 
tor under date of June 25, 1953. The 
headline is as follows: "Pentagon Ap
palled--security Secrets Leak Out." 

I will not bother the committee with 
the details -contained in the Associated 

Press -article, but there. is one vital par-· 
agraph that reads as follows: 

PENTAGON JARRED 
Army· officials expressed amazement and ap

peared appalled when copies .of the 1,667-
page prin.ted testimony released by the sub
committee reached the Pentagon. 

For your information, I hold in my 
hand a copy of that newspaper clipping. 

This same article appeared in various 
other newspapers throughout the coun
try. I have here the article as it ap
peared in the Grand Haven Daily Trib
une. The Daily Tribune article shows 
a byline of Elton C. Fay. The article is 
somewhat shorter but it contains the 
particular paragraph which disturbs our 
subcommittee. 

Upon reading those news stories, I 
called the Secretary of the Army. Other 
members of the subcommittee likewise 
contacted responsible people in the De
fense Department. A very careful ex
amination of the entire situation was 
made and within a day or so after this 
news story by the Associated Press I 
received the following letter from the 
Secretary of the Army which I will read· 
to the membership of the committee be
cause it clears up a point that I believe 
all of us are interested in and I am sure 
the people at home are concerned about. 
This letter is dated June 26, 1953, and 
reads as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
washington, June 26, 1953. 

Bon. GERALD R. FoRD, Jr., 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Depart

ment of the Army Appropriations, 
United States House of Representa
tives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. FORD: In driving to my office this 
morning I was greatly surprised to see news
paper stories about some so-called security 
slips-allegedly contained in your commit
tee's currently released report o! its appro
priation hearings. 

As soon as I reached my office I asked that 
the staff present me with all the facts before 
the close of business. This 'afternoon the 
Vice Chief of Staff, accompanied by the 
Deputy Chief and the senior and responsible 
staff officers who had edited the Army's testi
mony met in my office-where the subject 
was discussed in great detail. As a result I 
am convinced of two things. First, that 
there actually was no security slip; that we 
in the Army were pursuing the policy of 
making available, "on the record," to the 
committee as much information as possible. 
Secondly, that the committee's printed re
port contained only the edi~ed testimony 
submitted to it by the Army and .cleared by 
the Army for inclusion in the printed 
record. 

All of us in the Army realize that the 
committee has handled this matter in the 
same excellent manner and with the same 
security consciousness that it has always 
accorded such testimonies. We know full 
well that we can strike out or eliminate from 
the record any item where the matter of 
security is involved. 

I sincerely regret the nature of the pub
licity which has occurred and wish to as
sure you of my great appreciation of the 
meticulously careful manner in which the 
committee always deals with security mat
~L ' 

With highest personal regards, I am 
Yours sincerely, 

ROBERT T. STEVENS, 
Secretary of the Army. 

One further point on this matter. I 
think it is important to put in the record 
the precise method by which all three 

sub-subcommittees proceed when we. 
conduct our hearings on the Depart
ment of Defense budget. Witnesses are 
first heard in executive session, where 
the only people in attendance are the 
members of the committee, the commit
tee staff, and the witnesses for the Army, 
the Navy, and the Air Force. No other 
person is permitted to be in the commit
tee room. Secondly, when a witness tes
tifies, that witness has the prerogative of 
saying right from the outset, "I want this 
testimony off the record." And if he 
makes that request the reporter does not 

· take down one word. In other words; 
from the very beginning if the Army, the 
Navy, or the Air Force witnesses wish to 
leave something off the record, it is never 
taken down by the reporter in any way 
whatsoever. 

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FORD. I yield to the gentleman 
from Maryland. 

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. Does it not 
also even go to the questions asked? 
When members of the committee ask a 
question, if the question is even consid
ered perhaps bordering on a security risk, 
the question is also taken off the record? 

Mr. FORD. That is absolutely cor• 
rect. 

The next precaution, and this is scru
pulously and meticulously carried out, if 
the reporter takes down the statements 
made by the witnesses and the questions 
asked by those interrogating. The type
written transcript-and I have in my 
hand a copy of a part of that to which 
the Associated Press article referred-is 
taken over to the Pentagon; it is given to 
the Army ofticials with the specific direc
tion that they have authority to strike 
from the typewritten transcript that 
which they feel should not be printed in 
the final printed hearings of the com
mittee. And, I have here the testimony 
showing what the Army did in this par
ticular situation. It indicates that the 
Army did delete a substantial part of 
what they testified to before the commit
tee. 

However, this is not the last precau
tion that is taken by the committee. 
After the typewritten transcript has been 
carefully edited by the Army to remove 
every word, phrase, every sentence and 
every number that is secret, the typewrit
ten transcript goes to the printer . . We 
then receive what is called a page proof, 
and I have in my hand the page proof 
which refers to the story that appeared 
in the Associated Press article. This 
page proof is sent to the Department of 
the Army for perusal and they have full 
authority again to read and delete any 
material that they wish to strike from 
the printed record on the basis its publi
cation would involve national security. 

In substance, that procedure is what 
1s followed in every instance. This sub
committee on the Department of the 
Army has never questioned the right of 
the Army to strike from the record any
thing involving national security. 

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

Mr. FORD. I yield to the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. HERLONG. Does the gentleman 
know or have any information which 
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would throw some light · on where the is for funds that are used exclusively for ter even though -the committee believes· 
Associated Press got such a story? the support of ·the two other services, its point is well taken. In . a desire to 

Mr. FORD. I have no idea. It is my · and which do not directly benefit· the give the Department of the Army fiexi
understanding the Secretary of the Army in any way? bility, it is the view of our. Army sub
Army is making an investigation. Mr. FORD . . That is entirely correct: subcommittee that if the A-rmy is will-

The thing that bothers· me -is this: In · The gentleman from Maryland has ing to absorb the same dollar reduction 
the first place; the committee has been brought out a very important point. · _ of $19,864,0.00, our sub-subcommittee has 
scrupulously, meticulously careful in·this · The -Department of the· Army's ·bu.dget no objection to relieving the Depart
matter. The responsible officials in the contains in many instances funds which, ment. of the Army from that precise 
Department of the Army have assured in the end result, are principally bene- officer-enlisted man ratio which we · 
our committee through the letter which ficia-1 for the .other· two branches of the recommended. . 
I read tl:i'at they feel there was no· viola- service. -I feel;- -and I -believe the other · There is; ho.wev_er,. one point whieh-we 
tion of security. Furthermore·, they be- · -members of our subcommittee concur; want ·to .. make: and I am sure the gen
lieve that the committee's procedure is· that these. · expenditures- should be tleman f1 "m Florida [Mr, SIKES] and 
ideal as far ·as they are concerned. It ·charged to the other two branches of the the ·gentleman from -Maryland [Mr. 
is disturbing that some -minor. official in service rather than make that a respon- MIL~ER] will con,firm it. We do not want 
the Department of the Army,- who for sibility of the Army's budget. · _ that $19,864,000 absorQed by the Depart
some reason -or other refuses to reveal- . · Mr. MILLER of Maryland.·. There is ment of the Army by r-efusing to give 
his identity, has misinformed the public also another item there which, due ·to a enlisted personnel their· deserved and 
and created the erroneous · impression . peculiar budget situation, reflects in a earned promotions. There is . ample 
that there has been a failur-e of responsi- way against the Army. Is it not a fact money :provided fo.r the .proper promo
bility by the Congress and the Depart- that, in the Korean war expenses, all of tion of enlisted personnel, and we ex
ment of the Army. - It is dangerous-and the major combat expenses, ·particularly pect .the Department of the -Army to 
unhealthy for · some minor, anonymous- for the Marines and ROK troops engaged leave those funds untouched. In other· 
official in the Department of the Army to in action there, are also charged in the words, we expect the Department o:( the 
spread this inaccurate and erroneous Army's budget? Army to absorb $19,864,000 out of other 
story._ ' Mr; FORD. That is absolutely cor- areas, and I think we can have their 

The Department ot the Army's original rect. assurance on· that point. 
budget request, made on January 9, 1953, The committee reduced the Army's Mr. SI~S. Mr. Chairman, will the 
was for $12,109,591,000. · The so-called budget from ·$13,671,000,000 to $12,982,- gentleman yield? -
revised budget, which was presented to 000,000, or a reduction of $689 million. Mr. FORD. I yield to the gentleman 
the committee later in the year after However, of that $689 million, $240,- from Florida. 
review by the new administration, re- 137 418 was• volunteered by the Depart- Mr. SIKES. At that point I want to 
quested the amount of $13,671,000,000.· me~t of the Army and .the Department concur in what the chairman has ~aid, 

·one of. the statements made here ear- of Defense. so· slightiy over -one-third and to state that it meets with my com
Her today by one of the Members ·would of. the amount recommended for reduc- plete approval. , · 
leave the impression that the Army's tion for the ·Army was volunteered ·either Mr. FORD. I thank ~the- gentleman. 
budget as revised was larger whereas by the Department of Defense or the De• Mr. MILLER of Maryland. Mr. Chair~ 
the comparable. budgets for the Air Force partment of the Army. The net result man, will the gentleman yield? 
and Navy were smaller. ·· Superficially is this. The Army's 'budget under the Mr. FORD. I yield. 
th:~.t is correct, _but that analysis is · in two policy changes is approximately. 1 Mr. ],\fiLLER of Maryland. In or~er 
reality inaccurate and unfair.- · In truth percent higher' than it was in fiscal year to _keep the record straight, and as the 
the Army sustained a reduction of ap- 1953. It is approximately 7.2 percent th1rd member of_ that grouJ?. I a~ very 
prm~imately a billion dollars in the re.view higher -than the January 9 submission. glad to conc.ur w1th the. cha1rman m his 
between the original budget ·and the re- It ·is approximately .5 percent lower than remarks, an~ also the .re~ar~s of our 
vised budget. The -· exa-ct :figures are the revised budget as presented to the respected ~riend -f:r:om Flonda [Mr. 
Shown on page 16 ·of the .committee re~ committee. SIKES]· . . 
port. The Army increase over the orig- Turning to · the individual items, first ·Mr. FORD. I tJ:ank 'the gentleman .. 
inal January 9, 1953 budget. results from let us take up Military Personnel-Army. Rat~er ~h_an go mto so_me of the details 
two new budget _policies of the Depart- This is discussed in detail on page 18 of about mdiVl~ual reductions, _I refer you 
ment .of Defense. _ the committee report. The net reduc- t<? the_ committee report, which sets· out 

. For the first time since the ·outbr.eak tion here totais $67,314,000. The re- in detail the basis for ~he reductions that 
of. the Korean war tl:i'e Department ·of vised : budget for .the fiscal year 1954 h3:ve been made by our sub-subcom~ 
Defense presented a l:>udget wbich con- totaled $4 776 173 000 for Military Per- mittee. 
templates the continuation of the KQrean sonnel-A~my: The reduction proposed Now; turning to "Maintenance and 
war in the next fiscal year for th,e full by the committee amounts to a cut of operations-Army," the revised budget 
12-month ·period. That was a broad 1.4 percent. called for an aPPropriation. of $4,720,
policy change that was followed through one of. the significant changes are as 000,000. ·. The commit~ee reco~mended 
all three branches of the service. . follows: The committee reduced the ratio $4,329,594,000. That 1s a decrease of 

Fu:J;"thermore, · in the Army's budget of officers ·to -enlisted personnel, as pre- $390,406,000. It is a percentage_ cut of 
there are additional funds for a substan- sented by the -Department of the Army 8.3. · 
tial augmentation of fighting ROK units back to the ratio that existed on July There. is one item which is rather lar.ge, 
in Korea. The net result means the De- 1, ·1951. It was the feeling ·of the com- which needs some explanation. One 
partment of the Army in the .revised mittee from its analysis that .that ratio hundred ninety-seven million - dollars 
budget requested a dollar figure over the was · preferable to the one pre::;ented to of the $3-90,406,000 refers t.o· a change in 
so-called .original budget. We should tne committee by the Army; . The com- l~nguage which the committee approved, 

· not forget that the Army itself, in dollars mittee views are .so expressed on page w}?.~ch had bee_n reco~mended by the 
in the budget review, sustained a $1 bil- 19 of the committee report. Department of Defense and· the Depart
lion cut. The $2,500,000,000 increase Subsequent to the preparation of this nient of the Army. The Department 
results from the recognition that we report, responsible officials in the De- wanted authority to accept currency, 
should budget in advance for 12 months partment oi the Army have come to me, commodities, services, and properties in 
of a Korean war, and that it -is to our to· the distinguished minority member areas throughout· the world. 
advantage to augment and supply the ·of our subcommittee [Mr. SIKES], and to The subcommittee has agreed to per
Korean ROK forces. , the other member on tlie majority side mit the Department of the Army· and the 

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. Mr. [Mr .. MILLLERl, with the ·requ_est that we other branches of the service to accept 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? . do not hold the Army in this instance commodities, property ,.and services from 

Mr. FORD. I yield. to the committee's recommendation. It other .nations. By that change in lan-
M~. _MILLER of Maryland. Is it not was contended. that -we picked a bad g_uage we . have been able to save $197 

also a fact that in the Army budget the month to. fix the ratio between enlisted . milliop ·in the maintenance and opera
sum of $350 million, amounting to a:P- men and officers. The committee does tion portion of the Department of the 
proximately 2y2 p_erc{mt of the budge~. :not wish to be arbit~ary about this mat- .'Ar~y bu~get., -To ,give you _the details 
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·of this part of the Department of the 
Army budget would take considerable 
time. I would prefer-to refer you to the 
specific details as outlined in the com
mittee report on pages 20 to 23. 

. The next item is '1Procurement and 
- pr-oduction, Army.'~ The revised budget 
~ called for -the ·appropriation of .$3,395.,
. 266,000. The committee bill is $3,224,-
633,000. It is a decrease of $170,633,000, 
a 5-percent cut. Again I refer you to the 
details explaining the reduction as car
ried in the committee report on pag~s 23 

· and 24. 
There is one point I want to empha

size, however: Seventy percent of the 
new funds in procurement and produc
tion are. for ammunition and ammuni-

. tion facilities. The committee has some 
concern about whether or not the Army 
is ·not now embarking upon· an over
expansive ammunition program·. That 
is understandable because of all the dis
cussion that occu.rred in recent months 
about the alleged ammunition short
age. I think it would be well for every 
Member of the House to read the com
mittee's comments on page 24 of -the 
committee report. 

We did make some reasonable reduc
tions in the procurement and produc
tion portion of the budget of the Army. 
The basis on which those reductions are 
made is set forth on page 24 at the top 
of the committee report. ·We have been 
careful, we have been analytical. I think 
the Army can live and do a fine job with-

·-in the committee's recommendations. 
We have been meticulously careful to 

give the Army the authority to go ahead 
with weapons. . Practically all of the 
reductions made by the committee refer 

· to support items. The reductions in this 
field are particularly aimed at the items 
of procurement which we think can be 
obtained off the shelf from the civilian 
economy without all the additional modi
fications that the Army from time to 
time likes to add to these commercial 
vehicles. · 

The next item is military ·construction, 
Army civilian components. The revised 

· budget was $9,094,000. The committee 
has made no reduction whatsoever in 

· this item, and we have in addition 
later in the bill given the Department 
of the Army authority to go ahead with 
non-Armory construction without any 
contribution by the various States. 

-The next item is Reserve personnel re-
quirements. . . 

We have made a realistic reduction in 
this· item. The revised budget request 
totaled $102,909,000. The committee 
bill is $85,500,000, a reduction . of $17,-
409,000,-a cut of 16.9 per.cent. This re
duction was made because in the past 
the Reserve · program of the Army has 
not come up to the predicted strength. 

. The record in this regard is most disap
pointing to the committee. 

The committee has stated in the com
mittee report beginning on page 25 that 
if the Reserve officials can show they 
are meeting their quotas the commit
tee will be glad to entertain and approve 
a request for additional funds. The 
-Reserve officials have said that by Oc
tober 1 of this year, they will know 

·the answer. If -the answer -is that they 
.: need more money this committee will be 

-glad to have a request for additional 
funds. We want a strong Reserve, -but to 

- date we have been extremely dis
pointed in the monthly strength-figures. 

The next item is the Army National 
-Guard:. The revised budget called for 
· the appropriation of $211,273,000. The 
: committee recommends $210,035;000, a 
decrease of $1,238,000, a cut of 6 percent . 

·The CHAIRMAN. . The time of the 
gentleman - from · Michigan has again 
expired. · 
- Mr. SCRIVNER Mr. Chairman, I 
·yield the gentleman 5 additional 
· minutes. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, the com
mittee- is pleased with the progress <;>f 
the ·Army National Guard. They have 
been meeting their monthly strength 

-requirements and I believe that they 
will in the months and years ahead 

. continue to meet their ·requirements. 
The Army National Guard is an in
tegral and important part of our na
tional-defense program. A very · minor 
reduction was made in the Army Na
tional Guard budget. Their air or 
aviation program was · badly presented. 
The Army National Guard requested 
$20,000 for station allowances in Alaska. 
We specifically deleted that amount in 
the budget. 

The committee made some other very 
: minor adjustments. We believe the 
Army . National Guard can do the job 
adequately with the funds we have rec

. ommended. . The cut is a very minor 
reduction in their program. 

The next item is research and develop
ment. · The revised budget called for the 

. appropriation of $370 million . . The com
-mittee has proposed $345 million, a ctit 
of $25 million, a 6.8 percent reduction. 
The committee sincerely believes . in re
search and development. It is vital to · 
national security. General Nichols and 
his staff did an excellent job in· present
ing most of the funds for the projects 
they requested. The committee has set 
forth in its report on pages 26 and 27 the 

· reason why it made a reduction of $25 
. million. We think the research and 
development program in the Department 
of the Army can proceed well a·nd effec
tively with the money we have appro--· 
priated. 

The next item is the promotion of 
·rifle practice. The committee had are
-quest for $100,000 for this progra~. 
. The committee has gone along with that 
-recommendation with certain policy sug-
. gestions as set forth on page 27 of the 
committee report. 

The committee in the next item, Op-
eration and Maintenance, Alaska Coni-

. munications System, made _no cut what-
soever. The revised budget for the 
Alaska communications system was 

-$11,185,000 and· it was approved without 
change. 

During the testimony before the com-
mittee it was brought out that in Alaska 
the Alaska communications system had 
not raised its telephone rates since 1945. 
The Department of the Army owns and 
operates the telephone and telegraph 
system -in Alaska. In the ·hearings the 

· committee made rather strong state
·ments to the effect that the Army should 
take an immediate look at the situation. 
The committee is pleased. to report that 

·on June 10 the committee received a let
ter from the Under Secretary of the 

·Army;· Earl- D. Johnson, that as of July 
-15, 1953, an increase in rates will be made 
for telephone-service on calls of 100 miles 

· or less. The committee is not convinced 
-that that is enough, however. The com
mittee believes that the increase in tele
phone rates should include long-distance 

· calls. We do not believe that the justi-
. fication given for the failure to do so is 
·. sound or adequate. · We look forward to 
notification that the long-distance rates, 

· as well as those rates under 100 miles, 
·will be increased in the very near future. 

The next item pertains to civilian re-
lief in · Korea. · The budget request was 
$75 million. The committee reduced 
that to $58 milUon, a -reduction of $17 

· million, a cut of 22,7 percent. The rea-
son for that · reduction is spelled out in 
the committee report on page 28. 

Mr: Chairman, in conclus-ion let me 
say this: In my opinion the Department 
of the Army -can do its job effectively 
and -well with the money that we have 
recommended. It will permit 20 divi--

. sions, 18 regiments and regimental --com-
bat teams. · It will permit 100 antiair-

, craft battalions arid 150 combat bat-
·. talions. It will be a strong Army, an 
Army of which we can all be proud. It 
will be well led, properly clothed and fed, 
excellently trained and competeni; on 
the battlefield. I urge the members of 
the committee to support the bill as 

: reported. 
Mr. MAHON. . Mr. Chairman, I yield 

such time as he may desire to the gentle-
mari fro in Florida · UVCr. SIKES J. 

Mi. 'SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I have 
not at any time served on a subcommit-
tee where there was greater harmony 
between the members or a more sincere 
and conscie'ntious etfort on th«;l part of 
everyone to do t.he best job possible. It 
has ·been ;:t most pleasing e~perience to 
go through week after week of extremely 
difficult work where that feeling -pre
vailed. I want to pay sincere tribute to 
the men who served with me on the sub-
committee. The chairman, the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. FORD], did an 
excellent job~ He was always fair and 
·courteous, always anxious to get all the 
facts, and in his assignment as a com-
mittee chairman-which certainly is a 
major assignment--he has covered him
self with distinction. I want to pay trib-
ute, too, to the gentleman from Maryland 

. [Mr. MILLER], a member of the sub
committee, who because of his great in-
terest and because of an excellent bac.k--

. ground of information and experience. 
gave invaluable aid throughout the hear-
ings and preparation of the bill. We were 
very fortunate, too, in having the serv
ices of one of the ablest clerks of the 
congressional staff, Robert L. Michaels • 

·what I have said about the Army sub--
committee I want to extend without 
stint to the full Subcommittee on Mili-
tary Appropriations . . The chairman. 
the acting chairman, and all of the mem
bers of the . majority were completely 
fair, conscientious, and cooperative in 
their work and in their efforts to bring 
-out a good bill. On my own side of the 
aisle I benefited, as I have on previous 
occasions. by the excellent leadership. 
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ability, cooperation, and help of the gen· 
tleman from Texas [Mr. MAHON] and 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
SHEPPARD]. All of US benefited, aided 
materially by enjoying the benefit of the 
work of an excellent committee sta:fi, 
the best sta:fi, I think I have ever seen 
assembled in Congress. Previously, as 
chairman of the Army subcommittee, I 
had ample opportunity to recognize and 
appreciate the good work· of Corhal D. 
Orescan, executive secretary to the 
subcommittee. 

You have been given a rundown of the 
figures for the Army from the stand· 
point of appropriations and from the 
standpoint of strength. I am not going 
to repeat those figures. 

In my part in the preparation of this 
bill the principal questions considered 
appeared to me to be, No. 1, Is there a 
lessening of the threat to world security 
by communism? Obviously there is rio 
such lessening of that threat, nor would 
any witness before our committee state 
that there was a lessening o.f that 
threat. 

Nq. 2, Will the Army be as stro!lg mili· 
tarily under the fiscal year 1954 budget 
which is now before us as it has been in 
previous years or would have been under 
the earlier January budget? . 

To me, these· facts stand out. Under 
the new budget proposal the Army is 
going to be smaller. The average 
strength of the Army will be 70,000 low· 
er than it was during fiscal 1953. In 
addition, fewer dollars are going to be 
available. The apparent or visible in· 
crease in funds is altogether for the 
conduct of the Korean war and for ROK 
troops. There was an actual reduction 
of a billion dollars in overall Army 
funds before the addition of those funds 
and there is an additional reduction cif 
$700 million as the result of the action 
of the subcommittee. 

According to the testimony given us 
by the Secretary of the Army and by the 
Chief of Sta:fi, it will be possible under 
good management in ftscal1954 to have 
a force about as strong as the force that 
we have in fiscal 1953 and in soine par· 
ticulars stronger. 

I fear there will be danger in subse:
quent years when we may be weaker 
as the result of the budget structure 
under which we are working unless im· 
provements greater than anything now 
pointed out are realized in the utiliza .. 
tion of Army strength and in new econ .. 
omies. 
· Now I realize full well that any hope 

of a balanced budg.et must rely on inchi· 
sion of cuts in our defense funds. That 
puts .this committee squarely in the mid .. 
dle of a quandary. We who have lived 
close to the military budget are not 
anxious to cripple military effectiveness. 
But we feel the necessity for making 
reductions in the military budget if they 
can be done with propriety. Therefore, 
within the budget structure developed 
under President Eisenhower's leadership, 
I feel that the Army picture that we 
bring you is a satisfactory one for the 
fiscal year 1954, and I subscribe general .. 
Iy to the cuts made within the frame .. 
work of that budget. But I renew my 
warning that the future may hold trou .. 
ble. We are taking a deliberate chance. 

. We have been very careful to apply support. There has been criticism ot 
cuts at specific points rather than o:fier failure of the Air Force at times to supply 
general cuts. In each case we have tried similar close support to Army ground 
to be sure of what we are doing. We forces. 
have avoided cuts which may be crippling Obviously, this bill can carry no such 
in strategic areas of the Military Es.tab· guaranty. Congress has no authority 
lishment, particularly in those areas over- the action of troops in the field, and 
where we may anticipate most serious rightfully has none. That is a sta:fi mat .. 
trouble in the event of further conflict ter which should be resolved by the 
in the years immediately ahead. For Joint Chiefs. But I want to point out 
instance, we have encouraged: that this bill carries the dollars to do 

First. Development of weapons an.d the job well and I think the Congress 
techniques for combating mass attack by will want the Department of Defense to 
ground forces. · know that it is conscious of the need far 

Second. The defense a·gainst air at· the fulle.st support. by all services of the 
tack of cities and industrial areas. men on the ground. The boys who do 

Third. Defense against attack involv... the hard and dirty work of the infantry 
ing gas and bacteriological warfare. need all the help they can get., and Con· 

Fourth. Development of methods of gress wants them to have it. I think 
attack over the beaches where use of we should say here that Congress wants 
ports is denied, as they may well be in the Joint Chiefs to know that we will 
atomic warfare or if large land areas view most critically any lack of support 
should be overrun by the Reds. between any of the services which may 

The United States can be proud of its be caused by faulty sta:fi work and fan .. 
Army. Ours is a magnificent fighting ure of coordination. 
force. Since those dark days of 1950 One truly significant development is 
when our Army _fought against odds of the atomie-cannon. - I realize the value 
20 and 30 to 1 and was subjected to new of this gun has been questioned both by 
mass assault tactics, a splendid new economy advocates and by some Air 
force has been developed which has taken Force ' proponents. However, General 
the best the Reds could throw at them Collins, a most distinguished soldier who 
and hurled them back. has contributed greatly to the military 

But I ask that you consider this most strength of this Nation, made a striking 
carefully, Over and over again we have point in his testimony before the sub· 
seen that nothing is decided in warfare committee. He said that in two world 
until the territory of the enemy has been wars he had been under fire from enemy 
occupied and held. The foot soldier is artillery which could outshoot American 
still the basic and primary key to vic.. artillery and that he had determined 
tory. One day we may realize again that he would try to correct that situa· 
that wars are won when the enemy's tion. It has been corrected very well. 
armies are destroyed, and only then. It There ean be little doubt but that the 
is not necessary to ruin his cities and atomic cannon is one of the most accu· 
kill and maim his women and children. rate and useful pieces of conventional ar .. 
The only thing that is essential is to tillery the Army has ever possessed. If 
destroy his armies; and in warfare that it is never used for atomic shells, it will 
should be our first o·bjective. Failure to still be an important weapon. But 
recognize that fact will lengthen any now that nuclear physicists have suc .. 
struggle, increase its cost in men and ceeded in adapting an atomic shell to 
materiel, and indict us in the eyes of the cannon, its utility is vastly increased. 
history for our tactics. In my opinion, the devolopment of an 

We must always bear in mind that . atomic shell is almost as significant as 
we cannot match the manpower of Coni· the development of the atomic bomb 
munist countries. Their forces are six itself because as · Congressman STERLING 
times as large as ours. Nor do we feel it CoLE, chairman of the Congressional 
most economical just to quantitatively Atomic Energy Committee, ·said, the nu .. 
match their military armament. Our clear physicists have concentrated into 
intention is to make the maximum appli- capsule form what once filled an entire 
cation of our technical skills in order bomb bay. 
that the American soldier can defeat a Contrary to some of the statements 
greater number of the enemy. Our ef.. that nave been made, the big cannori 
fort is to defeat the enemy superiority can be moved over any roads and bridges 
in manpower by utilizing better weap.. and off and on to any landing craft on 
ons and better techniques and, at the which a medium tank and, other divi .. 
same time, devote every effort to mini· sional equipment can be moved. It can 
mize the losses of American manpower. be placed in firing position or reloaded 

In achieving this overall objective we on its trailers in a matter of a very few 
must pay particular attention to cost ef.. minutes. Its projectile carries almost 
fectiveness. We recognize that it is not the explosive force of the atomic bombs 
within the potential of our Nation to which were dropped on Hiroshima ahd 
provide every type of weapon in the num.. Nagasaki. It is an all-weather weapon.· 
bers and quality that science and the It is not tied down· by ·bad weather ·as· 
man in uniform can dream up. For aircraft may be. This gun · may hold 
every weapon we must balance carefully the perfect -answer to the mass attacks 
the cost against what it can achieve. which have been one of the favorite 
Here research and development is mak:. military devices of the Reds: It is costly, 
ing a great contribution. yes. But; so is· ev:erything else that we 

A question arose in the full commit~ buy in the way of' military equipment. 
tee whether this bill guarantees the close It is much less costly than planes an<!' 
support needed from the Air · Force by· much less vulnerable to destruction. · 
ground troops. Marines do have care:.. ·Ironically, a regular appropriations' 
ful coordination teams with close air bill carries funds for the · first time · for 

. .. ;, ( .•. ' ....• ·•. · . l . 
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the conduct of the Korean war. Part 
of the money will be used by our own 
forces. Part of" it is for ROK troops. 
If a truce is granted, some. funds intend
ed for our own forces should be used to 
build up badly depleted reserves. Funds 
for the ROK forces will in large part be 
needed regardless of a truce, for their 
buildup must be continued for the se
curity of South Korea. The amount in
cluded for Korean costs is something in 
excess of $2 billion. 

One of the brightest pictures of the 
past year and a half has been the devel
opment of a dependable ROK . army. 
Starting from a ·nucleus of 25,000 scared 
and undependable troops, we have· 
trained and ·equipped a Republic of
Korea Army of one-half million men who 
are giving excellent account of them
selves in the :fighting in Korea and who 
now are manning two-thirds of the battle
line. Present· plans for increasing that 
army by several divisions will make it 
possible for them to man nearly all of 
the battleline. There has never been a 
:finer portrayal · of the effectiveness of 
American training methods or of the 
value of cooperative action with an ally. 
One of the great problems of the French 
in Indochina is the fact that· they will 
not train officer and noncommissioned 
personnel capable of leading native units. 
We have tried time and again to encour
age them to use the same methods which 
we 'are using so effectively in the devel
opment of a ROK army. 

Under this budget there should not be 
any question about an adequate ammu
nition supply. The greater part of pro-· 
curement funds in this bill is for am
munition. It is difficult to comprehend 
the enormous quantities of ammunition 
which have been consumed in the 3 years 
of war in' Korea; ·This would not have 
been possible without the tremendous 
reserves of World War II stocks which 

· have been rehabilitated and used. Now 
those stocks in many categories are ex-

- hausted. It is :necessary to set up new 
supply lines to replace them. Since 
June 1950, we have fired against the 
Communists in Korea almost as much 
artillery ammunition as was shot during 
the whole of World War II in the Medi
terranean and Pacific theaters combined, 
and almost as _much artillery ammuni-

' tion aS was expended in ai( theaters 
, during World War· II. in ·1944, the year 

. when our supplies were' at ' their biggest 
throughout the world and when expend!- . 
tures were the heaviest. When you con
sider the tiny size of Korea in compari
son, you realize the concentration and 
intensity of the conflict there. · 

In this · measure, the ; comfort and 
safety of American troops is again of 
paramount concern. We are proud of 
the fact that they are the best fed, best 
clothed, best paid troops with the best 
medical care in the world. An interest
ing development of recent months has 
been the armored vest which has pr-e
vented many battle casualties. These 
vests, which are of laminated nylon, are 
bulky and uncomfortable, but much less 
so than, a piece of.shrapnel in your mid- 
dle. The Army is now seeking to im
prove them to give protection to -the 
throat and to the groin and upper--legs. 
·. I never cease· to marvel at the record 
of our medical force. Only 2 ¥2 percent 

of our battle casualties die after reach- In this connection, while I speak of 
ing medical treatment facilities. In' strange and unfamiliar activities, I want 
w·orld War II the ratio was 4¥2 percent to discuss one fund which in particular 
and in World War I 81;1o percent. At is vastly misunderstood. I want to tell 
present, by proper disease prevention and you about some of the contributions in 
sanitation measures, the battle admis- nonmilitary ·values resulting from Chem
sions for disease into hospitals is only ical Corps research in the biological war
one-half the rate of what it was in World fare areas. Surprisingly perhaps, these 
War I. The number of men not avail- studies produce everyday values which 
able for duty because of nonbattle dis- benefit all walks of life in time of peace. 
eases is less than one-half the number The illustrations I shall list are only a 
not available in World War I and con- few of those which might be listed: · 
siderably less than the number not avail- Advances in treatment of several in-
able for duty in World War II. fectious diseases. 

The committee gave its usual solicitous Method for treatment of blue babies. 
consideration to the reserve compo- Studies of immunity development in 
nents. It wrote in language which will humans and animals. 
require unlimited enrollment in ROTC Increased knowledge of use and effect 
at ·the freshman and sophomore level in -of antibiotics. · 
college instead of permitting the mili- Production and isolation of pure bac
tary services to restrict enrollment at terial toxins and their use in prepara.:. 
that level. The committee felt that tion of toxoids. 
greater selectivity should be provided in Developments for rapid means of de
advanced ROTC at junior and senior tection of minute quantities of disease
level, and that the greatest possible num- producing agents. 
ber of students should receive basic Improvements in methods of mass pro-
military training in college. duction of micro-organisms and their 

The committee :finds disappointing products. 
what it considers continued dallying in Information on production and con-
Reserve components construction. The trol of plant diseases. 
committee still is going along in provid- Development of protective devices and 
ing funds which it seriously doubts will techniques· for safe handling of patho
be spent. Nevertheless the facilities are genic micro-organisms and their toxic 
needed in the various States and towns products. 
of the country for Reserve and National . Methods of control of infectious dis
Guard units. The Congress wants the eases in farm crops. 
responsibility for failing. to provide those Studies of chemical agents for regu;. 
facilities placed squarely where it be- lation of plant growth. 
longs, in the Department of ·Defense or Development of methods in produc
in those States which have failed to work tion and use of certain toxoids and vac
out proper agreements with the Federal cines. 
bureaus. The committee has done some good 

From my standpoint, I find a cut which in various other ways. For instance, we 
has been inftict~d by the Department prodded the Alaskan Communication 
of Defense or by the Bureau of the Service into · placing more realistic · 
Budget in the size of the oftlcer candi- charges on telegraph and telephone serv
date schools most disappointing. _ I ice· to civilians, thereby cutting cost to 
would be prepared to vote for a require- the Government' quite materially. The 
ment that every officer in the military charges heretofore made did not reflect 
service :first have service as an enlisted replacement cost or 'include service cost. 
man. I feel most strongly that enlisted I know of no reason why people using 
men should be given an opportunity to those services should not pay·rates com
rise from the ranks to commissioned parable to those paid by people in other 
status when they show the ability and parts or possessions of the United States. 
the initiative. In this bill the number This has been an example of behind-the
who will have an opportunity to do so times military thinking. 
will be considerably lessened-not ·be- · We continued the ban ·on construction 
cause ·of any action by this committee~ of bakeries and laundries by the services 
·but because of what I considei· a ·most · in areas within the United States where 
shortsighted policy on t.he. part of ··the neede<;l -services can be performed by 
Department of Defense in reduc}ng OCS local facilities. 
training facilities~ · · we made one specific cut which I think 

I do want to call attention to a specific will meet with general approval. We 
statement in the testimony to us which have again reduced the authorization for 
states that the enlisted promotions pro- the total number of civilian employees. 
vided in these estimates will be adequate. we have seen a ·need for other 1m
Heretofore, there has been a tendency on provements. As an example, we urged in 
the part of the Department of Defense our report the use of foresters from the 
to try to shift the blame to · Congress United States Forest Service in care 
when enlis~d promotion_s were not made ·· and marketing of ·timber from military 
That is a totally unfounded accusation. 1·eservations. The Government owns 
Congress has never failed to provide not thousands but millions of acres in 
money which it was stated would be military reserv'ations. On some of 'these 
needed for meritorieus promotions of there is valuable timber. Some of that 
enlisted personnel, and the record shows · timber has been wasted by careless log
this very clearly.. · · • · · · ging methods occasioned directly by the 

In this measure, we have eliminated failure of the military authorities to re
some activity which we consider boon- quest the advice and counsel of the 
doggling- physical studies·-: expensive , United States· Forest Service. 
special-use equipment which 'shows little· 1 We ·took no ·action on- some matters 
'promise-Rube Goldbergs. · · · which made a profound impression. The 
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Board of Promotion of Rifle Practice 
made a good case for issuance of free 
. 22 ammunition to junior rifle clubs. 
The great majority of American youths 
today do not have the opportunity en-· 
joyed by earlier generations for almost 
unrestricted rifle practice. The junior· 
rifle clubs, particularly in the larger 
cities, would benefit materially if free 
ammunition could be provided. 

The committee saw grounds to ques
tion some practices which appear to show 
the need for more stringent supervision: 
For instance, it feels that there is a dis• 
tinct possibility that little, if any, super
vision is given to pleasure trips by high
ranking officers using Government air 
transportation at high cost to the tax
payers. Some of us feel that there is a 
distinct possibility that too free use has 
been made of air and naval attache 
planes assigned to the diplomatic mis
&ions to attend Madam Mesta's parties 
and for similar purposes, past and pres
ent. 

The committee laid to rest the ghost' 
of P. I., variously interpreted as political 
influence or political interference. Every 
Member of Congress knows that there ex
ists the widespread feeling among serv
icemen that a letter in his behalf from a 
Congressman is sure death to his chances 
for success in whatever activity that he 
may aspire to. This would be a sad state 
of affairs indeed if the personnel of the· 
Department of Defense were so narrow in 
their thinking that they took it out on a 
defenseless serviceman when an elected
representative of the people spoke a word 
in that man's behalf. We received as .... 
surances from the Department of De
fense in some detail in the current hear
ings and, in much greater detail in 
earlier hearings which were not pub
lished, that, and I quote~ 

No Army records of individu.als have ever 
been marked with a "P. I." or any other 
designator to denote "political interference.'~ 
Individuals who are the subject of corre
spondence from Congressmen and others in 
Government are in no way discriminated 
against because of such correspondence. 
Papers are sometimes marked for the person-
nel information section of the Adjutant 
General's Records Branch. This mark is 
usually "P. I. 201 File." This serves as an 
address for the papers concerned, and means 
they are to go to a 2.01 file in the personnel 
information section. This mark is com
monly used for all papers going to this a.d-.. 
dress, and not just those from Congressmen 
or other Government omctals. 

The Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force do . 
not in any way, except by inclusion of the 
correspondence, mark an individual's record 
to indicate that he is the subject of congres
sional correspondence. 

I am glad to say that we in the Army
Subcommittee found much evidence of 
good management on the part of the · 
Army. There has been a consistent im
provement in recent years. Also we 
found, as always, some disappointing · 
aspects, and those are not conflned to the 
Army. Most of us saw an article which 
appeared in Life ·magazine a few weeks 
ago showing that an officer had caused 
a bushel basket worth 50 cents to be 
crated and shipped home for him by the 
Government at a cost to the Government 
of approximately $25. If necessary, I 
think the Congress should write in itS 

own reg.ulations to put- -a stop to -abuses. 
of transportation charges servicewide . 

Before I close, I want to give credit to· 
the people who train the Army. I should 
like to point out that in this period of 
partial mobilization and demobilization, 
the Army has tremendous training prob
lems. As you know, it is the Army that 
is su:tfering the greatest share of casual-· 
ties in Korea. This puts a great respon
sibility on those charged with training. 
It must be good, it must be the best
available, because it means so much. The· 
individual product of our training is, in 
fact, a young man, trained to fight the 
enemy. His training may be the differ
ence between success and failure. It . 
may mean life or death. Battle experi
ence has shown that our training is very 
good. 

Now let me say again as I close, this, 
I think, is a most realistic fiscal picture. 
I assure you that Army funds have been 
carefully screened in minute detail. A 
conscious effort has been made to bring 
about reductions wherever possible. We 
have been equally sincere in our desire 
not to cripple necessary functions. I 
honestly feel we can give the Army por
tion of this bill our earnest backing. 

Mr. SIEMINSKI. Mr. Chairman, will · 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIKES. I yield. 
Mr. SIEMINSKI. Does the distin

guished gentleman from Florida feel 
that this bill makes a sincere attempt 
to answer the question surely uppermost 
in the mind of every mother, father, wife, 
or sweetheart as they bid their beloved, 
one good by: "Come the dawn or the· 
night on any outpost, or in any field of 
fire, will Uncle Sam's boy feel just a 
little less alone -than his daddy did?· 
Will this bill enable him to see the genius
and to feel the full impact of 158 mil
lion Americans in his support? Will 
this bill enable Uncle Sam's boy to be· 
covered by fields of fire that will allow 
him to maneuver with the greatest pos
sible speed to accomplish his mission and 
to return to those he loves, particularly 
as related to close in support from the · 
air? -

Mr. SIKES. If any man in this Con
gress has the right to ask that question, 
my friend, the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. SIEMINSKI} has. And may 
I say to him, insofar as Congress is able 
to go by providing the money and writing 
in the guaranties that are within our 
jurisdiction, it does. 

Mr. HERLONG. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? · 

Mr. SIKES. I yield to my good friend 
:(rom Florida. 

Mr. HERLONG. In addition to the 
other qualities you have ascribed to this 
atomic cannon, it is also about as mobile 
as any piece of heavy artillery we have 
ever had. 

Mr. SIKES. My friends has put his 
:finger on a most important point. His 
statement is entirely correct. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman Y!eld? 

Mr. SIKES. I yield· to my chairman., 
Mr. FORD. I believe it is a fair state

men~ that Qur subcommittee strQngly 
believes in and highly endorses this pro
gram which was inaugurated by General 

Collins; not only because- of the atomin 
artillery weapon's conventional possibil
ities but because of 1ts atomic possibil
Ities. 
. Mr. SIKES. I could not have said the 
words more effectively. 

Mr. YORTY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 
. Mr. SIKES. I yield. 
. Mr. YORTY. I apologize to the gen
tleman for interrupting him here but I 
was so happy to hear him talk about the 
training program of the United States 
Army in Korea. I think Gen. Cornelius. 
Ryan there deserves the praise of every 
one of us for his outstanding effort in 
training these ROK divisions and bring
ing them up to a high level of pro
ficiency. I think the gentleman will rec-
ognize too that in addition to their own 
divisions, many ROK's have been inte-· 
grated into the American divisions where 
they are acquitting themselves with 
equal heroism. · 

Mr. SIKES. I agree with every word. 
the gentleman has said. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 20 minutes to the gentleman from 
Maryland [Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. Mr. 
Chairman, it has been a rare privilege. 
to have been associated with the fine 
members of the subcommittee having to 
do with the Army part of this budget, as
well as the 10 members of the full De
fense Committee. It has been a great 
privilege and a great experience. 
. Mr. Chairman, in a few minutes here 

today it is rather difficult to touch on. 
even the high spots- .of the matters that 
we have considered and slept with for the 
last 6 months. I want to say before I ge~ 
off the personnel of the committee that 
so far as the Army 3-man committee is 
concerned, our coitlDtittee has brought in 
a bill covering nearly $13 billion in that 
section. As has been stated by my chair-
man and my distinguished colleague, the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. SIK.EsJ, we 
are in complete agreement on the bill 
that we .bring to you today in that sec
tion, and there is substantial agreement 
throughout the whole defense picture. 
We owe a great deal to the distinguished. 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. SIKEs], 
who has just addressed you. I know 
that his experience and services, par
ticularly his experience as the former 
chairman of this subcommittee, has been 
invaluable to the members of this group. 
We approached this thing with the seri
ousness, I believe •. that anyone knows it 
deserves, because anything that involves 
as does this bill nearly $34,500,000,000 is 
a matter that has a tremendous impact . 
upon all of our citizens. In addition to 
that, this bill involves the very safety 
of our beloved country because it in
volves our defense program. We have 
4 volumes of printed hearings totaling 
approximately 4,600 pages and, as has 
been pointed out by my colleagues, a 
great deal of the hearings never got into 
print, perhaps the most spicy or inter
esting part unfortunately having to be 
left out of the record for security 
reasons. 

I :would like· tp say at the outset, how
ever, tha~ the impression ·that the Army 
part of this budget has been increased,., 
as it may seem from the figures, should 
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not mislead anyone. As a matter of fact, 
the Army has taken, I think, very rigid 
cuts. It has already been pointed out 
that the costs of the Korean war, the 
major part of which are borne by the 
Army, were added to the January budget 
under a change of policy which, inci
dentally, our committee strongly recom
mended, the policy of meeting the facts 
as they are and not as we wish they 
were. Something over $2 billion was 
automatically added to the original 
January budget, and then, before the 
recommendations of the Department of 
Defense ever came to our committee, 
under the revised budget, something over 
$1 billion was cut from the Army's orig
inal request. 

On top of that, as has already been 
pointed out, there are $350 million in
cluded in those sums from which the 
Army gets no direct benefits whatever, 
because they are used to pay for supplies 
furnished and services performed for the 
Air Force or for the Navy. 

Then, finally, our committee has cut 
the revised estimates by $689 million. 
The Army has taken a pretty sharp 
pruning. 

In that connection, I know that every 
Member of this body, desirous as he is 
to have a balanced budget, looks with 
some hesitation, and properly so, on any 
cuts in defense spending. Certainly I 
do, after having seen American casual
ties in two wars caused by lack of train
ing or equipment. 

Back in 1917 I was first introduced 
to the Army, when I became a member 
of the Infantry Reserve. As a matter 
of fact, I am still a member. Only a 
few weeks after I became identified with 
the infantry I learned that phrase that 
has been one of the very sad ones in our 
past history, "Too little and too late." I 
did not have to wait very long. Within 
a few weeks, in the first big, sprawling 
military camp we had in early 1917, 
there were some troubles in those days, 
as there· are likely to be in any time of 
war, with sabotage, and it became neces
sary for green troops to mount guard to 
protect the camp. When we came to 
issue arms for the newly indoctrinated 
guards and sentinels, we had to give 
them baseball bats, because then, in the 
early summer of 1917, we did not have 
rifles. At that time I received some
thing of a shock to think that our great 
country, with its great productive powers, 
was so short of the tools of war that our 
young men in the first draft this coun
try had ever experienced had to mount 
post for serious guard duty with base
ball bats. 

But that was just a beginning. For 
many months we trained with rifles that 
had been handed down from the Span
ish-American War. When we went over
seas to serve on the very bloody western 
front of 1918, we sailed without gas 
masks and without machine guns be
cause they were not yet available. We 
were forced to go into the lines often
t imes with equipment that we had re
ceived so recently that there had been no 
proper chance to train with it. 

During World War I no piece of Ameri
can-made artillery, with the exception 
of a few naval guns on railroad cars, was 
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ever fired in Europe on the western front. 
I could go on indefinitely with the stories 
of "too little and too late," the flying 
coffins of 1918, the outgunned tanks of 
1943. 

In 1941, on maneuvers with the First 
Army after the fall of France, when the 
security of our world was greatly 
threatened, there again we were con
fronted with too little and too late. You 
well remember, the stories of the troops 
out on maneuvers in New York State 
and in the Carolinas where broomsticks 
were used to simulate machineguns, 
where ice trucks were labeled tanks and 
where our young men of that period 
were training for battle without the 
needed weapons which they should have 
had. Although no longer young, I was 
there. 

I learned another phrase-at that time, 
and one saw it in the papers every day. 
The phrase, "On hand or on order." As 
we all know too well, a fine group of 
weapons on order is not of much help 
when meeting the enemy on the field 
of battle. So I am sure that many Mem
bers of this House are interested in 
knowing just what we have done to the 
Army, Navy, and Air Force in making 
these large cuts. We have been assured 
that there will be no losses of combat 
weapons occasioned by any of these cuts, 
in the Army portion of this bill. We 
are assured there will be no reduction 
in combat forces as a result of any of 
the cuts made by the subcommittee. We 
have stressed the fact that weapons and 
tools of war should be accumulated and 
acquired as quickly as is feasible in order 
that our troops, our ground forces, our 
Air Forces, and our Navy, shall have the 
things that they need should it become 
necessary to go into battle. I think ~am 
safe in saying that in all three of the 
services, the attempt of this committee 
has been to make certain that any re
ductions made are in the nonfighting or 
nonweapons part of the program. We 
have followed the same line of thought 
with respect to research and develop
ment. It is true we have made some cuts 
here and there in research. Basic re
search in psychological warfare, for ex
ample, does not appeal to me as an item 
of immediate necessity. We may have 
cut basic research in a few places, but 
we have stressed the fact that the best 
and newest of weapons should be on hand 
and be available as soon as practicable. 
We are assured that the figures that we 
bring before you, cut though they may 
be, will not reduce the number of effec
tive combat units in the ground force 
or the Navy, and is not going to reduce 
the fighting strength of our Air Force. 

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

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. I yield 
to my distinguished colleague from 
Maryland. 

Mr. DEVEREUX. In connection with 
research and development, I suppose 
there is sufficient ftexibility with respect 
to the funds so that they may be· chan
neled in one way or another as the sit
uation may develop. 

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. The re
search and development program is a 
very broad program, and it is also to a 

great degree as highly secret program, 
as the gentleman will understand. The 
funds allotted in this bill to both the 
Department of Defense, the Army, the 
Navy, and the Air Force research and 
development programs are not itemized 
or spelled out. There is complete con
trol within the Department of Defense 
as to how these funds shall be allocated 
as between projects. In addition to 
that, under the recent reorganization 
act which went into effect on midnight 
the other day, as I understand it, there 
is going to be an Assistant Secretary 
of Defense who is responsible for the 
control of the overall channeling of 
these funds to avoid duplications and 
maintain priorities. Our committee has 
wholeheartedly stood behind the overall 
program of supplying weapons of the 
best kind and sufficient quantity for our 
various combat forces. 

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

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. I yield to 
the gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr. DEVEREUX. Directing myself to 
another point which the gentleman from 
Maryland brought out, the question of 
increasing our combat efficiency, we will 
have to make reductions in other fields 
on that account. Is it not true that the 
American people will have to realize that 
perhaps we will not have as many soda
water fountains and m·oving-picture fa
cilities at the various posts and stations, 
and this Congress should be prepared 
to back up the committee in the gen
eral approach, despite the fact that many 
of our constituents may write to us and 
say that their boys are not living as com
fortably as they might otherwise. 

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. We have 
taken the position that all elements of 
American economy, fighting forces as 
well as the rest, will have to tighten 
their belts as far as certain luxuries are 
concerned; but I can assure the gentle
man, as the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. SIKES] said, our service personnel 
will continue to be the best fed, the best 
clothed, and the best housed soldiers, 
sailors, marines, and airmen in the 
world. 

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

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. I yield to 
the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. BENDER. Does not the gentle
man feel that a few more cancellations 
like the Kaiser-Frazer contract will have 
a very healthful effect on our expendi
tures for defense? 

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. twill tell 
the gentleman from Ohio I am very 
much encouraged by the attitude which 
seems to be abroad in the Department 
of Defense, to scrutinize what is hap
pening to the dollars that have been 
given it to spend. I believe more econ
omies will be achieved and waste checked 
after the new team gets thoroughly or
ganized and gets to work. I think what 
the gentleman mentions is a good ex
ample of the sort of thing we hope is 
going to be accomplished in the future. 

So much for the overall Army situa
tion. There are many things I might 
say. Our committee is opposed to the 
rather lush type of station allowances. 
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of which we have had reports. We have 
taken steps to stop the plan that spe~ 
cial pay be given to troops who are at 
home when they are on duty in such 
places as .\laska or Hawaii. We see no 
reason why they should receive an extra 
pay scale while at home. I am speak~ 
ing of the National Guard, Reserves, 
and civil employees primarily, when 
they go on duty, where the personnel 
lives. Why should they receive the ex~ 
tra benefits which are accorded to those 
who have to go away from home to live 
overseas? 

I would like to touch briefly on one 
overall point that has been challenged. 
r refer to the so-called stretchout or 
slowdown. One of the very important 
things in the whole military picture is 
a broad, ready production base. If we 
knew that at a certain time or on a cer~ 
tain day we might be called to go into all~ 
out war, the whole picture would be dif~ 
ferent. But the concept of the Defense 
Department and the majority of your 
committee today might be illustrated in 
a homely way, by using the title of a 
song, "If I Had Known You Were Coming 
I Would Have Baked a Cake." It may 
be looked at in this way. 

If a housewife knows the day that 
company is arriving and she wants to 
have a cake ready, she can bake a cake 
and have it fresh and ready when they ar
rive. But M-day and D-day are not pre~ 
dictable in advance. If the housewife is 
going to be prepared at all times she will 
have to bake a new cake ·every day or 
so. Even so, unless she bakes a cake 
every day, when the guests unexpectedly 
arrive the cake may not be too fresh. If 
the housewife has unlimited money, she 
can bake a cake every day, just as in 
case that isM-day or D-day, but if she 
is a prudent housewife and has a limited 
income like Uncle Sam, she has to adopt 
another procedure. She should have a 
good stove and cake mixer in the kitch
en, supplies of :flour, butter, sugar, and 
eggs on hand, so that when she sees the 
guests coming down the road she is able 
to get the cake together in a hurry. A 
production base is having the cake mixer 
1·eady, the :flour on hand, and the know~ 
how to make the cake in a hurry. In 
many ways that is a much safer ap
proach to defense problems than to have 
the storerooms filled with finished ma
terial. In these days of rapid develop
ments obsolescence begins almost as 
soon as the product comes off the as
sembly line in many cases. Many of 
these cutbacks, therefore, assure the 
maintenance of production and assem
bly lines, and employed skilled workers. 
If we acquire a full stock the factories 
close down, we lose the workmen and 
their skills, lead time doubles or triples 
on new orders and the production base 
shrinks. It is desirable that some pro
duction be slowed down a little so that 
the factories have a continuous line of 
business. This places us actually in a 
stronger position than if we produced 
our needs in the quickest time possible 
and filled our shelves with stock and rna~ 
terial that would become obsolete and 
rusty. That is the essence of the rea~ 
soning behind so-called stretchouts or 
slowdowns. Unless the Department of 
Defense has made a serious mistake, we 

have not in this whole bill caused the 
loss of a modern plane that the Air Force 
needs and wants to be delivered in these 
next 2 years, whether it is building 143 
wings or 120 wings. 

So far as Navy Air is concerned, I un~ 
derstand it will be vastly stronger at the 
end of this year than at the present time 
even though there may be a few less 
planes. 

Quality rather than quantity is all-im
portant when we are faced with the de
fense problem we have in this country 
where we must make American soldiers, 
sailors, or airmen the fighting equal of 
several times as many potential enemies. 
One good airplane is worth 25 or 100 ob
solete aircraft under many circum~ 
stances. If we are going to maintain 
our economic strength and be ready for 
the guests to arrive, or for M-day, we 
must look at our defense program as a 
long.:term item. For that reason we can~ 
not afford to set up 143 or any other 
number of air wings or groups if they are 
not going to be first-class fighting units 
not only now but in the foreseeable 
future. 

As to paper organizations, I have seen 
some of them over the years. Paper or
ganizations may have staffs, they may 
have personnel, but if they do not have 
trained fighting men and weapons their 
combat value is nil. So, Mr. Chairman, 
I urge this committee and the House to 
support the bill we have brought here to
day. We have done our best; we have 
worked hard on it. We· have probably 
made mistakes, but I do not think any 
mistakes we may have made are vital, 
and we do not know what they are. Had 
we known we would not have left them 
in the bill. I do not think this bill either 
provides too little or schedules it too late. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield to the gentleman from California 
[Mr. HINSHAW]. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, it is 
a known fact that the Soviets have had 
the atomic bomb since September 1949, 
that they now have a stockpile of atomic 
bombs, that they are adding to this 
stockpile day by day, and, what is most 
important, that they have the capability 
of launching atomic attacks on Ameri
can cities. 

This thumbnail summation of the 
Russian atomic capability, and the evil 
it portends for this country and for all 
civilization, was fully recognized and ac~ 
curately forecast back in 1947 and 1948 
by the congressional Aviation Policy 
Board and the President's Air Policy 
Commission. 

The congressional Aviation Policy 
Board, in submitting its report to the 
Congress on March 1, 1948, stated the 
following: 

National defense, in the traditional sense, 
Is no longer possible. More devastating 
weapons and more competent weapon car
riers than those which struck Hiroshima are 
in existence. The cycle of history has turned 
and once again civilization stands vulnerable 
to annihilation. 

It is folly to pretend that the world does 
not live under a sense of impending tragedy. 
Deliberately and continuously we are faced 
with the possibility of aggressive attack. 

It Is the judgment of the • • • Board 
that the capability of the United States most 
likely to discourage an aggressor against at· 

tack upon this Nation, most effective in 
thwarting such an attack if launched, and 
most able to deal out retaliation to paralyze 
further attack, is airpower. 

In submitting its report to the Presi
dent on December 30, 1947, the Air Policy 
Commission said: 

Our national security must be redefined in 
relation to the facts of modern war. Atomic 
weapons will not long remain our monopoly. 
Other nations will have atomic • • • weap
ons in quantity sufficient to make a sus· 
tained attack on the United States. 

We need a new strategic concept for the 
defense of the United States. This strategic 
concept must be based on airpower. 

Mr. Chairman, this most accurate as
sessment of the world situation con
fronting us today was based on the best 
information obtainable in 1947 and 1948. 
Events which have transpired in the 
intervening years have only served to 
point up the wisdom of the observations 
and recommendations of the Board and 
of the Commission. 

What kind of an offensive and de· 
fensive force are we planning and build
ing today to meet the atomic threat? 
What cold, hard logic, if any, · are we 
applying to the creation of this force
logic which must look into the future, 
logic which must recognize the impact 
on the conduct of war of the technical 
revolution we see taking place all around 
us. We are in the era of the technologi
cal breakthrough, the era of the weapons 
system, of atomic stockpiles, and of the 
application and influence of science and 
technology on our force levels and force 
concepts. We no longer enjoy the happy 
asset of space. Our traditional geo
graphical isolation has been eliminated 
forever. 

During the 3 or 4 years prior to con .. 
sideration of the fiscal year 1950 ap
propriation for the Air Force, a 70-group 
program had been advocated as the 
minimum peacetime Air Force capable 
of providing adequate security for the 
United States. This 70-group program 
had the support of Generals Eisenhower 
and Spaatz, the President's Air Policy 
Commission and the Congressional 
Aviation Policy Board. The reports of 
these two governmental policy groups 
were important factors in substantiating 
Air Force policy and the thinking of the 
Congress in recreating the strength of 
the Air Force, through an orderly ex
pansion toward the 70-group goal. 

During this same period, the House ot 
Representatives was strongly advocating 
a program which would give the country 
an Air Force greater than the 48 groups 
proposed in the budget estimates for 
fiscal year 1950. The enactment of the 
National Military Establishment Appro· 
priations Act of 1950 confirmed the posi .. 
tion of the Congress as to the need for 
an increase in the strength of the Air 
Force. 

The fiscal year 1950 appropriations bill 
which finally passed the Congress called 
for a 58-group program, leading to the 
70-group buildup. President Truman 
impounded $851 million of these 1950 
funds, thereby reducing the Air Force 
program from 58 to 48 groups. This 
move by the President, this shortsight~ 
edness of the Democratic administra· 
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tion, was the first major roadblock to the 
building of our postwar Air Force. 

Mr. Chairman, it was neither the de
sire nor the intention of the Congress, 
in providing Air Force funds in excess 
of budget estimates for fiscal year 1950, 
to permit President Truman or his Sec
retary of Defense to impound these 
funds. 

Article I, section 8, of the Constitution 
of the United States, provides the 
following: 

The Congress shall have the power • • • 
to declare war • • • to raise and support 
armies • • • to provide and maintain a 
Navy. 

It is quite evident, therefore, that, un
der the Constitution, Congress is given 
the responsibility of providing for the 
national defense. In passing the 1950 
National Military Establishment Ap
propriations Act, a major question of 
policy was determined by the Congress, 
funds were provided to implement that 
policy, but the will of the Congress was 
circumvented by the impounding action 
of President Truman. 

There is no warrant, nor justification 
whatsoever, for the thwarting of a major 
policy of Congress by the executive 
branch, through the impounding of 
funds already appropriated for a specific 
purpose. If this principle were accepted 
as a matter of practice, Congress would 
be totally incapable of carrying out its 
constitutional mandate of providing for 
the defense of the Nation. 

Had the Air Force been authorized to 
follow the will of the Congress and obli
gate the entire appropriation enacted for 
fiscal year 1950, we could have continued 
the buildup to the 58-group level-and 
ultimately to the 70-group level recom
mended by the Congressional Aviation 
Policy Board and the President's Air 
Policy Commission-and would not have 
been caught in the embarrassing posi
tion of only having a 48-group ''second 
best" Air Force at the start of the Korean 
war in June 1950. 

On December 16, 1950, world affairs 
and the Korean war had reached the 
point where -it became necessary for 
President Truman to declare a state of 
national emergency. A decision was then 
made, belatedly, to build the Air Force 
to a 95-wing level not later than the end 
of fiscal year 1952. Public Law 759 of 
the 81st Congress, the General Appro
priation Act of 1951, appropriated $1.711 
billion for aircraft procurement. In
cluded in this figure was $726 million 
impounded by the President from the. 
appropriations act of 1950. 

The main level of air strength now 
required to assure our national security 
has been carefully determined by our 
best military planners and thinkers. In 
May of 1952 the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, General Bradley, stated 
that-

The Joint Chiefs of Staff desire to reamrm 
that they consider the general period of 1954 
to be the most dangerous for the security of 
the United States in the foreseeable future~ 

And that-
Based on the entire war situation, the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff recommend that the 
following Air Force and naval aviation force 
levels be provided in being not later than 
December 31, 1954: 

1. Air Force: One hundred and twenty
six modern combat wings, seventeen heavy 
and medium troop carrier groups and sup
porting units, a total of one hundred and 
forty-three wings. 

2. Navy: Sixteen carrier air groups, nine
teen antisubmarine warfare squadrons, in
cluding four helicopter squadrons, thirty
four heavier-than-air plus four lighter-than., 
air patrol squadrons, and three marine air 
wings. 

Once again, through a series of cuts · 
and parings by the Democratic adminis
tration and the Department of Defense, 
the Air Force budget required to meet 
the 143-wing goal by the end of fiscal 
year 1954 was reduced from an initial 
figure of $26.7 million to $20.7 million. 
The fiscal year 1953 appropriations bill 
finally enacted by the Congress and ap
proved by the President on July 10, 1952, 
precluded the Air Force from building 
to 143 wings until approximately the 
middle of 1955. 

These cuts in new obligational author
ity and the limitations imposed by the 
Democratic administration on Air Force 
expenditures in fiscal year 1953 resulted 
in what has been called the stretchout. 

General Bradley, commenting on the 
stretchout before a committee of the 
Congress, stated: 

In general, the effect of the stretchout on 
security will be to postpone until 1956 the 
full realization of the United States mili
tary capabilities originally planned for 
achievement in 1954. Thus, the stretchout 
program will seriously reduce the anticipated 
military capabilities of the United States 
and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
to withstand successfully any all-out attack 
on the part of Russia prior to 1956. 

Mr. Chairman, it does not take a great 
military strategist or highly trained 
technical expert to deduce the simple 
fact that our major offensive and de
fensive effort must be keyed around the 
atomic bomb-around the means for its 
delivery and around a defense against 
it. These simple ground rules are not a 
one-way street meant for this Nation 
alone. They apply equally as well to the 
military planning of the Soviets. It is 
obvious, however, that as taxpayers and 
American citizens--and as a Nation
we cannot continue indefinitely to carry 
the excessively high rates of expendi
tures required to build, maintain, and 
operate a modern, highly technical mili
tary machine, without seriously affecting 
the American economy. 

One of the first and most important 
tasks confronting the new Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, which will take office this sum
mer, will be the reexamination of our 
world strategy. It will be their respon
sibility to review and reevaluate our pres
ent force levels and strategic concepts. 
I fully appreciate their responsibilities 
in this area and the fact that our stra
tegic plans and our total forces are con
tinually being evaluated and revised by 
the President, the National Security 
Council, the Secretary of Defense, the 
Armed Forces Policy Council, and the 
Joint Secretaries. This is a sound pro
cedure. It lacks, however, one essential 
element--the direct participation of the 
people of the country in the preparation 
of the war plans. The role of the pub .. 
lie in shaping national policies under a 
representative system of government is 

usually an indirect one. There are cer
tain national po~icies, however, which 
cannot be made by the elected repre .. 
sentatives alone-policies which reach 
into the very heart of the people. The 
defense of the country in an atomic age 
is one such policy-the most important 
one confronting the American people 
today. 

The time, therefore, is at hand-and, 
in fact, has been long overdue-for a re
examination and reassessment by the 
people of the country of our overall na
tional strategy-on land, on the sea, and 
in the air-as it relates to the balance 
of forces required and the offensive and 
defensive strategy needed to cope with 
the complex problems of atomic warfare. 
This reexamination and reassessment 
should be accomplished now by a high
level working group of American citizens, 
established and backed by the President 
and by the National Security Council, 
with full and complete authority to ex
amine into the entire field of our military 
strategy; the relationship between the 
strength of our land, sea, and air forces, 
and the missions assigned to each of 
these forces. 

This group or committee should be 
composed of men of the highest caliber, 
unbiased in viewpoint, having no connec
tion with the Government, and drawn 
from the fields of management, indus
try, and science. They should be willing 
and able to devote their full time and 
attention to the problem for an extended 
period of time-approximately 12 to 15 
months. Adequate funds should be 
made available to them and they should 
be authorized to employ such organiza
tions and/or groups of individuals, in .. 
eluding scientific institutions, as may be 
required to assist them in their tasks. 

The group should have access to facil .. 
ities which will permit them to work in 
a climate of warmth, understanding, and 
trust-one with the other-in order that 
they might properly develop a complete 
understanding of all the facts bearings 
on an objective evaluation of our over
all strategy. The group should submit 
a report of its findings and recommenda .. 
tions to the President, to the Congress, 
and to the people of the United States
a report which will tell us exactly where 
we stand and where we should be going 
in the all-out atomic struggle looming 
ahead of us. 

Mr. Chairman, that is the only way 
I can see to bring the Military Establish
ment to its maximum overall efficiency. 
Meantime, statutory roles and missions 
assignments are causing serious dupli
cations, not only in weapons but in man
power. But worse yet is the fact that 
there is an urge in all of the services to 
"get in on the act" for fear of sinking 
in appropriations and affection of the 
Congress and the people. This has to 
stop. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. KILDAYl. 

Mr. KILDAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
speak in favor of the amendment which 
my colleague the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. MAHON] proposes to offer on tomor
row to add $1,175,000,000 to the appro .. 
priations contained in this bill for the 
Air Force. I am not one of those who 
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takes the position that the military 
budget cannot be cut just the same as 
any other budget may be cut. I have felt 
all along that there are economies 
which can be effected in the military 
budget and in the other budgets. So at 
this time I do not propose to raise any 
question as to the cuts made by the com
mittee in its consideration of this bill in 
any of the services including the sum of 
$224 million or $240 million which was 
cut from the Air Force by the commit
tee. What I propose to discuss is the 
overall policy question of the program 
for the number of wings to be within 
our Air Force. 

Most unfortunately this is not the first 
time we have had a similar or identical 
question before the House. My memory 
goes back to 1939 when we attempted 
for the first time to expand the Air 
Force. At that time we were asking that 
the total number of planes within the 
Air Force be 5,500-trainers, fighters, 
bombers, transport, and whatnot, 5,500. 
And at that time we met with violent op
position on the floor of this house. Many 
of the arguments of the type that we 
hear today for a smaller Air Force were 
made at that time. 

I recall also that after the very bitter 
fight we had in the committee, which was 
then the Committee on Military Affairs, 
in 1939, in 1944 about 14 members of that 
committee, and I was 1 of them, were in 
Namur, B~lgium, then close to the front 
and while we were there a bombing mis
sion came over from England on its way 
to Germany. We watched them as they 
went overhead, and I reminded some of 
the gentlemen who voted against the 
5,500 planes that up above were almost 
as many as we were attempting to pro
vide for the entire service. I can say to 
you some of them were not pleased to be 
reminded of that situation and the ac
tion which they had taken just a few 
years before. 

When we go to 1948 during the 80th 
Congress, when the Republican Party 
was in control of the House, the gentle
man from New York [Mr . . TABER] was 
chairman of the Committee on Appro
priations as he is now, we had what I 
believe to be the identical question that 
we have before us today in every portion 
of the facts relating to it and every im
plication which comes from it. I was 
glad to hear the gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. MILLER] with his long mili
tary experience, relate about balanced 
forces. That is one of the things in
volved in this discussion here today, but 
back in 1948 it seemed as if the question 
of a balanced defense was regarded as 
the question of balancing the money; 
that you would take the total amount 
of money to be included in the defense 
budget, cut it three equal ways, and that 
you would have a balanced defense 
which, of course, has never in the very 
nature of things been true. But, at that 
time President Truman took the posi
tion that there would be a total defense 
budget of approximately, as I recall it, 
$17 billion and it was divided equally be
tween the three services, which resulted 
in the Air Force being short $922 mil
lion of being able to continue its pro
gram at that time of providing 70 air 
groups for our Air Force. 

Those of us who were here then and 
participated in that debate and discus
sion recall just how bitter it became. We 
recall that it was quite comparable to 
the situation we have today as to 
whether or not we should have 143 or 
120 wings. I might throw in parenthet
ically, because I have been asked, What 
is a wing, that a wing is a group capable 
of maintaining itself in the field. \Ve 

· used to speak of groups and now we 
speak of wings. So, it is a group, num
bers of planes, running from 30 to 75, 
those planes being capable of being kept 
in the air· by the supply and mainte
nance groups which accompany them 
within the wing. It is the field organi
zation capable of taking the field and 
maintaining itself. 

After we had had much discussion 
and much debate as to whether we would 
have 70 groups or not, the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. TABER], then chair
man of the Committee on Appropria
tions, offered an amendment to increase 
the contract authorization by $822 mil
lion, $100 million less, but as he ex
plained at that time, he felt with better 
procurement procedures that the $822 
million would provide a 70-group pro.
gram. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? · 

Mr. KILDAY. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. TABER. But that was for fight
ing planes, whereas what General Van
denberg wants is transport planes and 
trainers of which we have plenty in 
stock. That is the difference between 
that situation and this. 

Mr. KILDAY. I thank the gentleman. 
But the gentleman from New York 

did offer the amendment to increase that 
authorization by $822 million in order to 
continue the 70-group program. That 
was in 1948. 

Korea came in 1950, and I have a very 
vivid recollection of last summer and 
last fall hearing individuals on the radio 
and on television proclaiming how 
strong they had been for the 70-group 
program in 1948 so that we would not 
have been caught short of airpower 
when Korea came. 

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

Mr. KILDAY. I yield to the gentle
man from California, because he was 
one of those who formulated the 70-
group program. 

Mr. HINSHAW. I thank the gentle
man. I was vice chairman of the Air 
Policy Board. It is true that the gen-

. tleman from New York [Mr. TABER] ap
proved of the additional authorization 
of $822 million in that year, and then 
ia the next year there was an addi tiona! 
$700 million appropriated by the 81st 
Congress, all of which totaled $1,700,
ooo,ooo, which was impounded by the 
order of the President. 

Mr. KILDAY. I am coming to that: 
The gentleman from California was 

vice chairman of the Congressional A via
tion Policy Board and I was a minority 
member. That also was in the 80th 
Congress. 

The $822 million was adopted as an 
amendment here, much to the-what 
should I say? Perhaps "anger" would 

be the word-of the President of the 
United. States, Mr. Truman. He had OP::"· 
posed any such program as 70 groups 
for our Air Force and seemed to be quite 
vindictive about it, because at the tim~ 
that he signed the bill appropriating the 
funds for the Defense Department he 
issued a directive to the Secretary of 
Defense that if any request was made 
for the obligation of any of the funds 
contained in the $822 million, the Sec
retary of Defense, the late James For
restal, was to analyze them most care
fully to determine whether or not those 
funds should be obligated. The gentle
man from California [Mr. HINSHAW] ex
pressed it correctly when he said that 
the President froze those funds, because 
th;;! directive which he sent to the Secre
tary of Defense was in all respects a 
freeze. 

Now we have come to the same situa
tion. I would like to r;ay here, as a pre
liminary to this amendment, that we 
should always remember that no air
plane the design of which went on the 
drawing board after Pearl Harbor ever 
participated in World War II. A long 
lead time is required for airplanes of 
r.ew types. You must have the appro• 
p:·iation and the authority or you can
not order them, and if you do not order 
them you will not get them. 

The gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
MILLER] stated that the funds contained 
in this bill would produce the planes 
needed in the fiscal years 1954 and 1955. 
I am positive as to 1954 you will get 
those planes. I am not so positive as 
to 1955. I will say this. If you take out 
every dime in this bill for the procure
ment program, you will get just as many 
planes in 1954 as if you continue the 
funds in this bill or if you add $1,175,-
000,000, because those planes were or
dered and the funds appropriated and 
authorized 2, 3, and 4 years ago. But 
where are you going to be in the fiscal 
year 1956 and fiscal 1957 unless you add 
to this bill the $1,175,000,000? There is 
the chance I do not want to take. 

In 1939 the military were correct when 
they said 5,500 was the absolute mini
mum. They were proven to be correct. 
In 1948 they were correct when they said 
70 groups, and those who voted against 
them were mighty sorry for it by the 
time November 1952 rolled around. 
Every military man now except the 
President, for whom I have great ad ... 
miration, who has examined this from 
a military standpoint has said that 143 
is the absolute minimum. Of course, 
the President says that it is his budget. 
It is. I have a letter here which shows 
this cut came about by the letter from 
Mr. Dodge, the Director of the Budget, 
just exactly and just identically as it 
came about in 1948, when President 
Truman said, "Your total budget will be 
$17 billion, and you are going to come 
within it." That is the way this thing 
came about. 

I have ·great admiration for General 
Eisenhower. I have tremendous admi
ration for him as a military leader, but 
I know and you know, because you have 
been in Washington as I have, that he 
did not formulate this budget. He was 
not in a position to take the · time to do 
all that. ;Mr. Dodge and Mr. Wilson, on 
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whom he must rely to balance his budg. 
et, came up with this figure. What is 
he going to do? Get into an open break 
with his owh administration? He hopes 
to be able to carry it out, I am sure. 

The President has said in his letter to 
the gentleman from Kansas that the new 
Joint Chiefs of Staff will reevaluate this 
matter very promptly. I am sure that is 
true. But suppose by fall when we have 
adjourned and are gone, they decide that 
143 wings is the absolute minimum, as 
have all their military predecessors? 
What.are they going to do about it? We 
have lost 6 months already because of 
the restrictions placed upon them within 
the Department. If they come up in the 
fall with 143 as a minimum, are they 
going to be able to proceed and provide 
what is now said by the military chiefs 
to be the minimum necessity? President 
Truman froze $822 million that we pro· 
vided in 1948. Some question was raised 
here this morning as to whether any 
suggestion that the money might not be 
spent might constitute a refiection upon 
the administration. In my opinion, it 
does not. Ever since I have been here we 
have complained of most of the Govern· 
ment departments staying open until 
midnight on June 30th in order to com· 
mit all of their funds. That .is some
thing against which we have ranted and 
raved constantly. So if somebody is to 
accept the responsibility for reducing the 
Air Force from 143 to 120 wings, let us 
know who that person is. I, for one, do 
not want to accept that responsibility 
and the implications that go with it so 
far as the safety of my Nation is con
cerned. I shall vote for the additional 
$1,175,000,000. If others prefer to vote 
to the contrary, well and good, but let us 
have it on the record. Let us stand up 
and be counted on this. If the execu· 
tiye department says this is not neces
sary, let them take the responsibility. 
Let us make the funds available, and if 
they do not want to use them, they do 
not have to. But if they do not use them 
and disaster comes, it will be clear and 
plain to all who brought it about. 

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

Mr. KILDAY. I yield. 
Mr. SCRIVNER. If the gentleman 

will look at page 5, you will find in section 
623 of , the bill the general provisions 
permit the President to exempt the De· 
partment of . Defense funds from any 
deficiency law which means that if they 
decide to go ahead, they have all the 
power and money necessary to do it. 

Mr. KILDAY. After a fight of this 
kind in the Congress and on the radio 
and on the television and the speeches 
that have been made in the other body, 
should the House and Senate say that 
funds shall be available for only 120 
wings does the gentleman mean to say 
after his long experience in Washington 
and his experience with the executive 
department and with the military that 
they will go to the contrary of what the 
House and Senate had done under those 
circumstances? Certainly, funds must 
be made available, if they are going to 
act, and if we are going to rest content 
that we will be secure to the maximum 
degree ::>ossible. 

Mr. MAHON . . Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. PRICE], another member of the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, as we 
debate this afternoon on the appropria
tions for the Department of Defense for 
fiscal year 1954, I hope my colleagues in 
the House will give serious consideration 
to the unwarranted cuts . in funds for 
the United States Air Force. 

I am certain everyone in the House 
wants America to have the world's best 
air force. I am sure there are a great 
many of ·my colleagues who mistakenly 
believe the United States now has the 
No. 1 air force. If they did not so be
lieve, I feel they would not be giving en· 
couragement to the ill-advised reduction 
in Air Force funds. 

The issue before the Congress in the 
matter of reductions in appropriations 
for airpower is a simple one: Should 
the United States have a No. 1 air force? 

If we want America to have the best 
air force in the world, we should favor
ably consider amendments which will be 
offered to the appropriations bill which 
will restore at least a substantial part 
of the funds cut from the Air Force 
budget by Secretary of Defense Wilson. 

If we want the best air force, we must 
restore these funds to attain it. 

If we agree with Secretary Wilson 
and appropriate funds sufficient only for 
the second-best air force, then we are 
.being extravagant, because we will not 
be providing adequate protection for our 
investment in national security. 

Wilson's recommendations for air· 
power cuts are extravagant as well as 
dangerous, and threaten our national 
survival. His action folds the umbrella 
of our aerial protection. 

The jokes about the Soviets' fantastic 
claims for inventions they have dis
covered have become standard. I am 
surprised that the Soviets have not yet 
laid claim to inventing the game of 
poker. Certainly in the game of inter
national poker politics we have much to 
learn from them. We can no longer af
ford to let our laughter keep us from 
learning from these people we still think 
of as the "backward Russians."· 

Regardless of who invented the game 
of international poker politics, the So· 
viets have shown that they are top-notch 
players. No one can keep a better poker 
face. They know when to bluff. They 
know when to stand pat. They know 
when to throw in their hand and wait 
for the next deal. They know that when 
the chips are down the second best hand 
is no good. 

I had always thought Americans 
knew how to play poker too. That is 
why it is so hard for me to understand 
why we are apparently willing to have 
a second-best Air Force. Maybe we do 
not realize the stakes we are playing 
for-our national survival. 

At any rate we do not yet seem willing 
to admit that we have come of age. In
stead of admitting ttle facts of life we 
persist in living in an adolescent dream 
world of peace, prosperity, and a bal
anced budget. Let us not lose sight of 
those ideals, but let us recognize pres· 
ent realities. 

The simple fact is that our Air Force, 
if not a one-shot air force, is right now 
no better than second best. The new 
budget as drawn up by Admiral McNeil 
and supported by Wilson is apparently 
designed to m::ti.{e sure that our Air 
Force stays that way. · 

The Soviet Air Force itself has more 
than 20,000 aircraft assigned to combat
type units. This represents more than 
twice the number in the combat units 
of our Air Force, Navy air and Marine 
air combined. They have an additional 
20,000 aircraft in reserve. 

Total numbers do not, of course, tell 
the whole story. The quality and type 
of its airplanes have a great deal to do 
with an air force's capability. In the 
past, we have tended to be complacent 
about the quality of the weapons pro· 
duced by other countries because of the 
great faith we have in our technical 
know-how and mass production ~eth
ods. We can no longer afford to be 
complacent about the quality of the Red 
Air Force. 

About half of the planes assigned to 
the combat units of the Red Air Force are 
now jets. It has been estimated that 
within a few years they will have virtu
ally an all-jet air force.- Some people 
like ·to take comfort from the fact that 
our F-86 has been shooting down the 
MIG-15 at a rate of better than 10 to 1. 
We should not rely too much on'this fact, 
however. First of all, we should realize 
that the F-86 is the only aircraft we have 
assigned to combat units which is better 
than the MIG. We should also ·remem
ber that the Communists have used Ko· 
rea primarily as a training ground for 
their pilots. By using better pilots, and 
it appears that they do have better 
pilots, the score might not be quite so 
lopsided. We should also not lose sight 
of the fact that the production of MIG-
15's far exceeds our production of F-86's. 
Lastly, we cannot afford to ignore reports 
on the production of improved versions 
of the MIG. 

When we come to the field of light 
bombers, the Soviets have a decided ad
vantage, They have hundreds of twin
jet light bombers. By contrast, we do 
not have any assigned to combat units. 
These twin-jets are capable of hitting 
any spot on the European Continent 
from bases behind the Iron Curtain. 
When we consider this formidable tacti
cal air support along with the over
whelming size of the Soviet Army, the 
position of our troops in Europe seems 
precarious indeed. It is easy ·to under· 
stand why General Ridgway says that 
airpower is the weakest link in NATO's 
defense. I, for one, do not see how our 
Army in Europe would have even a rea-· 
sonable chance of survival in the event 
of a Soviet land and air invasion of 
Western Europe. 

Yet this cut in the Air Force's budget 
seems to hit hardest at this very part 
of our airpower-those units intended 
for the tactical air support of our Army. 
Instead of 40 combat tactical Air Force 
wings, we are only to have 25. It really 
seems to me that the whole concept of 
our defense of Western Europe needs to 
be reevaluated. Even without this de
emphasis on our air support of the NATO 
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organization, I question whether we are 
building a force that has any realistic 
hope of stopping a Soviet invasion of 
Vvestern Europe. I wonder whether we 
should not place even more emphasis on 
airpower for the European defenses. To 
my mind, more airpower for Western 
Europe with less emphasis on the sta
tioning of American troops there prom
ises a more realistic strategy. I am sure 
that this problem will be considered by 
the new Joint Chiefs of Staff. For our 
security and the lives of our people, let 
us hope that they will not be rigidly 
bound by the outmoded concepts of tra
ditional warfare. 

Fortunately, when it comes to strate
gic air strength we are in a somewhat 
better position. The existence of our 
strategic air arm with its capability of 
atomic attack has unquestionably been 
the main deterrent to all-out Soviet ag
gression since the end of World War II. 
Although we no longer have a monopoly 
on the A-bomb, our capability of deliv
ering a powerful attack on the Soviet 
homeland is still bound to give the Soviet 
leaders pause. 

We still have more long-range bomb
ers than the Soviets, but they have more 
than enough for an all-out atomic attack 
against the United States. 

Recent estimates indicated they have 
about 200 atomic bombs. In 2 more 
years they are expected to double this 
number. 

It is true that the bulk of the Soviet 
strategic air arm is made up of their 
version of our B-50, but they are also 
reported to have a transcontinental 
bomber comparable to our B-36. I have 
seen no authoritative figures on how 
many of these heavy bombers they have, 
but it would seem reasonable to assume 
that they have been able to build quite 
a number since this aircraft was first 
identified more than 2 years ago. 

Against this long-range Soviet atomic 
capability we have no adequate defense. 
The Air Force has. always recognized 
that its air-defense-wings represented a 
submarginal force. I am able to gain 
little consolation from the fact that Mr. 
Wilson's budget does not call for any 
reduction in this force which is already 
submarginal. By contrast, the Soviets 
have an elaborate warning system with 
between 3,000 and 4,000 MIG's. 

These facts of Soviet power are not 
new. In fact, Soviet military power has 
developed during the last 2 years sub
stantially as predicted. Logically, this 
development would seem to confirm the 
wisdom of our military program which 
was designed to keep pace with this 
development. 

Childlike, we are apparently unable to 
fix our attention on any project for a 
reasonable period of time. Childlike, we 
ignore the facts because there are no 
new scares. We are getting tired of the 
same old bogy man. Maybe the Com
munists are right; maybe we do not have 
the guts to face up to the problem; may
be we are temperamentally unable to cre
ate strength and remain strong over an 
extended period of time. 

Most of us had, of course, recognized 
the difficulty of maintaining our military 
strength for the 10 or more years which 
we were told might be necessary. I 
would never have thought, however, that 

Americans were so devoted to the idea of 
a firmly balanced budget .that we would 
·be unwilling to build the minimum mili
tary power for our Nation's security. 

Despite the catchy slogan ''more de
fense for less," that is ju·st what we are 
doing. Maybe we will be building al
most as many combat planes, although 
this is open to considerable doubt, as I 
pointed out 2 weeks ago. Maybe we can 
cut down on our orders for combat planes 
next year and still get them whf:ln we 
need them, although this too is open to 
question. 

But an air force is made up of more 
than combat planes. An air force must 
have men to fly the planes, and bases 
from which to fly them. It must also 
have noncombat planes for its own sup
port and the support of the Army. And 
most important, all the elements must 
be phased in together into organized 
wings so that the potential of the in
dividual elements of airpower can .be 
transformed into combat-ready power 
in being. 

No responsible person has challenged 
the need for a combat-ready force of 
143 wings in the light of the Soviet 
threat. The juggling of numbers may 
obscure certain facts. But no juggling 
of figures can change the fact that this 
abomination we call a budget will give 
us 23 fewer combat wings in being. 

On the one hand, we know that the 
Soviets' air defense system is being rapid
ly improved. On the other, we cut back 
5 strategic wings. On the one hand, we 
know that the Soviets are improving on 
their existing capability of all-out atomic 
attack on the United States. On the 
other, we take pride in the fact that we 
are not cutting back on our submarginal 
air defense wings. On the one hand, we 
are fully aware of the capability of the 
Soviets' tactical air strength in the Far 
East and in Europe. On the other, we 
cut back 15 tactical wings, niggardly re
fusing our soldiers the air support they 
have a right to expect and further weak
ening the weakest link in the NATO de
fenses. 

On the one hand, we recognize the 
importance of mobility in modern war. 
On the other, we cut back 3 troop car
rier wings. On the one hand, we know 
that the increasing complexity of war
fare requires strong support units. On 
the other, we cut out flying units total
ing 4 wings, 11 groups, 47 squadrons, and 
2 flights, plus 89 nonflying support units. 
If we keep up at this rate, we will not 
longer have a second-best Air Force. We 
are likely to end up third best. 

For some reason, people just do not 
seem to understand that a cut in wings 
means a cut in airpower. We can all 
understand that a cut in Army divisions 
or in Navy combat ships means less fight
ing power. Why do we refuse to recog
nize facts when it comes to Air Force 
wings? Maybe we are too old. Maybe 
we will have to wait until a younger 
generation with an understanding of 
airpower takes our place. But that will 
probably be too late, so let us look at 
the effect of the new budget on some of 
the elements other than wings. 

One thousand one hundred and fifty 
aircraft are deleted, including 200 B-47's 
and most of the new C-123 assault trans-

ports intended to increase the Army's 
mobility. Orders for 700 aircraft will 
be deferred, including not only trans
ports and t rainers but also fighters and 
bombers. The pitifully small aircraft 
combat reserve is eliminated entirely. 

Research and development funds are 
cut from the Air Force April estimate 
of $542 million to $440 million. Some 
3 to 5 years from now we will appreciate 
the full impact when we compare our 
outmoded aircraft and weapons systems 
with the· latest Soviet models. I suppose 
we are expecting too much from our pro
duction expert. We cannot expect him 
to appreciate the importance of research 
for the future as well as immediate pro
duction. 

Civilian personnel are cut almost 25 
percent, from almost 400,000 to a little 
over 300,000. Military personnel for 
next year are cut from the April esti
mate of $1,092,000 to 960,000-or 20,000 
below present strength, while wings are 
supposed to go up by 10. The annual 
pilot-training rate is cut from 12,000 to 
7,200. These facts will not only require 
the Air Force to release trained men but 
will make it impossible to have enough 
trained men· for the 143-wing strength 
until after 1957, even if the 143-wing goal 
is reaffirmed later this year. At the 
same time, we are severly restricting pro
motions. At the same time, we are in
creasing their cost of living. I suppose 
we are·expecting too much from our pro
duction expert. We cannot expect him 
to appreciate the importance of person
nel and their morale. 

The planned base structure is cut 
severely. This is not, of course, at issue 
right now since base construction is to 
be handled in a separata bill. I suppose 
we are still expecting too much from our 
production expert. We cannot expect 
him to appreciate the importance of ade
quate bases properly dispersed. 

Flying hours are to be cut from 10.6 
million to something below 8.1 million. 
The number of hours required for profi
ciency flying for a pilot is to be cut from 
a minimum of 100 hours a year to a 
maximum of 48. This action as much as 
any other shows the ·real design of the 
budget-the wrecking of the Air Force. 
It strikes at the very heart of the Air 
Force's striking power. Next year as 
the toll of plane crashes and deaths 
mounts, we will want to forget that we 
were responsible for reducing minimum 
flying proficiency requirements in the 
interest of a short-range, false econ
omy. Again I suppose we are expecting 
too much from our production expert. 
We can't expect an auto producer to 
appreciate the need for flying practice 
if our Air Force is ·to be combat ready. 

But let's not compound the failings of 
our production expert. Let it not be 
said that this Congress out-Wilsoned 
Wilson. 

Instead, we should insure that our 
present second-best Air Force will be 
given a chance to become the best Air 
Force in the world at some reasonable 
date in the future. We cannot, of course, 
turn back the hands of time. It is al
ready impossible to have a 143-wing Air 
Force by 1954 or even by 1956. At the 
very least we should add to this bill the 
$1.415 billion which is the minimum 
necessary now for 143 wings by 1957. 
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At the very least, we should eliminate 
the restrictive section on flying hours 
which cuts at the hea:rt of the Air Force. 

We should provide money for the 447 
additional aircraft General Vandenberg 
says the Air Force needs, as well as 50 
million more for other procurement. 
We should provide money for a force 
next year of 1,035,000 so the Air Force 
will be able to train enough men to man 
143 wings by .1957. We should provide 
money for the maintenance and opera
tions funds so that the Air Force can 
have a sound flying hour program. I do 
not see how we can dare to reduce Re
search and Development below Mr. \Vii
son's ceiling. 

Let us balance the men, the planes and 
the bases of our Air Force first. Then 
we can tackle the problem of balancing 
the budget. When our men are slaught
ered in the Far East, when our troops 
are pushed out of Europe, when our 
homes and factories are blasted by 
atomic attack, we will gain little conso
lation from the fact that in death we 
stuck to our principle-a firmly bal
anced budget. Soldiers used to be proud 
that they died with their boots on. Are 
we to be proud that we wore a sound 
fiscal policy to our graves? 
Vanden berg restoration ($1 ,175,000,000) plu s 

commi ttee cut ($240,000,000) 

D elete Insert 

1. A ircraft and rela ted 
procurement ____ ______ $3,495, 000,000 $3,848,000,000 

2. !11ajor procu remen t 
other tban a ircraft___ _ 600, 000, 000 675, 000, 000 

3. Maintenance and .oper-
ations ___ - ---- -------- 3, 050, 000, 000 3, 800, 000, 000 

4. Military personnel re-
quirements _________ __ 3, 270, 000,000 3, 472, 000,000 

5. R esearch and develop-
m ent_ ________________ 440, 000, 000 475, 000, 000 

The above will constitute an increase 
of $1 ,415 million which will restore the 
cuts made by the Appropriations Com
mittee and provide for the additional 
funds requested by General Vandenberg 
in reference to the budget submitted by 
the Secretary of Defense. Although 
General Vandenberg had requested $1,-
435 million, this figure included $260 
million for acquisition and construction 
of real property which is not covered 
by this bill. If you wish to restrict your
selves to the $1,175 million Vandenberg 
restoration, the amendments would be 
as follows: 

Vandenberg restoration ($1 ,175,000,000) 

D elete Insert 

1. Aircraft and rela ted 
procurement __________ $3,495, 000, 000 $3,848, 000, 000 

2. Major procurem ent 
other than aircraft ____ 600, 000, 000 650, 000, 000 

3. Maintenance and oper-
ations ______ ___ ____ ___ 3, 050,000,000 3, 650, 000,000 

4. M ilitary personnel re-
q uirements_ __________ 3, 270, 000, 000 3, 442, 000, 000 

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRICE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Maryland~ 

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. Does the 
gentleman mean to express his opinion 
to the effect that at the moment we have 
not the best Air Force in the world? 

Mr. PRICE. That is exactly what I 
am saying. And I think that any Mem· 

ber who thinks that we have is making 
a mistake. 

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. The gen
tleman means to say, then, what heap
parently is saying, that he does not think 
we have the best Air Force in the world? 

Mr. PRICE. That is exactly what I 
am saying, and I think the Members of 
the House should realize it and should 
cast their votes tomorrow in favor of 
the amendment which will be offered 
by Mr. MAHON of Texas to make certain 
that we do have the best Air Force in the 
world. The cuts in appropriation for air 
power must be restored in the interest 
of national security. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. YATES], a member of the 
committee. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I take 
the time of the committee to call atten
tion to an amendment which I propose 
to offer when the bill is read under the 
5-minute rule. I believe the committee 
has done a good job on the whole with 
respect to the Army section of the bill. 
Yet in one respect I think the funds are 
inadequate. The fault is not the com
mittee's, however, it is that of the De
partment of the Army in not having re
quested sufficient funds with which to 
carry out a training program which I 
consider to be essential not only to our 
n ationai security but also to the devel
opment of our young men. 

On January 1, 1952, the Junior ROTC 
program consisted of 383 officers and 799 
men. Last year the Army set about sys
tematically cutting down the number of 
officers and men who were assigned to 
the Junior ROTC program so that in the 
city of Chicago, for example, the officers 
who had been assigned to that program 
had been reduced by 87.5 percent and the 
number of enlisted men by 55.4 percent. 
I understand that comparable reduc
tions are taking place throughout the 
·country. It seems to me after having 
gone through the debates on universal 
military t raining that we had in the 
House a few years ago, remembering the 
efforts that were being made at that 
time to find some program for training 
our young men in the high schools of the 
country rather than compelling them to 
undergo universal military training at 
the conclusion of their high school edu
cation, it seems to me it is only common
sense to evolve a good program for the 
training of young men who are going 
into the service. Such a program should 
be effective and a high school ROTC pro
gram can be effective. I propose when 
I offer the amendment to restore the 
strength of this program to what it was 
on January 1, 1952, when it was carried 
out oq a reasonable basis. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. BoLLING]. 

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Chairman, I am 
deeply disturbed by certain aspects of 
this bill. 

Much of the debate on the cut in the 
Air Force budget seems to gloss over two 
fundamental facts. The first is that the 
Communists have time and again made 
crystal clear their intent to secure the 
eventual domination of the world. Al
though Communist policy may zig or zag 

according to the opportunities of the 
moment, they have never lost sight of 
their aim of conquering the world. The 
second fact is that the Communists have 
the greatest military machine in the 
world. 

Now I do not believe that we need a 
military establishment as huge as that 
of the Communists. We are a peace
loving Nation. We have no designs to 
conquer the world. But we must have 
military forces which will discourage the 
Communists from trying to complete 
their plans for world conquest by mili
tary means. We must have military 
forces which will stop them in their 
tracks if our strength does not deter 
them from trying, 

Thus we should not be arguing 
whether the proposed budget will pro
vide 110 or 114 wings next year. We 
should not be arguing about unobligated 
and unexpended funds. We should not 
be arguing about the mistakes the mili
tary services have made in construction 
or procurement. We should not forget 
about economy. We must continue to 
insist that the armed services make every 
effort to get the most defense possible 
per dollar. But we must not allow these 
side issues to obscure our goal. We must 
provide a budget which will give us a 
reasonable degree of security in view of 
the known Soviet threat. 

The size and nature of that threat are 
not new. Apparently, we are inclined 
to forget about it, because we have been 
living with it so long. We cannot afford 
to be forgetful or complacent. I think 
a brief reminder of the strength o! the 
Red military menace is in order. 

The Soviet Army itself numbers more 
than 3 million men. This is, roughly, 
twice as large as our Army. The Rus
sians, however, do not have the same 
high standard of living as we do. They 
do not worry about decent food, clothing. 
medical attention, and r ecreational facil
ities which we feel our boys are entitled 
to. Thus, the Soviet Army with less 
overhead has over 175 divisions. Even 
when we take into account the fact that 
their divisions are somewhat smaller 
than ours, it is obvious that their com
bat stren gth far ~xceeds the 20 divisions 
in our Army. But this is not the whole 
picture. 

When we count the military forces of 
the Soviet satellites in Asia and Eastern 
Europe, we arrive at a staggering total 
of between eight and eleven million men 
under arms. These are standing forces. 
They do not include the huge manpower 
reserves provided by the Asiatic hordes. 
We must not forget that with the ad
vance of Soviet technology, these armies 
are more than large masses of men. 
They are modern, well-equipped forces. 
The excellence of Communist tanks and 
artillery in Korea have shown us that 
they do not depend on numbers alone. 

Many of us like to take consolation 
from the statement that the Soviet 
Union is strictly a land power. We like 
to feel that even though the Soviets 
could easily overrun Western Europe or 
Iran or French Indochina, that the 
United States itself is safe because the 
Soviets have no Navy. This is no longer 
true. In terms of men, the Soviet Navy 
is three-fourths the size of our own. It 
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is true, of course, that the air strength 
of the Soviet Navy poses no great threat. 
The Soviet submarine force, however, 
should give us real concern. The Soviets 
are reported to have m·ore than 370 sub
marines. They should have been able to 
equip most of them with the schnorkel, 
or underwater breathing device. Thus, 
they have a much larger and more mod
ern fleet that the German U-boats which 
took such a heavy toll of our shipping 
during World War II. 

The most important fact, however, is 
that the Soviet Air Force is now the 
largest· and· most modern in the world. 
Not counting the growing air strength 
of her satellites, the Soviet Air Force it
self has more than 20,000 aircraft in 
combat-type -units. This is more than 
twice the number in organized combat 
units in all of our military services. 
Furthermore, more than half of these 
20,000 are already jet-propelled, and 
within a year or two we can expect the 
Soviet Air Force to be made up almost 
entirely of jets. They also now have an 
additional 20,000 aircraft in reserve. In 
their long-range bombing force they 
have .about a thousand planes which are 
capable of hitting most of the strategic 
locations in the United States. Three 
months ago Hanson Baldwin estimated 
that the Soviets had between 75 and 160 
atom bombs. Think what havoc the 
Soviets could wreak using only 50 bombs 
on our population and industrial de
fenses. 

It seems obvious that the United States 
cannot hope to match the Soviet mili
tary strength on a man-for-man basis. 
Even if we shared their disregard for 
human life, we just would not have 
enough people. We must, therefore, de
pend on the greater mobility and greater 
firepower of our military forces. 

It is only common sense then that the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff arrived at the de
cision to create an Air Force of 143 
wings. Each review by the Joint Chiefs 
since this goal was established has re
affirmed the need for that goal. I know 
of no responsible military opinion which 
has challenged the need for a 143-wing 
force. As a matter of fact, the air ex
perts have continually pointed out that 
a combat-ready force of 143 wings rep
resented the absolute minimum for ade
quate national security. I ~nderstand 
that if the Air Force had its way, we 
would establish a minimum of 155 wings. 

For the sake of our Nation's well
being, let us forget about the side issues, 
let us establish a bipartisan miiltary 
policy. Let us create a military torce 
that gives us at least a minimum degree 
of security. ;lf, on the grounds of econ
omy, we insist on a force which is below 
the minimum, we might as well go all 
the way, and do away with our stand
ing forces completely. 

Common sense demands that we con
tinue to build a modern 143-wing Air 
Force as fast as possible until the re
sponsible military opinion of the new 
Joint Chiefs tells us that a new national 
strategy no longer makes it necessary. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. YORTY]. 

Mr. YORTY. Mr. Chairman, ever 
since this cut in the Air Force was first 

announced I have tried as diligently as I 
could to find out what the basis for the 
cut was. I have studied the record, I 
have listened to the testimony, I have 
made inquiry of the Defense Department 
and other departments, and after study
"ing it over the only conclusion I can 
come to is that these cuts get back to the 
campaign promises made last year which 
could not be kept, promises which we 
pointed out at that time could not be 
kept, such as balancing the budget and 
cutting taxes, without weakening our 
defenses. 

This budget, the gentleman from Kan
sas [Mr. ScRIVNER] has said, is adequate 
because he has faith in the Almighty and 
he is certain that we do not have to have 
as much fear as some of us feel from the 
lack of the best kind of a defense that 
America can possibly devise. I share his 
faith in the Almighty, but I do have some 
tear about this situation, because I feel 
that this budget is based upon the wor
ship of Mammon. If we are going to 
base our security on defeatism, on an 
exaggerated notion about the economic 
strain or lack of the capacity and ability 
of our country to produce the defense we 
need, we are certainly taking a chance 
with the liberty and the freedom of the 
people of America that is not warranted. 

It is unprecedented for the congress 
of the United States, and an administra
tion, in the midst of an unresolved war, 
where we are on the battle line, where 
our boys are actually fighting, and where~ 
in addition to that, we have a cold war 
that can get hot in many places at any 
time, to announce that we cannot go 
ahead with the kind of a defense of the 
United States that will give us at least a 
minimum level of security. And that 
phrase ''minimum level of security" is not 
mine. It is the one used by the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff when they set up the 
force levels for the three services and 
the Marine Corps. 

We are already in Korea, I think, see
ing the results of this defeatist attitude 
at home-this announcement that we 
cannot go forward and build the strength 
that America ought to have; that we 
cannot go on and build the biggest Air 
Force in the world. We are finding that 
the diplomatic blunders that have been 
committed over there, the giving of the 
truce terms to the South Koreans only 1 
hour before they were handed over to 
the Communists, with the loss of face to 
Syngman Rhee, against which he acted 
violently, as we might have known he 
would-with those diplomatic blunders 
and with the announcement at home 
that we are weakening our defenses, now 
the truce that we evidently could have 
had is hanging in the balance, with our 
enemies encouraged by the defeatist at
titude of the administration at home 
this defeatist gospel that America has to 
quit in this race toward supremacy in 
air powert that we have to concede su
periority during the next few years, at 
least, to the forces of the Communists. 

I think it is very significant that the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff who originated and 
who approved the 143-wing force level 
for the Air Force were not consulted 
when this cut was decided upon. 

I think it is singular, too, tha·t Gen
eral Twining, the new Chief of Staff of 

the Air Force, has already had his new 
look, and he says that we need the 143-
wing program. General Ridgway, in tes
tifying before the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs of this House, said, that if this 
cut affected the forces in NATO, that 
he was against it. How could it help 
but affect the forces of NATO when you 
are reducing your tactical wings from 
40 down to 25? 

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

Mr. YORTY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. I would like to ask 
the gentleman if the newspapers this 
week did not report that we shot down 
78 planes in Korea, and for the last 2 
years we have been doing the same thing, 
with very little damage so far as we 
can ascertain, to our own planes? Does 
that noi; show that our Air Force is up 
to its maximum in doing what it is ex
pected to do? 

Mr. YORTY. If the gentleman has 
studied the situation, as I know he has, 
over in Korea you are having no test 
of airpower. As you know, the Commu
nist planes, outside of a few nuisance 
raids lately, are not committed to all
out battle ove:r there, and we are not. 
So, you do not have any real test of air
power in Korea, and the opinion of ex
perts is that the Communists are using 
their interceptors near the Yalu for 
training purposes only, anil are not le~w
ing their best pilots there. So, I do not 
think you should use Korea as a basis 
for deciding anything about the strength 
of our Air Force or the ultimate effect 
of airpower when fully applied. 

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

Mr. YORTY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Kansas. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. I think probably if 
the gentleman will just read the figures 
which, of course, cannot all be made 
public, he will find there is no cut as he 
has suggested from 40 to 25 tacti(:al 
wings. 

Mr. YORTY. I will say that I have 
read the figures, and they were made 
public over in the other body, and the 
figures given us show a cut from 143 
to 120 wings, which included the elimi
nation of 5 strategic command wings, 
and I call the gentleman's attention to 
the fact that that is the only force we 
have to retaliate at once against our 
greatest potential enemy in case they 
attack the United States. In addition 
to that, the record shows that the 120-
wing goal would reduce the tactical com
mand from 40 fighter bombers or tactical 
wings down to 25. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. I think he will find, 
if he will read the record, there would 
be no light bombers for those tactical 
wings about which he is speaking. They 
are not ready for production and de
livery. 

Mr. YORTY. The gentleman may, if 
he reads the record, also find that they 
cut out three wings of B-47 bombers. 
They classified them as trainers, but 
those B-47's which would have been used 
to train crews on such planes could have 
been available for strategic missions, and 
they will not be available because of 
these budget cuts. · 
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Now about this new look-we were told 

that this is only an interim goal, and, 
of course, that interim description was 
used after the administration backed 
down on the original announcement that 
they were simply cutting the Air Force 
back. They devised this interim idea, 
claimed this was only an interim goal. 
They said they would give us less wings 
a few years from now, but a chance 
then, maybe, to go back toward ade
quate defense strength. The so-called 
reduction of lead time is misleading. If 
I had the time I could show it is not 
always a saving in appropriations; it is 
merely a postponement. If you say we 
do not have to order the planes this 
year because we can produce them faster 
and wait to order them until next year, 
this simply means that we have to ap
propriate more money next year. That 
means maybe less appropriations this 
year but more next year. 

In view of the directive from the Bu
reau of the Budget to the Department 
of Defense and the other departments, 
I cannot see how by postponing these 
appropriations from this year to the next 
you are going to carry out the fiscal 
goal announced by the administration 
for next year, namely a balanced budget. 
Here is a letter that Mr. Dodge wrote to 
the Secretary of Defense. He told him 
to start cutting down on expenditures 
right now. When he wrote it, and that 
was on May 7, he said, "We are going 
down to an expenditure limitation next 
year of a little over $15 billion. In order 
not to have an abrupt drop at the end 
of the fiscal year, we want you to start 
cutting back to that expenditure level 
right now." So of course Secretary Wil
son started wildly throwing on restric
tions and freezes and all kinds of con
tradictory orders. He threw the whole 
Air Force program out of gear. So, as 
all of you know who have studied the sit
uation or the record, even if you restore 
the funds now the whole program is de
layed at least 6 months and probably 
longer. 

In fact this is the only reason why the 
comparatively small increase which will 
be offered by the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. MAHON] tomorrow would put us 
back on the road toward the 143-wing 
goal, but that can only be done if the 
Wilson restrictions are taken off. If I 
had time, I have copies, and I could 
show you .some of the restrictions that 
were sent by the Secretary of Defense to 
the Air Force. These threw .the whole 
program out of gear. 

Getting back to this directive from the 
Bureau of the Budget to the Secretary of 
Defense, after telling the Secretary to 
cut down toward the expenditure limita
tion level which they expect to reach the 
next year, he said this: 

Also, you are reminded that action on the 
fiscal year 1954 level of expenditures should 
be related to the budget objectives for fiscal 
year 1955. 

Therefore the Department of Defense 
is under orders during this next fiscal 
year to start chopping down to where 
they can actually have a figure that will 
balance the budget in the following fiscal 
year. 

In view of that, what is this new look 
going to amount to? Are the Joint 

Chiefs going to be given to understand 
that in taking their so-called new look 
and recommending the force levels we 
should have for security, they are not 
going to have to watch the fiscal au
thorities in the Government ignore their 
advice and refuse to give the United 
States a reasonable level of defense be
cause of the fiscal program they are out
lining in this letter, and because of the 
promises they are still making in many 
of their speeches about a balanced budg
et for next year, and also tax reduction? 

There has been a great deal of talk 
about how this budget came ~.bout and 
whut evidence it was based upon, but 
Secretary Wilson indicated over in the 
other body that the cut was not based 
upon any testimony or evidence at all; 
in fact, that is exactly what he said. He 
was talking about General Vandenberg 
and his testimony relative to the need 
for the 143-wing program. Secretary 
Wilson said: 

I think he did the right thing of saying 
just what he thought to you people. I think 
you ought to weigh it in the light of what 
he said. He said he still thought that was 
the minimum requirement to defend the 
country. There is no testimony or evidence 
to the contrary. I am not claiming that 
there is. 

Mr. Chairman, I have tried to dis
cover if there is evidence to the contrary. 
I have not found any, except in the fiscal 
testimony to the effect that we must bal
ance the budget even if we take a greater 
risk or we are going to bankrupt the 
country, especially if we go on with the 
143-wing program. 

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

Mr. YORTY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. FORD. I think the gentleman 
from California shows an amazing lack 
of knowledge and information as to how 
a military budget is prepared by the ex
ecutive branch of the Government in the 
first plaee. This revised military budget 
throughout was based on a careful, ana
lytical study of each and every item. To 
say that no testimony was taken 
on it shows an amazing lack of 
knowledge as to what takes place 
when a budget is made up, but that is 
understandable for he has had no ex
perience in this field. 

Mr. YORTY. The gentleman himself 
shows a lack of knowledge of how this 
budget was made up. There was no tes
timony taken on this budget as far as 
Mr. Wilson was able to ascertain before 
he submitted it to the Congress. Of 
course, it is obvious there was a lot of 
testimony taken here in the Congress. 
The record shows that. But Mr. Wilson 
did not base it on any testimony. 

I want to say this further, quoting Mr. 
Wilson on how this budget came about. 
When he was asked how it came about 
and tried to pass the question over to 
Secretary Kyes, Senator HILL said to 
him: 

I was asking you. You had the primary 
responsibility. 

This is what Secretary Wilson said: 
I was in Europe. Before I left I had a 

conference with th.e President and I told him 
what I thought we could do. I did not di
vide it up between any number or wings, or 

between how much the cut would be for the 
Air Force or the Army, or anything else. But 
I said our studies had shown, including the 
one we had made when we tried to cut it 
down to where we balanced the budget, we 
had a whole bunch of figures and we were 
working day and night on them and Mr. 
McNeil here has been through it so many 
times that he is really not so bad on the · 
figures in getting them together. I do not 
know how he does it like he does. 

I went to Europe. When I came back I 
found some figures~ I went over them quick
ly. They were satisfactory to me. I could 
see where this lead time and this big amount 
of money that have been carried over and 
had not been spent; here is a big sheet, I 
have it all on here. I am sure it is a good 
sound program. 

So you see the Secretary went to Eu
rope and when he came back, he found 
some figures. He went over them quick
ly and that is how the defense of the 
United States is to be handled by this 
particular Secretary of Defense. 

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

Mr. YORTY. I yield. 
Mr. SCRIVNER. Would it not be rea

sonable in view of the statement that 
has been made by the President to sup
pose that these figures which Mr. Wilson 
referred to came from the National Se
curity Council and were concurred in by 
the President, of course? 

Mr. YORTY. You know if you fol
lowed the testimony on the other side 
what happened? A budget was submit
ted to the Security Council. It was a 
gross amount not broken down as to 
Services. General Vandenberg was 
present as Acting Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs. He was not asked to comment, 
and in fact could not ha.ve protested 

· because nothing was said about how any 
cuts would be applied. From the record, 
it appears that Mr. Wilson then went 
to Europe. When he came back Mr. Mc
Neil had some figures which he went over 
quickly and approved. Later he and Mr. 
Kyes were surprised when Secretary Tal
bott called the result to their attention. 
They were surprised that practically all 
the cut was in the Air Force budget. 

. Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 20 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. OSTERTAG], the acting 
chairman of the Navy's subcommittee. 

Mr. OSTERTAG. Mr. Chairman, at 
the outset I want to tell the Committee 
that this is my first experience as a 
member of this important Armed Serv
ices Appropriations Subcommittee. It 
has been a distinct pleasure and a priv
ilege to work with the members of this 
committee. I also want to mention that 
under our setup, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. WIGGLESWORTH], has 
served not only as chairman of this sub
committee but also as chairman of the 
sub-subcommittee on the Navy. I am sure 
we are all of the same mind and feeling 
and heart in wishing him a speedy re
covery and his rapid return to his duties 
in the House of Representatives. I pay 
tribute also to my good friend and col
league from California [Mr. SHEPPARD], 
who is the minority member of the sub
subcommittee on the Navy. He has been 
very kind and considerate to me as a 
freshman member of this important 
committee during our deliberations. It 
is a pleasure to work with him, and I 
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suspect that he has forgotten more about 
the Navy than I shall ever know. 

Mr. Chairman, the defense bill which 
is now before us, represents the con-

. certed and dedicated efforts of members 
of the Appropriations Committee, from 
both sides of the aisle, to strengthen this 
country's defenses. We have sought to 
take waste and extravagance out of the 
defense program. We have sought to 
eliminate duplicate and overlapping 
services. We have sought to get down to 
realistic estimates of our needs and ca
pabilities, and to provide funds to meet 
those estimates. 

It is sometimes said that, in these huge 
appropriation bills, we must deal with 
departmental requests either with faith 
or the meat ax. In this case, however, 
our faith was supplemented by careful, 
analytical scrutiny of the departmental 
requests, while the meat ax was dis
carded entirely in favor of sharper and 
more precise tools. 

I should like to say at this point, that 
the committee's labors were immeasur
ably assisted by the work of our staff of 
investigators, who, in the comparatively 
short time at their disposal, amassed a 
vast amount of information for us, which 
proved invaluable to our deliberations. 

Without this information, we would be 
brash indeed to come here today and ad
vise you that the budget could safely be 
reduced by another $1.3 billions. But 
on the basis of this material, we can do 
so with complete confidence. 

I certainly could not let this oppor
tunity pass without also paying tribute 
to the tireless and devoted work of the · 
committee staff itself, whose unremitting 
efforts were a key factor in the accom
plishment of our gigantic task. 

If you will examine the bill carefully, 
together with the report and the hear
ings, you will find that the amounts rec
ommended represent a careful balancing 
of requirements against production ca
pabilities, and within that framework, I 
believe you will agree that ample funds 
have been provided to do the job. 

Our overriding concern was not dol
lars, but strength. If we could have 
been shown that more dollars would have 
provided substantially greater strength, 
I assure you we would have l·ecom
mended them. On the contrary, the 
huge carryovers from previous appro
priations are themselves the best evi
dence, that it is planning and produc
tion that are the bottlenecks in our de
fense buildup, rather than insufficient 
funds. 

We have no ~vidence that essential 
planning or production were stymied 
through lack of funds, but we received 
extensive and documented evidence that 
an overabundance of funds had led to 
many types of waste, duplication, and in
efficiency. In fact, one group of con
tractors who were canvassed by the com
mittee's investigators pinpointed a wide 
variety of avoidable faults in the field 
of planning and production. Without 
going into detail, I might say that more 
than half of the contractors queried, 
found that their production costs were 
substantially increased because orders 
were placed by the services before the 
products were adequately tested or were 
ready for quantity production; more 

than three-fourths found that the con
tracts were too tight in relation to the 
primary need for the product; and an 
almost equally high percentage felt there 
was unnecessary waste and red tape in 
the negotiation and renegotiation of 
contracts. A large number of similar 
.faults were disclosed, and the contrac
tors estimated that, if they were avoided 
or eliminated, savings ranging up to 30 
percent of the contract prices would 
1·esult. 

It is not my purpose to find fault, or 
to deplore what is past. We have sought 
to profit by these findings, however, and 
to present to you a budget which is not 
designed to underwrite such practices, 
but rather to encourage avoidance of 
them, a budget whose sole objective is 
to provide maximum strength in land, 
sea, and air forces to defend this coun
try. In this objective, there is no such 
thing as partisanship. Everyone of us 
has but one goal where our country's 
safety is concerned. If this budget is 
substantially lower than the estimates 
contained in the January budget, and 
even lower than the revised estimates, 
we are convinced that it is also geared 
to greater strength and efficiency. I 
might add that, with a continuance of 
the policies now being established in the 
Defense Department, we have every rea
son to hope that, barring all-out war, 
we may achieve in another year, even 
further cuts and an operational program 
approaching the high-powered technical 
efficiency that has made American arms 
the envy of the world. 

Finally, while I am speaking of the bill 
generally, I want to emphasize that, for 
the first time, it contains a recommended 
sum, in excess of $2 billions, for the con
duct of the Korean war. We have 
learned through bitter experience that 
the Korean conftict is one of the grim 
and major facts of life in this age of 
peril. We have learned that defense 
begins where the boys from home are 
actually fighting, namely, on the bloody 
ridges of Korea. We have learned to 
plan for this fact, and not after it. 

With rPspect to the appropriation for 
the Navy, Mr. Chairman, the committee 
recommends a total of $9,384,383,000 for 
fiscal 1954. This is some $2 billion less 
than the January budget estimates, and 
$398 million below the revised estimate. 

The committee is also recommending 
a rescission of $250 million from the 
Navy stock fund. 

The objective of the Navy's program 
this year is not numerical expansion, but 
the maintenance of operating forces in 
a high state of combat readiness and ef
fectiveness, through the modernization 
of aircraft and of combat vessels, the 
acquisition of new combat vessels and 
the acquisition of other types of equip
ment now on order. This was the ob
jective as stated to the committee by 
the Secretary of the Navy, and the com
mittee is in full accord with it. 

In general, the bill provides for the 
operation of 1,131 ships and vessels in 
the active fteet, with new and more 
modern vessels, completed during the 
year, replacing obsolescent craft. Thus 
while the current strength of the- fteet 
will be maintained, its fighting capabili
ties will be increased. 

Construction of new vessels is pro
vided for at a substantially higher rate 
than in 1953, though below the rate en
visioned in the January budget. The 
third large carrier of the Forrestal class 
is included. As you know, the Navy 
hopes to construct 1 such carrier each 
year for 10 years. Two are already laid 
down, the first of which, the Forrestal, 
will come off the ways in 1955. The 
second, the Saratoga, is expected to fol
low shortly thereafter. 

Carriers, of course, are the Navy's pri
mary offensive weapon. The Forrestal 
class provides highly mobile air bases 
for every type of aircraft in our naval 
air program. Both the defensive and of
fensive capabilities of these huge ves
sels are tremendous, because of the anti
aircraft protection provided on the car
riers themselves, and on the accompany
ing task forces. It is important to keep 
in mind, in that respect, that not one of 
the fast carriers of the Essex class was 
lost in World War II; and the protective 
features, both in construction and arma
ments, on the Forrestal class have been 
greatly improved as compared with the 
Essex class. 

I might say here that we now have 
3 carriers of the Midway class and 24 of 
the Essex class, in addition to the For
restal class. We also have the Enter
prise in the mothball fleet, although her 
combat potential is probably not very 
great. Fifteen of the Essex carriers have 
been or are being converted to carry 
modern planes and weapons. 

Altogether there are 1,500 ships in the 
so-called mothball fteet for which pro
vision has been made for modernization 
and upkeep. These are an important 
part of our mobilization reserve. 

With respect to operating aircraft for 
the Navy, the bill provides for mainte
nance of the currently authorized and 
active strength-that is, for 9,941 planes. 
The January budget called for an addi
tional 759 aircraft. However, as in the 
case of the active fleet, it was felt that 
it would be preferable to strengthen the 
combat capabilities of the existing wings 
with a constant access of new, high-per
formance aircraft, than simply to expand 
the air arm numerically. Thus, the car
rier air groups and marine air wings 
will be maintained at current strength, 
but with increased combat power. 

The aircraft procurement program is 
geared to produce an airfteet 80 percent 
modernized by December 1955. A total 
of $7.4 billions in unexpended but obli
gated funds for aircraft will keep a con
stant ftow of new planes feeding strength 
into our naval air arm through 1954 and 
1955, so that its combat potential will 
continue to climb steadily. 

The Marine Corps will be maintained 
at a strength of 3 combat divisions and 
3 combat air wings. 

Some reduction in naval and marine 
personnel is contemplated, but in no case 
is this to be accomplished at the expense 
of fighting strength. The bill envisions 
naval strength of 745,066, which is a re
duction of 47,884 below the June 1953 
strength, while Marine Corps strength 
of 230,021 will be some 19,821 before the 
present level. In the case of the Navy, 
the reductions will be made in shore sup
port activities, and the marine reduc-
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tions will be accomplished in combat 
support and housekeeping units. 

The bill provides for increased pilot 
training, and it contemplates a substan
tial strengthening of the Naval and Ma
rine Corps Reserves in the conviction 
that they are vital to our total defense. 

Some of the savings which are being 
accomplished in the NaVY appropriations 
are the result of the large carryovers in 
funds from previous years. On June 30 
last year, the Navy had unexpended bal
ances of $16.2 billions; this year its un
expended balances will be $16.8 billions, 
and on June 30 of next year it is esti
mated that its unexpended balances will 
be $14.1 billions. These cumulative bal
ances are due in some measure to so
called slippages on deliveries, and to 
items which require a long time to pro
duce. The committee anticipates a 
cutting down of both during the coming 
year, and would be the first· to applaud 
if the expected balance of June 1954 
were substantially reduced, with a cor
responding increase i.n our combat 
strength and readiness. 

As I said earlier, and as our investi
gators amply demonstrated, the provision 
by this Congress of billions of dollars in 
excess of annual need has, i.n many cases, 
not substantially increased our strength 
but has only increased the appetite of 
the spenders. This is not so much a 
criticism of the armed services as of 
human nature itself. 

The committee will, I suppose, be ac
cused of rushing in at one point where 
angels fear to tread, and that is in recom
mending a reduction i.n the research and 
development funds provided for all of the 
services. Research has become a sacred 
word in our times, and rightly so. I am 
not disrespectful of it. We have the 
most powerful armaments the world has 
ever seen because of research. But be
cause a billion dollars may be wisely and 
fruitfully spent for research, it does not 
follow by any means-although many 
people appear to think it does-that sev
eral times as much money will be several 
ti.mes as effective in this field. There 
comes a point of diminishing returns, and 
our investigations indicated that we have 
long since passed it, with respect to much 
research now going on. 

The committee found a total of some 
$2 billion allocated in the January budget 
to research and development under iden
tifiable titles. The research program of 
the armed services alone consists of more 
than 6,000 different projects, which uti
lize about 50 percent of the total research 
facilities of the Nation. Approximately 
114,000 persons are employed i.n this ac
tivity in the Department, of whom 39,000 
are military personnel and 11,000 are of
ficers. And this does not take into ac
count the supporting personnel neces
sary to test the end products. 

Moreover, as is the case in other cate
gories of the military budget, Congress. 
since Korea, has been providing money 
for research faster than it could be spent, 
resulting in a constantly growing unex
pended balance. It is estimated that the 
unexpended balance for research and 
development at the beginning of this 
fiscal year is $1.6 billion. 

The present bill 'provides a total of 
more than $1.2 billion in additional 

funds, making a total available for ex
penditure in fiscal 1954 of $2.8 billion. 

While, as I wish to emphasize, the 
committee regards the major part of this 
program as of vital importance, we also 
felt, on the basis of data submitted to us, 
that there was much duplication and 
waste in this program. A more careful 
screening of projects, better coordi.na
tion to insure that maxi.mum benefits 
are derived by all the services from the 
results of research, and a careful prun
ing of some projects which appear to be 
of little or no value would cut costs, re
store confidence, and insure continuing 
support of necessary research. Much of 
the research work in the social sciences, 
and extraneous projects, such as the 
Air Forces Study of the Soviet Social 
System, might well be eliminated. 

Let me say in conclusion, Mr. Chair
man, that the budget we are submitting 
to you represents the joint and dedicated 
efforts of representatives of the Defense 
Department and of the armed services, 
in cooperation with the committee and 
its diligent staff. We believe it provides 
a sound and adequate financial base on 
which to carry forward our great rearma
ment program. We are all keenly aware 
that we can lose the struggle against 
communism on the economic battlefield, 
just as well as on the military battlefield. 
We are also aware that, with disciplined 
determination, we can win the struggle 
on both fronts. Discipline and deter
mination are the keywords. The budget 
we are presenting to you is a challenge 
to both. 

Mr. KARSTEN of Missouri. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OSTERTAG. I yield to the gen
tleman from Missouri. 

Mr. KARSTEN of Missouri. In the 
report there is a statement that a third 
large carrier of the Forrestal class is pro
vided for. The gentleman is chairman 
of the Subcommittee on the Navy? 

Mr. OSTERTAG. That is correct. 
Mr. KARSTEN of Missouri. I wonder 

if that was approved by the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, this third large carrier of the 
Forrestal class? 

Mr. OSTERTAG. I am sure it was ap
proved not only by the Navy but the en
tire Defe:Q.Se Department. 

Mr. KARSTEN of Missouri. My recol
lection of the bill last year is that it was 
not approved on the basis that the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff opposed it. 

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

Mr. OSTERTAG. I yield to the gen
tleman from Kansas. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Perhaps I can an
swer that question. You will find in the 
Navy procedure that they are allocated. 
by tonnage. 

Mr. KARSTEN of Missouri. I realize 
that. But what about this new look? 
Are the new Joint Chiefs going to take a 
look at this? I do not believe it has been 
passed on by the new Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. I assume they will 
look at all aspects of national defense. 

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

Mr. OSTERTAG. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. In response to the 
gentleman's suggestion, it has not been 
reviewed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
When the chairman of our committee 
requested a priority list, one was sup
plied, and I can only assume, following 
normal procedure, that somebody in au
thority would have been responsible for 
putting that ship in a prior category. 

Mr. OSTERTAG. I might point out 
to the gentleman that $50 million has 
been eliminated from the shipbuilding 
conversion program, but the Navy itself 
has complete jurisdiction in determining 
the priority in the use of these funds. 

Mr. KARSTEN of Missouri. Will 
there not be an obligation incurred be
fore the new Chiefs take a look at this 
item? 

Mr. OSTERTAG. I cannot answer 
that, because it would be up to the De
fense Department. Funds are provided 
in the bill under "Shipbuilding and con
version" and authorization has hereto
fore been made. The Navy establishes 
its own priority. 

Mr. KARSTEN of Missouri. There 
probably would be some obligation, 
would there not, before they get a chance 
to take a new look at it? 

Mr. OSTERTAG. The Navy has es
tablished its own priority, and the De
fense Department no doubt has approved 
of that priority. In the complete reor
ganization and review of the defense pro
gram, I take it that the ship-construc
tion program, which will include not only 
the carrier but even the submarines and 
other heavy vessels, will be reviewed by 
the Defense Department, and their 
priority will be determined in accord
ance with any new determination. 

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

Mr. OSTERTAG. I yield to the gen
tleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Has the ammunition 
shortage been solved? Can the gentle
man tell me? 

Mr. OSTERTAG. Well, they say that 
it has. 

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

Mr. OSTERTAG. I yield to the gen
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. LYLE. The House has great re
spect for the gentleman, and I have been 
listening with considerable attention to 
his statement. As I gather it, he is 
complaining that the Congress has here
tofore appropriated more money than 
it should have, and more money has 
unwisely been used; is that correct? 

Mr. OSTERTAG. Well, the gist of 
my point in that respect is that, while 
more funds have been appropriated, it 
was necessarily appropriated in the in
terest of a l.lroad program, recognizing 
the long lead time, contracts necessary 
to produce tanks and vessels and air
craft, all of which involves a matter 
of time. However, i.n the interi.m there 
has been much waste and extravagance 
and I was particularly referring at the 
time that I yielded to the funds that 
have been going i.nto research and de
velopment. 

Mr. LYLE. I was very much im
pressed with the gentleman's analysis of 
the situation. We are faced with a very_ 
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disagreeable situation each year of hav
ing recommended to us for expenditure 
billions and billions of dollars by the 
gentleman's committee. We have no 
other foundation upon which to base 
an intelligent vote except the recom
mendations the gentleman's committee 
makes. What I want to know is, after 
listening to the gentleman's speech and 
being convinced that there is waste and 
duplication, what we can do about it as 
Members of Congress except rely upon 
the recommendations the gentleman's 
committee brings in. 

Mr. OSTERTAG. The revised budget 
which came to us some several weeks 
after the original budget had ·been sub
mitted carried a considerable reduction 
and indicates that many of the unnec .. 
essary or duplicating and wasteful items 
of exoenditure were eliminated. 

May I also point out that within the 
limits of the capacities of our commit .. 
tee we have found it possible to comb 
out $1 ,300,000,000 more. In the light of 
the reorganization of the Defense De .. 
partment, there is every indication that 
the Department will get down to the 
problem on a realistic basis and provide 
what is best for the greatest amount of 
security, during the course of the year 
and we may reasonably expect further 
reduction. 

As has been pointed out, it is an almost 
impossible task to bring out a foolproof 
budget. We must depend on efficient 
military administration. Nevertheless, 
I think the committee has done a good 
job, and I think to a certain extent the 
Members of the House should have faith 
in the committee. 

Mr. LYLE. The gentleman spoke of 
the spenders. Suppose we· vote for this 
bill as the gentleman has recommended, 
and it turns out, as will appear from day 
to day in the newspapers, that somebody 
has found that somebody is cheating, 
somebody is wasting. Am I then one of 
the spenders to whom the gentleman re .. 
ferred? 

Mr. OSTERTAG. No. I am talking 
about the people who actually do the 
wasting and the spending. We are just 
making it available. We are hoping to 
get an honest return for our dollars. 

Mr. LYLE. I am, too, but I want . 
something to put my faith in, because 
the only important thing is the future 
of our country. However, I wanted to be 
sure what the gentleman meant by 
spenders and by the waste and the other 
matters to which the gentleman was 
calling attention. I want somebody to 
follow. Do I follow you, or whom? 

Mr. OSTERTAG. I would suggest the 
gentleman follow the President and the 
Defense Department, and that we with .. 
in reason make it possible for them to 
do a real job in the interest of the secu
rity of this country. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
20 minutes to the gentleman from Cali .. 
fornia [Mr. SHEPPARD], a member of our 
subcommittee. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
feel that it would be amiss at this time 
if I did not pay tribute to the gentlemen 
with whom I have worked, including our 
clerks especially, and to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. OsTERTAG], who is 
chairman of our Subcommittee on AP• 

propriations for the Navy. He is a very 
personable gentleman, very gracious, and 
at no time belligerent in the sense I would 
apply that terminology. I am very 
grateful to him for the courtesy he ex .. 
tended to the minority. I hope I may 
be abie to participate in that courtesy 
for another 2 yea:(s. Beyond that point, 
perhaps, we can be courteous one to the 
other in reverse. 

With reference to the bill that has been 
under discussion today, we have heard 
many reactions to the presentation of 
this bill. In the first place, there seems 
to be a great deal of stress laid upon 
whose budget this is. To me that is a 
rather extreme viewpoint for any of us 
to take, because in the final analysis
and there is not an oldtimer on the floor 

· of the House who does not know that 
I am correct in this statement-when 
the budget is presented by the Bureau 
of the Budget and the President of the 
United States, the theory, the suggested 
procedure, is there, but in the final 
analysis it is what happens to that sug .. · 
gestion that really becomes the budget, 
and that is vested in this House, with 
the concurrence of the Senate and the 
ultimate signature of the President, as 
we all know. So at the moment I would 
like to look at this budget as a budget 
of the Congress of the United States of 
America establishing what in its best 
judgment should occur to the national 
security of America. I am not going to 
quarrel and I am not going to use any 
select verbiage with reference to the po .. 
litical aspects of this bill, because I think 
our country's interests are far more im .. 
portant. I am not in complete accord 
with the composition of the bill in its 
entirety. But I am willing to observe 
the judgment of the majority and then 
see what happens. I feel like the gen .. 
tleman who takes out insurance on his 
furniture, his piano, and on his automo .. 
bile, and his wardrobe, who believes that 
he is paying a premium for his future 
security. The question then resolves 
itself around one basic fact. How much 
of a premium am I willing to pay for the 
security of my Nation that I deem neces .. 
sary? I do not believe there is a man 
in the city of Washington, whether he 
be found in the Department of Defense, 
the White House, or in the other body 
or in this body of the House, who could 
guarantee to you or to me today what 
eventuality may occur, militarily speak
ing, in Europe tomorrow. If there is 
anyone with such a mentality, I would 
be very happy to meet that person and 
get a decision so that -! can base my :final 
judgment pertaining to this appropria .. 
tion bill. On the other hand, in the ab .. 
sence of that kind of information, I feel 
it is incumbent upon me to the best of 
my ability to provide for such national 
security as may appear to be necessary 
so far as I individually can control it. 

Secondly, I do feel there has been too 
much of a risk taken in the appropri .. 
ations which were presented to the Con
gress in this bill. How right can I be 
or how wrong can I be remains to be 
developed. · 

There is the old adage that 50 million 
Frenchmen cannot be wrong. From 
what has · been expressed on the floor 
of the . House today. I am inclined to 

believe that 50 million may be more right 
than me. But in a situation of this 
kind, I would rather see expenditures 
cut and funds to provide for such ex .. 
pendi tures taken from other agencies of 
the Government instead of as is pro .. 
posed to cut funds from our Department 
of Defense, which could result in a detri .. 
ment to the general welfare and our 
national security. I think it would be 
one of the finest things in the world if 
we could balance our budget and reduce 
taxes in this country. I know personal .. 
ly I would be very happy in that kind 
of a sit.uation. But apparently from re
cent discussions that cannot be done at 
the moment. Consequently, if we are to 
jeopardize the economic existence of our 
country, I believe a great deal more of 
reductions percentagewise could have 
been taken from other agencies of Gov .. 
ernment and this bill could have been 
left in its original form. That is my 
personal thinking on the issue. I know 
it is not agreed to by many. 

Again the question resolves itself to 
the question of who is going to determine 
what is going to occur here. Tomorrow 
I hope sometime during the day these 
differences of opinion will be resolved 
pertaining to the issue which is presently 
under consideration. Whatever the ma
jority of this body determines in its 
wisdom, or lack of wisdom, so far as I am 
concerned, I will accept that determi
nation-perhaps reluctantly but never
theless I will accept it. I do not believe 
in the policy of vindictiveness. I do not 
believe in the policy of undue and un
fair criticism. Constructive criticism to 
me is always welcome. Other types of 
criticism I am not interested in. I am 
not in complete accord with statements 
in their entirety which have been made 
on many occasions on the floor of the 
House and through the press where ap
parently we are damning and condemn
ing the procurement officers of the Mili· 
tary Establishment. The reason I take 
the position I do is, I think we have 
handed, as a result of lack of really 
intelligent application and survey to the 
industrial potential of this country an 
insurmountable job to accomplish under 
past appropriation bills. In other words, 
no one in · my opinion, and if such is the 
case I have not been advised of it, has 
appeared during the hearings and re
ported to the Members of the Congress 
and to the Committee on Appropriations 
what was the total production capacity 
within the field of military procurement 
requirements. I have never heard that 
testimony specifically. But the Congress 
went ahead under the presentation that 
was made and did appropriate a large ' 
amound of funds. We found they could 
not expend the .funds intelligently or 
otherwise. We should not overlook the 
fact that in this country today we have 
what I, in my capacity, diagnose as a 
dual economy. We are going along on 
the one hand with business as usual pro
ducing sewing machines, deep-freeze 
units, television and whatnots, and on 
top of that we come along with a tre .. 
mendous appropriation further burden
·ing our productive capacities and expect 
to get results out of that kind of ari 
operation. To me such a policy is a 
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fallacy and is utterly impossible or 
accomplishment. 

I am surprised that the military have 
been able to procure as much, consid
ering the economic market in which they 
had to buy, as they have been able to 
co. When the time comes that individ
ually I cannot look upon the majority 
of the military who appear before our 
committee as gentlemen of integrity, I 
shall resign my position in Congress, be
cause I would not want existing respon
sibilities under circumstances of that 
kind. 

I think the time has come whe.re, 
frankly, these differences of concept be
tween the services have to be resolved, 
so far as the policies of our Government 
are concerned, whatever administration 
may be in power at the time. 

If we, as the Congress, do not agree, 
we have our inherent right to vote as we 
see fit. That is our privilege. In the 
final analysis, I have no worry about the 
concept of President Eisenhower, whom 
I respect; neither do I have any concern 
particularly about that of Mr. Wilson, 
whom I respect, or Mr. Kyes, or anyone 
else in that department. My concern 
is going to be the will of this Congress, as 
that will is evidenced at the conclusion 
of this bill. Then that responsibility will 
be in the proper hands, that of the Con
gress. I do not think we have any right 
to throw bricks at anybody else, or try 
to shed the responsibility that we asked 
for when we came to the Congress. 

Before I yield back the balance of my 
time, there is a subject which was pre
sented to me, to which I should like to 
address myself. 

Mr. KARSTEN of Missouri. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
at this point? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I yield. 
Mr. KARSTEN of Missouri. On page 

39 of the report it says: 
A third large carrier of the Forrestal class 

1s provided for. 
Frankly, Mr. Chairman, the brevity of 

the language in the report is a little 
disturbing to me. Who provided for it? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Will the gentleman 
repeat his question? 

Mr. KARSTEN of Missouri. At the 
top of page 39, the brevity of the lan
guage is a little disturbing to me. I 
would like to know who provided for it. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I do not get the 
point of the gentleman's question. 

Mr. KARSTEN of Missouri. The ques
tion I am asking is this: I have here the 
reports from the Air Force and the Army. 
The Chief of Staff and the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff oppose a second Forrestal in con
nection with the bill that our distin
guished ~lleague, the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. VINSON], introduced. I am 
trying to find out who authorized this 
carrier. The brevity of the language is a. 
little disturbing to me, I will say to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I am quite sure the 
gentleman wants to get the answer in 
the RECORD, because he was discussing 
this matter with my colleague from Cal-
ifornia. · 

Mr. KARSTEN of Missouri. I did not 
discuss this with the gentleman's col
league from California. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Let us keep the REC• 
ORD straight. I will be glad to straighten 
this matter out for the RECORD. 

In answer to the troublesome question 
about authority relative to the big car
rier or fiat top: 

First. It is true that the rules of the 
House forbid appropriations for purposes 
not authorized by law; and it has long 
been the custom of this body to provide 
a. tonnage authorization for building 
warships before making appropriations 
for them. 

This case is no exception to our custom. 
There are over 1,300,000 unobligated 

tons available for warship construction 
on the statute books right now-ample 
to care for the seventy-thousand-odd 
tons of warship tonnage carried by this 
bill. 

This unobligated warship tonnage 
stems from the Vinson-Trammell Act 
which became law in 1932 and has since 
that date carried through by way of 
amendment and addition all of the au
thority necessary to construct our com
batant Navy both in peace and in war. 

If authority be needed, as the gentle
man suggests, we have that authority in 
great abundance-more than a million 
tons of it. 

The situation with respect to the car
rier provided in this bill is no different 
from the carrier the Congress appropri
ated for last year. That carrier is being 
built and charged to unobligated ton-

. nage then available just as unobligated 
tonnage is available now. 

I assure you that if the Appropriations 
Committee proposed to expend money for 
warship tonnage which was not author
ized by the basic law, the membership 
of the Armed Services Committee would 
be the first to object. 

My second point. It is a rule of the 
House that forbids appropriations not 
authorized by law. It is not a legal re
quirement nor a constitutional require
ment. 

Now if both bodies of the Congress ap
propriate money for this carrier and the 
President signs the bill, the carrier may 
be built no matter how many rules of 
Congress may have been neglected dur
ing the passage of the bill. 

If this were not true the Comptroller 
General would certainly have refused 
payment for many items appropriated 
for in the past where no authority prior 
to appropriation had been made by Con
gress. The Comptroller General has 
never done so. 

If anyone wants details, see page 599, 
part 1, of our Navy hearings, 

Mr. KARSTEN of Missouri. I wonder
ed if we were going to do that before 
taking a new look; that is what I want 
to find out. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I am sorry; I did 
not understand the gentleman. 

Mr. KARSTEN of Missouri. If we 
have the authority under this tonnage 
procedure to go ahead with this fiat
top I wonder if we are going to do it 
before we get this new look that we have 
been talking about this afternoon. 

If the gentleman will yield, I picked it 
up on the other side, I may say to the 
gentleman. 

· Mr. SHEPPARD. New look! I con
strue that to be a review by Secretary 
Wilson, Mr. Kyes, and others in posi
tion of authority-it was to resurvey the 
entire military requirement picture and 
then perhaps at that time come back to 
the Congress and present to them ad
ditional requirements. 

There has been nothing from the Ap
propriations Committee that would even 
remotely give Mr. Wilson, President 
Eisenhower, or anybody else any concept 
that it was not the intent of Congress 
to see this fiat-top built. 

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

Mr. SHEPPARD. I will be happy to 
yield to the gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. SIKES. First let me say that we 
on the committee are completely in ac
cord on the need for the additional car
rier, but when we consider the valiant 
and important service over many years 
contributed to the cause of national de
fense by our distinguished colleague and 
when we consider the love and esteem 
felt for him in the Congress, I think we 
might well designate the new carrier 
as the Sheppard class carrier. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. May I say to the 
gentleman thanks but his suggestion 
creates a remote possibility hence I want 
to be serious for a moment. 

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

Mr. SHEPPARD. Just one moment, 
if the gentleman please. I do have . the 
faculty once in a while of becoming 
slightly facetious in my work with the 
committee, and I say to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. TABER] that I am 
addressing myself to his attention. 
While we were in the committee as a. 
whole I had occasion tci address myself 
about the conduct of the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. TABER] during a portion 
of the hearings in a somewhat facetious 
manner. I referred likewise to the gen
tleman from Kansas [Mr. ScRIVNER], also 
in: a fecetious manner, and I think my 
friends the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. TABER] and the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. ScRIVNER] accepted it as 
such. We have known each other over 
the years and worked together over the 
years. We have our little differences, 
but as man to man we sit down together. 
work things out, and forget differences. 
I do not want any member of the press 
to put any misconstruction on some face
tious pleasantry, I did not mean one 
serious thing to either my friend the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. TABER] 
or my friend the gentleman from Kan
sas [Mr. ScRIVNER]. I want you both to 
know that. 

Mr. TABER. I never thought there 
was anything to it. You and I were kid
ding each other a little bit, and maybe 
that is against the rules. Maybe there 
are some folks around who take it seri
ously when you do those things, but you 
and I never have been of that class. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. That is CQrrect. 
Mr. SCRIVNER. May I add my word. 

too, that, of course, we have bantered 
back and forth. Maybe our job is so 
serious that we are not entitled to any 
lighter moments, but we have had them 
and we have kidded back and forth, but 
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I can assure the gentleman from Cali ... F Mr. SHEPPARD. Well, the letter I · 
fornia that it has not affected our friend- · read, Mr. Chairman, was one that came 
ship. I appreciate the gentleman's in- from supposedly one of our top legal ex
terest and hard work, and I think I un· perts on the expenditure of funds. That 
derstand the gentleman's reference to is why I put it in the RECORD. 
me entirely. But I will say to the gen- The CHAIRMAN. Tne time of the 
tleman that when the bill was on the gentleman from California has expired. 
floor last year the gentlewoman from Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
Massachusetts [Mrs. RoGERS] tried to put the gentleman 5 additional minutes. 
the carrier back in the bill, but the com- Mr. SHEPPARD. I regret that it is 
mittee did not put in the budget last necessary to take the additional time, 
year in the House. It was put back in but perhaps I earned it in committee 
the Senate. hearings . . 

Mr. SHEPPARD. That is correct. I do not care to enter into any inter-
The Senate used good judgment; so did departmental squabbles about whether 
the conferees. It was put back in the the Army should have this type of can-
Senate? non to consummate their job or the Air 

Mr. SCRIVNER. That is correct. Force shall have this type of plane to 
Mr. YORTY. I will confess to the consummate their job. I look upon the 

gentleman I am a little bit surprised that men in those respective branches as hav~ 
the committee put the third Forrestal ing better judgment than I when they 
carrier in the budget this year when the are using a monkey wrench to tighten 
budget is being reduced and the Air Force up a nut. So I am not going to inter
is being sharply cut, when they did not mingle in that squabble. I do not see 
see fit to do it last year when we were any occasion at this time why the big 
a little bit more liberal. I do not know carrier or the flattop, whatever you may 
about the tonnage authorization, but I call it, should be put in here as a com
do know that the gentleman from Geor- promise for an additional air force or 
gia [Mr. V.INSON] put in a bill last year air wing. 
to authorize a secop.d and third For- Mr. YORTY. As the gentleman 
restal class carrier. The Department of knows, ! ·have supported the carrier pro
Defense and the Department of the Air grams. I have not supported them in 
Force reported unfavoraply because they lieu of a strategic air command or in 
said the first one was a prototype carrier lieu of an air force. All of the force 
and no more were to be built until tested levels were previously set. Two of them 
out and it would not be tested out for have practically reached their goals and 
f;ev~ral years. I mention this not be- only the Air Force is being stopped in 
cause I wa:Q.t to start any interservice midair. If the Air Force is going to 
fight, but I thlnk I do see Mr. McNeil's have to compete ~or the same reduced 
:fine hand in this budget, both in cutting funds, you are gomg to have to set up 
. the Air Force and in including the carrier some priorities and evaluate perhaps the 
which was not in last year when the bill F{)rrestal carrier and the carrier task 
went from the House to the Senate. forces against the 5 strategic air wings 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I am not in position and other wings which you are losing. 
to comment about the thoughts of any I do not think that has been done. Ad.
other person. I do not know what Mr_. miral McNeil has seen to. it that th.e Navy 
McNeil may have had to do with this has fared well. The Air Force IS tak· 
particular aspect of the bill. I do know in~ the b~unt of th~s thing. Secreta~y 
that so far as the authorization by the Wilson said he was m Europe. He said 
:Legislative Committee on the Armed he came back and Mr. McNeil showed 
;Services under the then existing law him some figures that looked aU right. 
·that extra authorization could well have He looked them over and he .approved 
)been considered superfluous. It was not them. I think the gentleman is entitled 
tJl_ecessary unless they had eliminated to his opinion. I am not raising this 
'other tonnage that was granted to them question because I am against carrier 
unde.r the Vinson-Trammell Act. aviation. I raise it because I think it 

Mr. YORTY. I notice in the report just demonstrates how this budget was 
·of Secretary Forrestal on the Key West made up and by whom it was made UJ?· 
'conference he specifically said that if the ~r. SHEP.PAR~.. The gentleman lS 
Navy were to build one of t-hese large entitled to his opm10n. When you ta~e 
carriers they might not be able to justify free speech away from Members of this 
it on a naval mission, but based upon House, it wi~l be terrific. 
naval missions plus its collateral stra· I would like now to address a ques
tegic mission, it might be justified pro· tion to the gentleman from Michigan 
:Vided it was approvect by the Joint Chiefs [Mr. FoRD] relative to a matter that I 
of Staff. Now that was Secretary Fer- would like to have clarified in the RECORD. 
restal's statement. · This was presented to me with the re-

In answer to a question presented to quest that I get some clarifying answer. 
him by a member of the other body. Mr. This has to do with section 640. It seems 
,Wilson said that he understood the Joint to be the consensus of those in the Canal 
Chiefs of staff did not have to approve Zone, if they were to be included in the 
the carrier. So he is in conflict on that language under that section, because of 
with Secretary Forrestal. I do not know whatever position they occupy under the 
which one is right, but I do feel that the organic laws, or what not, that it is go
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. VINSON] ing to create a tremendous hardship. I 
did not introduce his bill to authorize the wonder if the gentleman could ten me 
second and third Forrestal carriers sim- what the situation might be? 
ply as a gesture. There must have been Mr. FORD. The question that the 
some question about the authorization, gentleman asks is this, Shall we, under 
or I cannot understand why he would do this section, t.:-ction 640, consider em
that. · ployees who reside in the Canal Zone in 

the same category as those who are resi~ 
dent of Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto Rico? 

Mr. SHEPPARD . .Briefly, that is it. 
Mr. FORD. Or any other place in 

our Territories and possessions. 
Mr. SHEPPARD. That is the basis 

upon which the question is asked. 
Mr. FORD. I am informed that the 

General Accounting Office in the past 
has made an interpretation that the peo
ple who reside in the Canal Zone are not 
jn the same category as those who are 
citizen-residents of other Territories and 
possessions. We have not had an op
portunity to check that entirely ade .. 
quately, but that is the best informa
tion we have to date. I can assure the 
gentleman of this, that the primary con
cern of this subcommittee was not the 
Canal Zone, but rather the situation as it 
existed in Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto 
Rico. It would seem to me wise for us 
to pursue the matter with the General 
Accounting Office, to have them supply 
us with an accurate interpretation as 
to whether or not the citizen-residents 
of the Canal Zone are in the same cate
gory as those in the Territories and pos· 
sessions. Then if we find that there 
has been some misconception, that the 
matter be straightened out in the other 
body and eventually in conference be· 
tween the two Houses. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I thank the gentle· 
man. That is a very fair explanation 
and attitude for the gentleman to take, 
and I am sure the other members of the 
committee, whom I talked with rather 
sketchily when we handled the general 
provisions of the act, feel the same way, 
because equity is what we want to prevail 
in circumstances of this character. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman 'from Washington [Mr. 
'PELtY]. 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, I appre .. 
ciate the courtesy of the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. SCRIVNER] for allowing me 
time. I am not a member of the Com .. 
mittee, but I have followed the state .. 
ments made on the Department of De
fense appropriation bill, H. R. 5969, and 
wish to comment on one item which has 
just been under discussion; namely, the 
matter of the construction of the new 
carrier. 

I am disturbed, .Mr. Chairman, at cer
tain inferences indicating a service 
struggle, and I hope consideration will 
be given to tbe arguments in favor of 
the need of an aircraft carrier without 
reference to the adequacy or lack of ade· 
quacy of Air Force appropriations. 

Next, regarding the question which 
was just raised of authorization, as the 
gentleman from California · ~r. SHEP
PARD] stated, the Vinson-Trafhmell Act, 
amendments to that act, and other acts: 
of Congress set up an authorized tonnage 
pool for construction of naval vessels. 
As I understand it, before construction 
of each individual ship, the Congress 
must appropriate funds to cover the 
complete cost of such ship, earmarked by 
..fiscal years, and then the approval must 
be obtained by the Navy, not of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, but of the President, to 
actually begin construction. As stated, 
currently there is a balance of unused 
but authorized tonnage for construction 
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of naval vessels in excess of 1 ~milliOn 
tons. 

Now, as to the need of a third 60,0M· 
ton carrier-! think someone said 70,000 
tons, but I have understood it is 60,000 
tons-! am told there are technically 
seven major reasons why we must build 
these modern aircraft carriers: 

First. The increased weight of air
craft. 

Second. The need for increased fuel 
capacity due to jet propulsion. 

Third. The need for more catapults 
for launching modern fighters. 

Fourth. The need for more aviation 
ordnance space. 

Fifth. The increased overall dimen
sions of modern aircraft. 

Sixth. The increase in aircraft land
ing speeds. 

Seventh. The need for better protec
tion against torpedoes, bombs, and other 
weapons. 

The carrier which contributed so much 
to the winning of World ·war II was the 
Essex class. We have 24 of these, though 
I believe some are in "mothballs." These 
ships were designed in 1940 and, while 
they are being modernized, their hulls 
are not able to handle the airplanes of 
the future. Then, as was stated, we have 
three of the Midway class, which were 
designed in 1943. Dimensions of present 
aircraft nearly exceed the capabilities of 
this class of carrier. The Forrestal class 
carriers are to handle the type of planes 
which will be available before the ships 
are completed. • 

Aircraft carriers form the backbone of 
the Navy's offensive power. Recent tes
timony made public discloses that the 
Navy has carrier aircraft capable of de
livering the largest atomic bombs on 
long-range missions at a 700-a-mile-an
hour speed. The supersonic plane's com
bat ceiling is more than 40,000 feet and 
can carry all the newest type of weapons, 
bombs, and air-launched missiles. 

One argument in favor of carriers is 
that no international agreements, com
mitments, or prearranged bases on for
eign soil need precede their use. A car
rier force is mobile, flexible, and support
able, which can cover over 71 percent of 
the globe. 

How much money is appropriated for 
travel and transportation of families and 
their furniture to the 49 countries in 
which we are active in a civilian and a 
military sense, I do not know. The 
other day, I checked on the cost of one 
family which· was being sent to Japan. 
The transportation costs were $5,545.62. 
This included rail fare, transportation 
and shipping of household goods. I ven
ture to say that there is far more than 
the cost of a new carrier, which I under
stand is $2.17 million, in this budget for 
this kind of transportation for foreign 
bases. Both types of airbases may be 
necessary, but certainly from my view
point, a carrier is preferable. 

In any event, how are we going to keep 
our sealanes open to the bases we have 
established throughout the world, . un
less we have a modern Navy, with ships 
capable of launching and receiving mod
ern aircraft? We have experienced in 
the past the moods and whims of year
to-year military policy. We have en
tered the valleys and climbed the peaks 

· 1n our spending. Let us, who are re
sponsible for the security of our country 
resolve to maintain a sustained program 
of strength. Such a policy has been 
studied and recommended to us. Our 
best military minds, those who are quali
fied in naval strategy and technological 
developments, tell us that we must have 
modern carriers. Let us support them. 
A strong, modern Navy is the best assur
ance that we have that our program of 
encouraging resistance to Communist 
aggression will be successful. A strong 
and modern Navy is our best assurance 
against attack. With all the vehemence 
at my command, I say the words of the 
Bible: "Let us look to ourselves that we 
lose not the things we have wrought." 
Let no layman say we shall not build a 
modern carrier. Let us listen to the 
authorities who know about such mat
ters. All history proves that the Nation 
which commands the seas remains free. 
Let us be free. 

Mr. KARSTEN of Missouri. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. KARSTEN of Missouri. Mr. 

Chairman, I have listened to the debate 
on the proposed reduction in the Air 
Force budget. Apparently it is sought 
to create the impression that previous 
Air Force goals were set too high. 

I deplore a defeatist attitude. if we 
had listened to the defeatists at the be
ginning of World \Var II we might have 
lost before we actually began to fight. 
That is happening this afternoon. We · 
are losing a strong Air Force even before 
we make a real effort to secure it. 

As one who has followed this matter 
rather closely, I know we set a high goal 
for ourselves when we adopted the Air 
Force's 143-wing program. In my opin
ion. this goal is the minimum require
ment to insure national security. Fail
ure to attain that goal on time weakens 
our physical force, but in addition it has 
the effect of psychologically deteriorat
ing the position we have achieved in our 
air strength. All of us knew it would 
be very difficult for the Air Force to bring 
about this expansion. 

Perhaps for this reason more than 
anything else the announcement that 
Mr. Wilson would be the new Secretary 
of Defense met with general approval. 
The American people expected a busi
nesslike and efficient administration. 
Moreover, they expected with his broad 
production experience that he would be 

. able to expedite the Air Force program 
in order that the goals could be achieved. 
We did not expect excuses. We did not 
expect to be told that it is a difficult 
job. We already knew that. We did 
not expect him to cut back production or 
to lower the goals below the minimum 
requirement necessary for our security. 

We did not expect miracles. We did 
not expect the impossible. But on the 
other hand we had the right to expect 
that the new Secretary would not also 
adopt a defeatist attitude as expressed 
in the budget for his Department. With 
the power of the new administration 

and public opinion behind him we had 
the right to expect more than he has 
demonstrated since he has been in of
fice. 

There is one thing that disturbs me 
even more than the defeatist attitude. 
The record seems to be clear that the 
actions of the new Secre~ary, since Jan
uary, have actually resulted in delays in 
the programed buildup of the Air Force. 
It seems the very least he could do is to 
refrain from placing additional obsta
cles in the way of the Air Force program. 
If he cannot improve the program then 
he should not make it more difficult. 

Yet, since January, ceilings on civilian 
personnel have been lowered twice. 
These reductions were made at the very 
time when the Air Force actually should 
have been hiring additional civilians to 
support the planned increase in the Air 
Force's striking power. Similarly, the 
Department of Defense has announced 
that the Air Force's military personnel 
will be reduced by 20,000 by the end of 
the next fiscal year. This took place at . 
a time when the Air Force strength was 
already 80,000 men below the strength 
calculated to be the minimum necessary 
for the end of fiscal year 1954. This took 
place at a time when the Air Force felt 
it was necessary to raise the minimum 
by 30,000. The net effect--the Air Force 
is to have 130,000 men fewer than it 
needs. 

Similarly, General Vandenberg re
cently pointed out that the construction 
review by the Secretary of Defense 
caused a 3-month deferment in con
tracts amounting to more than half a 
million dollars and a consequent slip
page in that part of the Air Force's base 
program. 

These restrictive actions are all in ad
dition to ·fiscal restrictions imposed by 
the proposed budget. The net effect of 
these actions is that the possibility of 
achieving 143 wings has been delayed 
until the end of fiscal year 1957-3 years 
beyond the date when they are needed. 

Thus as a result of the actions of Mr. 
Wilson himself it has become impossible 
to achieve the 143 wings as originally 
scheduled. Some people will undoubted..; 
ly be quick to say that this proves Mr. 
Wilson was right all along, that the 
program could not be met as scheduled. 

We should not be deceived. We should 
not lose sight of the fact that according 
to the Air Force, the goals could have 
been met but for the actions of the new 
Defense team. 

Let us then appropriate an additional 
$1.5 billion for the Air Force now. Let 
us at least appropriate this amount 
which according to General Vandenberg 
is required if we are to have 143 wings 
by 1957. Let us assure ourselves that 
the Secretary of Defense will not im
pose new obstacles to stretch out the 
Air Force's buildup even further than he 
already has. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 
minutes to the gentleman from Okla· 
homa [Mr. WICKERSHAM]. 

Mr. WICKERSHAM. Mr. Chairman. 
I strongly urge every Member to sup
port the Mahon amendment, which will 
restore $1,195,000,000 to this bill. 

We have heard a lot of talk recently 
to the effect that the proposed cut in the 
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:Air Force budget will give us a stronger 
Air Force. We are told we are going to 
get more defense for less money, and 
we have been given a confusing mass of 
facts and figures which are supposed to 
prove this point. 

Frankly, it just plain does not make 
sense to me. I cannot see how cutting 
out $5 billion can possibly give us the 
same airpower, much less more airpower. 
I cannot see how the proposed 120 wings 
can possibly represent the power that 
143 wings would have. Let us look and 
see what the facts really are. 

First of all, the Air Force will have 23 
less wings than planned. We have been 
told that the air-defense wings will con
tinue as planned but that 5 strategic 
wings and 18 tactical and airlift wings 
will be cut out. In addition, flying-sup
port units, totaling 4 wings, 11 groups, 
47 squadrons, and 2 flights are to be de
leted from the program. Finally, an ad
ditional 89 non-flying-support units are 
to be cut out. How in the name of com
monsense can anyone possibly say that 
this means no reduction in our airpower? 

The proponents of the cut have pointed 
out that the 120-wing program will pro
vide for the modernization of 23 Air 
National Guard and Air Reserve wings 
which were not provided for in the origi
nal 143-wing program. I am delighted 
to see that Mr. Wilson intends to mod
ernize the Air Guard and Air Reserve, 
for I have always felt that we should pay 
more attention to these components, 
which are so important a part of our 
national security. I am distressed, how
ever, at the reasoning behind this action. 
Apparently, Mr. Wilson felt that it would 
be impolitic to reduce the number of 
aircraft which had been scheduled for 
combat units. Apparently, as ·an after
thought, Mr. Wilson figured that the Air 
National Guard and Air Reserve would 
form a handy dumping ground. 

I strongly feel that the Air National 
Guard and Reserve should be modern
ized, but I do not see how that will in
crease our strength, if, at the same 
time, we cut out the same number of 
units from the Regular Air Force. At 
best, we are merely discarding 23 wings 
which would have had a combat capa
bility even though not fully equipped 
with modern aircraft. 

I realize, of course, that the proposal 
to modernize the Air Guard and Reserve 
at the expense of the Regular Air Force 
has considerable political appeal. When 
our national security is at stake, how
ever, we should not play politics. 

Again I want to emphasize the fact 
that I am in favor of modernizing the 
Air Reserve and Air Guard. But I do 
not think it does anybody any good to 
f;ive them the aircraft if we do not pro
Vide the supplies and equipment which 
would be required if these units were to 
be mobilized in the event of war. The 
new budget does not provide these nec
essary reserves. 

Furthermore, when we talk about the 
143-wing Air Force program, we niust 
remember that it was to be a standing 
combat-ready force ready for immediate 
retaliatory action when the bell rings. 
Even if the proposed budget did provide 
the necessary mobilization reserves, it 
would still take time to mobilize the Air 

National Guard and Air Reserve for ·-·- Later--eveats proved those Members in 
combat deployment. The 143-wing Air error. 
Force was designed to enable us to with- I wish to speak in behalf of the amend
stand an initial attack to give us time to ment which will be offered by the gen
mobilize our reserve manpower as well tleman from Texas [Mr. MAHON], to
as our economic and industrial material morrow, to restore the $1,195,000,-000. 
reserves. :Personally, I think it is very unfortunate 

Now, I can see some justification in that the Secretary of Defense did not 
deleting tactical air units from the Regu- give tbe go ahead signal 6 months 
lar Air Force and in equipping instead earlier. It is too bad the Air Force did 
a like number of Air National Guard and not have the total of $5 billion additional 
Air Reserve units. To the extent that early this year. Recently the Secretary 
these tactical air units would be used of Defense informed us that we could 
primarily for close air support, they have more defense for less money. I do 
would not be needed until the Army units not see how that could be. He said we 
they are to support could be deployed. could cut $5 billion out and get a better 
On the other hand, the use of these air- Air Force. That is impossible. He in
craft on strategic missions and on inter- dicated that 120 wings could afford us as 
diction missions prior to the Army's com- much protection as 143. That is abso
bat deployment would unquestionably Iutely impossible. We will have 18 fewer 
make the Army's job easier and less tactical wings of airpower and 5 fewer 
costly in terms of lives. Similarly, we strategic wings as a result of the reduc
must not forget the corollary mission of tion in this budget. A further deletion 
air defense for which these tactical air reduces flying support wings to the ex
units could be used prior to their deploy- tent of 4 wings, 11 groups, 47 squadrons, 
ment overseas in support of the Army. and 2 fleets. Other items deleted were 

The most dangerous cut, however; 14 airbases that this Congress previously 
seems to be the deletion of five strategic authorized and appropriated funds for. 
wings. Any way you figure it, they seem Earlier today, one Member said that 
to be a loss to our Air Force's striking we could rest assured that the Secretary 
power. Their deletion simply means of Defense would follow the wishes of 
that both our deterrent and retaliatory Congress. I cannot rest assured of that 
forces are just that much less. because in the past he has deleted from 

Let us not be misled by specious arith- consideration 14 airbases and many 
metic and by a mass of facts and figures. other material bases recommended by 
Let us provide a standing Air Force the Air Force, former Secretary of De
equipped to do the job in the face of the fense, Joint Chiefs of Staff, Bureau of the 
realities of the Soviet threat. Let us Budget, tne former President, for which 
modernize the Air National Guard and this Congress had made the authoriza
Air Reserve, in addition to providing the tions and the appropriations. The funds 
143-wing Air Force, which is necessary there were available for the Secretary of 
to give them the time to mobilize in case Defense to spend. 
of war. It is imperative that we have an Air 

Mr. Chairman, I hold in my hand a Force that will be second to none and 
magazine which came out today, the Air that will be ready at 4 o'clock in the 
Force, edited by the Air Force Associa- morning of any day, and we do not know 
tion. It expresses my thoughts on this when that day is coming. 
matter before us. On the front cover is General Vandenberg said that we must 
a tombstone on which is inscribed, "One have 143 wings to offset an initial attack, 
Hundred and Forty-three Wings-Miss- to give time to mobilize in the face of 
ing in Action." the realities of Soviet possibilities. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Chairman, will I base my opinions on my 10 years' ex-
the gentleman yield? perience here in Congress, my member-

Mr. WICKERSHAM. I should like to ship on the House Armed Services Com-
finish my thought if I may. mittee, my firsthand study of Russia my-

Mr. SCRIVNER. Would you subscribe self with a group of other Members some 
to the statement that all 143 wings are years ago, the information that Gordon 
missing in action? Dean gave us on last Sunday's program 

Mr. WICKERSHAM. No, sir; I would wherein he said that we have ample atom 
not, but I do fear the results of the bombs but we must have the planes to 
administration's cut from 143 wings to carry them; .I also base my position on 
120 wings. I am not only interested as my personal knowledge, the experience 
a Representative in Congress, but I per- of General LeMay, a man who certainly 
sonally am interested; in fact I have a is able, qualified, and knows what our 
son-in-law who has completed his serv- needs in planes are and who has fear
ice in the Army, and who is now in the lessly warned the Secretary of Defense 
National Guard; I have another son-in- and this Congress of the danger of any 
law who is in the Navy, and a nephew reduction; also of my firsthand knowl
who is over in Korea in the Air Force; edge of the atom bomb; likewise, I base 
furthermore, I have a son in the Army, my judgment on the basis of the fact 
and I think that we had better be careful that we are not only faced with the 
in reducing our Air Force. I recall the serious problems in Korea but we are 
attacks made by some Members that compelled to consider the various areas 
were made on our defense program im- where we are committed. There are 
mediately prior to the time of Pearl Har- many hotspots such as the area where 
bor. I recall the arguments that were there are 70 billion barrels of oil reserves 
made in early 1941; I recall the reduc- in Iraq, Iran, Saudi-Arabia, and the. 
tions that were made in the 80th Con- island of Bahrein, the Balkans, the 
gress, although I dig not happen to be Dardanelles, Indochina, Tokyo, Berlin, 
here during that time. and even Alaska. 
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I have formed some of my opinions We have had an acute personnel sit· 

voiced by many able Senators and Mem- uation and we will be having an addi
bers of Congress, including Congressmen tiona! personnel condition when men are 
RICHARD W. HOFFMAN, PAUL KILDAY, returned from .Korea. Those WhO have 
GEORGE MAHON, MELVIN PRICE, RICHARD entered since the Korean war and WhO 
BOLLING, FRANK M. KARSTEN, LLOYD B.ENT- Will be going home Will need to be re
SEN, SAMUEL W. YORTY; Senators MON- placed. 
RONEY, MCCLELLAN, SYMINGTON, MAY- Research has been cut tremendously. 
BANK, SPARKMAN, and KERR. Also men All of the Members of Congress on both 
with military experience like Lovett, Fin- sides of the aisle know the importance 
letter, and Bradley. of research. If we had not had research 

General Vandenberg testified that this we might be fiying the Winnie Mae or 
143-wing group was approved by: One, . the Spirit of St. Louis rather than the 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff; two, the De- jet bombers of today and rather than 
partment of Defense, the Bureau of the having the atomic bombs of today. 
Budget, the President, the House, and We need a long lead time, not just a 
the Senate, and he said that it is abso- few weeks. To get the jets in 1956 we 
lutely essential to our worldwide resist- have to provide the funds in 1953. Of 
ance to Communist power. I believe he this money that the Secretary of De
knows what ·the ·facts are better than fense says has not been spent, to wit: 
anyone. the $28Y2 billion which was carried over, 

There were 4 events which brought $25.2 billion has been obligated by con
about the 143-wing decision: One was tracts and $3.3 billion items that are 
the explosion of the atom bomb by the planned and programed for which no 
Soviets in September 1949; another was contracts have been made. 
the Communist invasion of South Korea Mr. Chairman, I warn you we must 
in June 1950; and still another was the be fully prepared and we had better 
fact that the Chinese Communists came adopt the amendment to be offered by 
into Korea in November 1950; and, final- the gentleman from Texas. 
ly, the commitment of the United States Gen. Hoyt Vandenberg said that a 143-
forces to assist in the defense of Western wing Air Force is a minimum risk and 
Europe. even that is a calculated risk. I really 

The calculation by the Joint Chiefs of believe that 155 wings more nearly cov• 
Staff, based on the best available infor- ers a minimum force upon which we 
mation, is that by the middle of 1954 the could ·risk our survival. The Russian jet 
Soviet Union will be able -to launch an bomber time from inside the Iron Cur
all-out attack against the United States. tain across Western Europe _ and the 

The Air Force first recommended 155 Mediterranean is just a little over 1 hour. 
wings. The Joint Chiefs of Staff cut this A Soviet medium bomber can carry 
to 143. As recently as March 1953 the bombs 2,000 miles and return and can 
Joint Chiefs of Staff stated to the Secre- deliver the atomic bomb through stag
tary of Defense that any reduction in the ing bases already prepared in Siberia 
program of 143 wings-to be attained as and northern Russia to any target in 
soon as practical after the fiscal year the United States of America on a 1-
1954-would increase the risk to national way m1sswn. The Russian buildup has 
security beyond the dictates of national ·continued upward substantially as ex
prudence. We cannot afford to take this pected. We must provide protection to 
chance. Many delays have been caused the people of the United States, to our 
by directives by the present Secretary of vital installations, to our industry, aid 
Defense, the limitations placed on new and protection to our Allies, and long
bases which he issued in February, the range bombers delivering weapons 
freezing on advertising for bids issued in against enemy forces and installations 
February, then the personnel limitations within the country of the enemy. In 
which were made in March 1953, for the the event of a sneak attack by the enemy, 
·reduction of at least 10,000 men. Limi· we have a one-shot air force and no re
tations on civilian personnel still in effect serve. The Soviet is fully prepared for 
cause us to be short 93,000 civilian em- both a defensive and an offensive at· 
ployees of the number required for the tack. 
building toward 143 wings; then more On Friday, June 19, 1953, the Kelly 
recently a ceiling on the military person- committee said "the Soviet Union is mil
nel requiring a reduction of 20,000 in the itarily capable today of a surprise at
next 2 years, also the limitation on re- taclc on the United States, which could 
quests for appropriation and the limita- cause heavy losses," and the committee 
tion on the future expenditure of pre- "further stressed the importance of con
viously appropriated funds remaining tinuing our development of an atomic 
unspent. offensive as a major part of our overall 

Gen. Hoyt Vandenberg has given his defense. 
story to the public and he has given it On May 15, 1953, General of the Army 
to you Members of Congress. The men Omar N. Bradley said that he knew of 
in the service from the generals on down no letup in Soviet military preparaticns 
know that when the need arises for an air and appealed for a constant defense 
force then and there is the time when program that would not place economy 
we really need it. ahead of the national security. 

An air force essentially is composed of On May 27, 1953, Thomas K. Finletter, 
three elements: First, the people; second; civilian chief of the Air Force during the 
the planes; and, thirdly, the bases. It military buildup after the start of the 
is necessary to have all 3, and you have Korean war, called attempts to curb the 
to have adequate repair facilities, and so growth of the Nation's air atomic power 
forth, to keep all of these 3 elements in a reversion to ground soldier thinking 
perfect operation. and an apparent blindness to the Soviet 
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Union's surge in both air and atomic ca
pability. These cuts, Mr. Finlet ter de
clared, could result only in seriously 
"jolting the Air Force's growth toward 
the planned point where it could match 
the Soviet air force." 

My statements today are not to be con
strued as criticism of the present Secre
tary of Defense. I think that he is 
a fine businessman but I do think that 
some of the civilians who are advising 
him have given him unsound advice. 

Again, I strongly urge the adoption of 
the amendment. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 
minutes to the Delegate from Alaska 
fMr. BARTLETT]. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Chairman, dur
ing my period of service here I have tried 
faithfully to make it a rule not to take 
up unnecessarily the time of the House; 
yet I hope I shall never be absent from 
this well when an effort is being made to 
do that which in my judgment would dis
criminate against the people I have the 
honor to represent. I submit to you 
that section 640 of this bill, found on 
page 52, points to just sucb discrimina
tion. That section was mentioned a few 
minutes ago in an exchange between the 
gentleman from California [Mr. SHEP
PARD] and the gentleman from Michigan 
JMr. FORD]. 

I was very glad to hear it said that it 
was not intended the employees of the 
Panama Canal Zone should be included 
within its provisions because they should 
not be; but the residents of other terri
tories and possessions should not be, 
either. 

Mr. Chairman, here in brief is what 
this section seeks to do. 

It would prohibit adminstrative agen .. 
cies from paying residents of Alaska or 
the other territories or possessions the 
cost-of-living-allowance provided they 
worked in the territory of their residence. 
To put it in another way-two people 
are working for the Department of the 
Army in Anchorage; they have the same 
grades for the same kind of work; one 
was recruited in Fairbanks, one in New 
York; their pay checks are exactly equal 
and each includes a 25 percent cost-of
living-allowance. Now if section 640 is 
.adopted the Alaskan will lose that allow
ance. He will be expected to work at the 
very same job for 25 percent less pay. 
Now the Alaskan's home is several hun
dred miles distant from Anchorage and 
how it can be calculated he can live 
cheaper in Anchorage than the New 
Yorker is simply beyond me. 

The cost-of-living allowance was first 
granted under Executive agreement and 
then was put into the law by section 207 
of the Independent Offices Act of 1949, as 
amended. On several occasions in re
cent years efforts have been made in 
particular bills to remove that cost-of
living allowance. Every such effort, I 
am happy to say, has failed. 

But the section under discussion here 
now, section 640, goes further. It seeks 
not only to do away with the. cost-of
living allowance for personnel working 
for the Department of Defense in the 
Territories and possessions, but for every 
other department of the Federal Govern .. 
ment. I have examined to the best of 
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my ability the hearings before the com
mittee on this bill. They are volumi
nous; there are many words. I cannot 
say that I have read everything in those 
hearings but I have been altogether un
able to find any testimony on this point 
whatsoever. I do know we who oppose 
this provision were not invited to testify. 

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

Mr. BARTLETT. I yield to the gen
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. FORD. The hearings on the 
Army National Guard do bring out this 
particular point. In the Army National 
Guard requests for funds for fiscal year 
1954 there was an item of $20,000 for 
station allowance for the Army National 
Guard. The Army station allowance is 
somewhat different than section 640 per
tains to, but it was all involved in the 
same general problem. 

Mr. BARTLETT. If the gentleman 
will permit me to say so, I prefer to dif
fer with him. I do not think it is the 
same general problem. My understand
ing is that the Department of Defense 
is vastly disturbed by this provision, as 
are other departments, and I wonder if 
the gentleman knows that there are be
fore the Congress at this time two bills, 
the bill in the House being introduced by 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
HAGEN], and in the Senate by the junior 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON], to 
remove the unrealistic 25-percent ceil
ing which now prevails on account of 
section 207 of the Independent Offices 
Act. That legislation came up here for 
introduction with clear'ance from the 
Bureau of the Budget. Now a similar 
bill was presented on the Senate side last 
year. Voluminous testimony was taken 
at that time. The bill passed the Sen
ate but did not have time to be consid
ered in the House. 

Mr. FORD. I am not familiar with 
that legislation, but do I understand that 
that proposal means that you are going 
to add to the 25 percent rather than take 
away from that amount? 

Mr. BARTLETT. Just exactly that, 
because representatives of practically all 
the departments came up and testified 
that the 25-percent ceiling in certain 
sections of Alaska-Alaska was the area 
that they were concerned about especial
ly-was so low that there was a constant 
turnover of personnel. Why, the Re
gional Administrator of the CAA told the 
committee when he was testifying over 
there that the tremendous turnover had 
cost the Government $260,000 in an a
month period. 

Let me say this: I have an opinion that 
many members of the committee in re
porting out this section did so under the 
impression that it is primarily a recruit
ment device, and I want to say now, and 
emphatically, that it is no such thing. 
r:r:ha t is emphasized by the testimony 
g1ven before the Senate committee last 
year by a high officer of the Civil Service 
Commission. He told the committee 
that the cost-of-living allowance is just 
exactly that. It is in recognition of the 
higher cost of living in the Territories~ 
They do not have to pay 25 percent. If 
the cost of living in a particular Terri
tory should be less, the lesser figure 
~o~ld be paid. In Hawaii, for example, 
1t 1s only 20 percent. 

· Mr. FORD. The net effect, however, in 
Alaska, as I understand, is that they do 
pay the full 25 percent. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Yes, indeed, they do. 
The last time a survey was made of the 
living costs was unfortunately over 2 
years ago. Living costs have been going 
up since then, as we all know, or at least 
have not declined. The cost of living at 
Fairbanks was 47 percent higher than in 
Seattle, which was just about the sam-e 
as Washington, D. C., and in Anchorage, 
40 percent. So I believe the gentleman 
will understand that for those areas and 
many other regions in Alaska the 25-per
cent ceiling was altogether too low. 

What would you have if this section 
went in? You would have outright dis
crimination against the Alaskan because 
he would have his salary chopped 25 per
cent right now, and he would be expected 
to do the same work as someone else in 
the same grade for 25 percent less. Of 
course, the consequence would be that he 
would quit his job. 

Let me read to you a wire received only 
a few minutes ago from Dr. I. J. Mont
gomery, who is supervisor of the Terri
torial merit system. He said: 

If cost-of-living allowance is removed from 
Federal employees in Alaska, we can expect 
no further recruiting problems for Terri
torial agencies. The best of the Federal em
ployees will immediately be available. 

I wonder if it is understood when the 
Federal Government recruits a worker 
in a State it transports him and his fam
ily and his household goods to Alaska. 
The average cost of this transportation 
is $2,0000. The Government enters into 
a contract with the employee to pay the 
same costs when the employment is ter
minated, so it is $4,0000 per individual. 
All right. How do you know and how 
does anyone know that when that work
er goes up to Alaska he will like the place 
he is sent to or the working conditions 
he finds there? Would it not be much 
more sensible to hire a local person and 
pay him a realistic wage, because you 
know he is familiar with the country and 
will stay there? He will not throw up his 
hands in disgust because he does not like 
the work or the climate or what not, and 
leave immediately. I say you will not 
save any money by this device. On the 
other hand, the ultimate effect will be to 
add considerably to the cost of Federal 
Government operations in Alaska, and I 
assume that is true elsewhere in the 
Territories and possessions. 

This testimony was given by a high ci
vilian official of the Air Force in appear
ing before the Senate last year. He said, 
''Even with the situation as it is now, we 
have a terrific time in recruiting because 
private industry, contracting firms, are 
outbidding us. We can only go so high 
on account of this 25-percent ceiling, 
and we come out second best in competi
tion with industry." 

I intend to offer an amendment to this 
bill tomorrow, and I do hope the com
mittee will support it. 

Now I should like to present some ad
ditional material relating to this matter 
which is of some vital importance to sev
eral thousand Americans. 

When S. 2008 came before the Senate 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv
ice last year, it was explained by Mr. 

Joseph E. Winslow, then Assistant Ex
ecutive Director of the Civil Service Com
mission, that this cost-of-living provi
sion is not basically an instrument for 
recruiting. The Commission, by the way, 
is the agency charged with primary re
sponsibility in administering section 20.7 
of the Independent Offices Act, 1949, as 
amended. Mr. Winslow said: 

Two kinds of additional compensation may 
be paid in territorial areas. They are (1) 
a territorial cost-of-living allowance, based 
on living costs substantially higher than in 
the District of Columbia, and (2) a terri
torial post differential, based on conditions 
of environment which differ substantially 
from conditions in the States and warrant 
·additional compensation as a recruitment 
incentive. 

It is the . cost-of-living allowance for 
territorial residents which is at stake 
here so far as Alaska is concerned. That 
allowance is being paid in Alaska be
cause the cost of living is higher there 
than in the District of Columbia; and 
for no other reason. The Alaskan who 
is hired by the Federal Government is 
subjected to precisely the same living 
costs as a Federal worker brought in 
from the States. If that statement is 
not literally true, then it is because what
ever difference there may be could rest 
in favor of the person brought in from 
the States. For example, a man hired 
by the Alaskan Command who had made 
his home in Anchorage as a resident of 
that city would doubtless continue to 
live in the same dwelling. But there is 
the possibility, although not a proba
bility, that the worker recruited from 
the States could obtain Government 
housing at lower rates than those paid 
by the Anchorage resident and have 
more ready access to post exchanges and 
other facilities. 

The committee report represents a 
saving of $3,800,000 will be made for the 
Army if section 640 is adopted. I do 
not know how that purported saving 
might be calculated for Alaska, but I do 
know and know emphatically that it will 
not be made. 

The Alaskan, by and large, will be 
forced to quit his job. He will have to. 
In the tremendously inflated economy 
in which he lives he is in most cases 
barely able to make ends meet now. 
Curely, he could not be expected to con
tinue on with his salary reduced by 25 
.percent. 

Then what will the Government do? 
It will come to the States and seek to 
recruit replacements, moving in an 
already tight labor market. It will pay 
the transportation costs to Alaska of 
those recruited. 

Mr. Plett, Regional Administrator of 
the Civil Aeronautics Administration in 
Alaska, testified before the Senate com
mittee last year on S. 2008 that-

we h ad a 71-percent turnover in the com
munica tor personnel at our Anchorage Com
munications Station, and 69 percent of the 
radio technician complement. At Fairbanks 

· during the same period, turnover was s2 
percent of the entire complement. These 
people are highly trained, generally at Gov
ernment expense. When we add training 
costs and transportation expenses, the Gov
ernment has an investment of approximately 
$2,000 in each of these employees. • • • We 
have computed the total dollar loss to the 
Government during the sample 8-months in, 
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training costs and travel expenses, for An· of moving an -employee -and his· depend- on a basis that is sound. The amend
chorage and Fairbanks alone, at about ents and household goods from the States ment to the Independent Offices Act of 
$260•000· to Alaska averages approximately $2,000 1948, which provided for the payment of 

And that is only one Government each, and the Government immediately the differential on tl).e basis of the cost 
agency. incurs an obligation to return each such of living, provides a realistic and proper 

At the same hearing the Deputy Chief, recruited employee upon completion method for dealing with this problem. 
Department of Air Force, Directorate of of the employment agreement to the In Alaska, the cost of living is some
Civilian Personnel, said that the Depart- place of recruitment, making the total thing like 47 percent higher than what 
ment of Defense then had approximately cost to the Government around $4,000 it is in Seattle. On the other hand, in 
6,500 total employees in Alaska, of whom for each employee. Hawaii the cost of living is only 20 per
about half were under the classification It · should · be emphasized that terri- cent higher than it is in the States. 

· system and about half under the wage torial and municipal salaries equal or An investigation of this problem was 
board system. He told about living costs exceed present salaries, including cost- made in Hawaii something less than a 
2 years ago being 40 percent higher in of-living allowances, for comparable po- year ago at the request of the Civil Serv
Anchorage and 47 percent higher in sitions. It is well pointed out by the ice Commission by the Bureau of Labor 
Fairbanks than in Seattle. NFFE that no private employer in Alaska Statistics. The Civil Service Commis-

It is very difficult to recruit persons in the would consider diJScriminating against sion has it within its power to adjust 
United states for most defense jobs in employees on the basis of residence. and reduce this differential. 
Alaska, yet it is necessary to do so since Elsewhere, I am informed that in interior I say that is the way in which to handle 
the local labor supply is inadequate and Alaska Territorial government salaries the problem instead of in a manner that 
the Department of Defense is at a disad- are equal to or 15 percent higher than has not permitted us of the Territories 
vantage in competing for locally available ~ederal salaries, including cost-of-living any opportunity whatsoever to present 
personnel, principally because of the higher allowances. our point of view and the committee it-
rates of pay and amounts of overtime offered I have heard that resentment has been self has not had the time to give it the 
by other employers- expressed because some Americans re- study it needs. 

He said.- Adoption of section 640 would ceiving cost-of-living allowances in for- It is unfair and unwise to establish in 
only serve to make an already critical eign lands with cheap housing, cheap the Territories and possessions one 
situation worse. · food, and cheap services ate indulging standard of compensation for people 

I am today advised that the Civil Aero- in lavish living on a scale far beyond coming in from the States, and another 
nautics Administration, one of the prin- any they previously had. I know noth- for people who live in these areas. It 
cipal employers in Alaska, has 1,088 em- ing about that. If it is true, section 640 proved unwise and unsound during the 
ployees eligible for the cost-of-living would not correct it. Section 640 goes war. To pay people who came from 
allowance. Of this number 435 were only to the Territories and possessions. the States 25 percent more .than the pea
recruited in Alaska. I am informed that I maintain that administration of sec- pie doing the same job who live within 
Government salary rates, including cost- tion 640 would be an impossibility. It the city of Honolulu, for instance proved 
of-living allowances, are far below rates gives no definition of a resident. Would extremely objection~ble. Experience 
in private industry. For example, in- the man· who went from New York a has demonstrated this beyond question. 
dustry rates for skilled trades are 50 to year ago to work for the Department of We should not expect the people of the 
75 percent above Government craft, pro- Defense and then transferred last month Territory who pay the same taxes as the 
tective and custodial rates, including to the Fish and Wildlife Service be con- people of the State,s, and who live under 
cost-of-living allowances. sidered an Alaska l'esident and thus sub- exactly the same conditions, to work for 

The general Alaska wage trend in pri· ject to 25 percent less salary? This the Federal Government for 20 percent 
vate industry has advanced this spring question could be put with infinite vari· less than the people who come in from 
with construction trades receiving in- ations. the States. 
creases of 12 cents or more per hour. · One thing is certain. Section 640 dis· We have gone through this argument 

The ·fact is that at the present time, criminates against one group or class of and debate a good many times in the 
Federal employees in Alaska are receiv- Americans because they have seen fit past. In every instance, the effort to 
ing less real compensation than is re- to settle in the Territories with the hope write this kind of rider into an appro
ceived for like positions in the States, of making · their homes there, From priation bill has failed. It failed when 
due to inadequate cost-of-living allow- now on, if section 640 is adopted, any an attempt was made to put it in an In
ances. A radiogram to me on this sub· resident of Alaska or Hawaii or one of terior Department appropriation bill, 
ject stated that- the possessions who ever wants to work · and it failed when an attempt was made 

With the loss of the present allowance it for the Federal Government would most to work it into an Agriculture Depart .. 
ts impossible to see how any employee co1.1ld surely deny himself the privilege of local ment appropriation bill. This is not the 
exist on his base salary. Inability to recruit legal residence no . matter how badly he way to handle it. There is a law on the 
locally would require recr~itment almost en· wanted it. . statute books which provides a proper 
tirely from the States, greatly increasing cost Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Chairman, I basis for meeting it. I want to express 
to the Governm~nt due to transportation ex- yield 5 minutes to the · Delegate from the hope that the amendment to str1ke 
pense and higher rate of turnover. Hawaii [Mr. FARRINGTONJ. this section from the bill, which will be 

In another field of Federal activity in Mr. FARRINGTON. ;Mr. Chairman, I offered by the Delegate from Alaska at 
Alaska, namely, the Alaska Native Serv- want to join the Delegate from Alaska in the proper time, will be supported by the 
ice of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, it is appealing to the committee to reconsider ~ommittee. 
categorically stated that action of the the position it has taken in this section Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
kind contemplated by section 640 would of the Defense Department appropria- such time as he may require to the gen
force closing of many schools and hospi- tion bill, section 640. It seems to me tleman from New Jersey [Mr. SIEMIN• 
tals and would require recruitment from perfectly evident from the questions SKI]. 
the States of new employees at great ex- raised by the gentleman from California Mr. SIEMINSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
pense to the Government. {Mr. SHEPPARD] concerning its applica- earlier in this debate, my good frienq 

It has been suggested that if enforced tion to the Canal Zone and the point of the distinguished gentleman from Flor
section 640 would delay opening of the view ·expressed by the Delegate from ida [Mr. SIKES] kindly yielded to me for 
new Anchorage hospital and staffing of Alaska that the proposal is entirely un.. a question. It was on the firepower 
the expanded Bethel Hospital, and seri.. sound, as the results of its application in this bUl provides should the guns go off. 
ously cripple operations at all Alaska different areas will produce such con- Obviously, my question was directed 
Native Service installations. fticting results. ~i from the vision of a father and mother 

The National Federation of Federal I do not think the committee has given bidding their boy Godspeed, safe return 
Employees' chapter at Juneau estimates any thought to what the application of home. 
that 50 percent of all Federal employees this section is going to do to Guam or to What I say now deals with people, 
in Alaska, excluding those of the Depart- American Samoa or to the trust terri- their safety and morale, in and out o:( 
ment of Defense, for which no precise tory, where great difficulty is found in the armed services, and not with hard· 
figures are readily available, would be getting suitable personnel. There is, ware. 
a:trected by section 640. Tne ;N~ esti· moreover, a law, on the statute book~ un· s This is~ pretty rugged globe. It .can 
mates that the cost to the Government der which this problem can be dealt with fend for itself. It has taken glac1ers, . - . .......,,__ -- -
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icecaps, lava flows and floods in its 
stride, and bombings, too. The bomb 
saturation above the Pusan perimeter 
in the summer of 1950, viewed from the 
air a few months later, resembled bowl
ing balls on the green. 

Gutted homes, schools, factories and 
churches can be restored. So can roads, 
powerplants, reservoirs, and generally, 
the works of man. But not man him
self, maimed or dead. 

:a:ence, what follows is directed at 
people; their safety and morale, in and 
out of the armed services. 

Morale! How precious! The lubri
cant that keeps men fighting. It wins 
wars, saves nations, promotes vigor, 
prevents decay. Toward these ends, Mr. 
Chairman, and with unanimous consent, 
listed below are four letters. 

Because his letter does so much to 
contribute to the team spirit of our 
fighting men, I trust General Collins 
will forgive me for citing it below. I did 
not think it fair for me to share alone 
the wisdom and the judgment of so dis
tinguished a message. I trust the 
anonymity of the two other letters will 
be preserved. They were written with 
the highest motives. 

DEAR AL: Last night I returned from a 
very interesting and extremely educational 
trip to find your letter awaiting me. In 
view of your assurances, I am only too glad 
to try to be of some help and even if I were 
not to be protected, I would be willing to 
stick my neck out if I thought the future 
security of our country could be improved. 

I don't think any personalities are appro
priate or necessary, but I would like to pref
ace my remarks by reminding you that I have 
no ax to grind. I have little to complain 
about. I am sure that we are at a low point 
now, and that things are bound to improve; 
but it's going to take some mighty strong 
friends of the Army like yourself to start us 
on the upswing. I can't tell you how much 
1t means for us to know we have some real 
friends in Congress. 

As I told you over the phone, I am con
cerned with the bleak outlook for the Army 
1n the future if we let things continue on 
their present trend. This being the case, I 
would never encourage my son to try to go 
to West Point and. I know hundreds of other 
career officers who feel the same way. The 
main bone of contention is the failure of our 
Government to live up to the contract it 
made with us when we were commissioned; 
little things that, in themselves, could be 
taken in stride but which mount up in the 
aggregate. 

To begin with, I assume you are concerned 
with Army prestige and morale; the two go 
hand in glove and are hard to separate. The 
reasons for the low point in the curve are, 
I believe, two-fold . . One, the one you ~;tre 

concerned with mostly, is due to Congress 
and the short-sightedness that has been 
exercised in places in order to cut budgets. 
The other, which I shall discuss briefly later, 
ls within the service and can be corrected by 
app~opriate actions at the proper levels. 

ARMY AND NAVY 

I saw the questions you had posed on the 
floor as they were reprinted in the Army and 
Navy Journal a few issues back and was de· 
lighted. Since you are so vitally interested, 
it might pay you to subscribe to the Journal 
tor a while: it certainly covers the water
front as far as pointing out what is needed 
t? improve service prestige. I am taking the 
hberty of inclosing a few clippings from only 
one issue, the most recent. 

One point to remember is that no matter 
what the lawmakers do to rectify conditions 
they cannot please everyone. Another ~ 

that the most important one thing they can 
do would be to make J;he career Army (the 
word is well chosen for many Reserves are, 
in fact, career officers these days, and the 
permanent establishment is what we want 
to work on) feel as though they were appre
ciated and wanted. This can best be accom
plished by a series of little things rather 
than something like an across-the-board 

· 100 percent increase in pay, - for instance. 
And these little things are the very sort that 
will be easiest to put across. I don't say 
they won't cost anything for there's a price 
on all commodities and if they are dear 
enough to us, we're willing to pay the price. 
Like you, I certainly think we should pay 
something to raise our service prestige and 
morale, especially if we look upon it as life 
insurance-insurance that we'll be strong 
where we're needed when the chips are down. 

Well, that's a lot of moralizing that prob
ably doesn't interest you too much. The 
places where corrective action (in small 
amounts) is needed are many and I cannot 
possibly cover all of them adequately in one 
letter. In the main they coi;lsist of: 

(a) A pay raise in keeping with the cost 
of living and comparable civilian salaries 
adjusted on a sliding scale. 

(b) Reverting to equitable retirement 
benefits. This includes adequate pensions 
for service disability retirements and decent 
pensions for widows and children. 

(c) Announced policies and sticking to 
them. 

(d) A buildup of the backbone of our 
Army through fair promotion policies for 
the best qualified NCO's and officers. 

(e) A fair efficiency report system. (Not 
a matter for Congress.) 

(f) A return to personalities rather than 
dealing in serial numbers and MOS's. 
Chiefs of the combat branches would tend to 
this. 

(g) Restoration of the old privileges: val
ues at commissaries and post exchanges, 
adequate medical care, veterinary service, 
etc. 

(h) Insecurity due to rapid turnovers, fre
quent overseas assignments, separation from 

· families for prolonged periods. 
(i) Inadequate housing. (Partly cor

rected by Wherry.) 
(j) Inequitable taxes out o! proportion to 

pay rates, cost of living, and nonreimbursa
ble service-connected expenses. 

(k) Restoration of household transporta
tion costs in full. 

(1) Permitting tired old colonels to retire 
when they are no longer of service. 

Each of the above (not listed in any pri
ority) deserves a page o"f explanation to the 
uninitiated but I am certain you know the 
background of most. If any one in particu
lar stumps you, please drop me a note and 
I'll explain in further detail. 
- Paragraph (e) above needs a little clari
fication. To me an efficiency report should 
serve only one purpose: to spur the indi
vidual on to higher efficiency or to maintain 
his high level. But when the rated officer 
never sees his report (unless he is fortunate 
enough to visit the Pentagon several years 
later) how can he know where to direct his 
improvement? Further, when the rating of
ficer has no idea what the final numerical 
value assigned is, how can he be absolutely 
fair to his subordinate? Remember how 
upset J. W. was about the foul report he gave 
H. S. when he tried to rate him superior? 

In line with this is the terrible predica
ment many of our good officers are in when 
they_ have been passed over for promotion 
and career (mis)management won't tell 
them why. There are two outstanding cases 
here, both of whom I know to be superior 
officers regardless of what some superior may 
have thought of them over a relatvely short 
period of time. Instances are legion I am 
sure, and the Government is no longer get- · 
ting full efficiency out of these discouraged 

individuals. The point is, 1f they have failed 
they should be told why. 

Probably the greatest single cause o! low 
morale is uncertainty. Paragraph (c) is to 
blame for much of this. No one knows from 
one day to the next what's in store for him. 
Remember the frustration over in Korea, 
reaching the top of the rotation list only to 
have the policies changed overnight? Every 
study coming out of World War II indicated 
that 180 days in the line was all that should 
be expected of any man, yet 6 months in 
those rugged Korean hills were seldom 
enough for a ticket home. 

Training is suffering terribly everywhere 
due to the constant turnovers. Troop tests 
suffer because critical specialists are removed 
just prior to or during a test. The training 
of tank crews had to be suspended because 
of instructor personnel shortages. 

Now to touch briefly on the points we in 
the service can correct ourselves, given time. 
The erroneous idea that we no longer needed 
sharpshooters but could spray the enemy 
with a volume of fire, left the man on the 
thin red line with no feeling of confidence. 
Worse still, it left us with no really qualified 
instructors in rifle marksmanship. Much 
more emphasis is needed here and it's going 
to take time to build up our militiamen. 

I personally feel that it was a mistake to 
try to boost the infantryman's morale by 
decking him out like a Christmas tree. He 
looks like hell now with his blue scarf and. 
trimmings: You can't manufacture morale 
that way. 

Somewhere along the line we adopted a 
kid-gloves policy, with the result that we 
are lacking realism in our training. Being a 
little rough on the men in the Z. I. will 
certainly pay off in lives on the other side 
of the drink. But most of all, when treated 
too softly, the individual has no pride in 
"belonging." Unit esprit is essential also, 
and we've got to keep our men-in the same 
unit longer than we are now. 

Al, I - could go on indefinitely, but I may 
not be offering you what you want. Please 
let me know how best I may offer· you the 
material you need for ammunition. 

Sincerely, 
MATT. 

DEAR ALFRED: During our last chat, I prom
ised that I would write you a letter about 
certain matters pertaining to the Army 
which I have noted in my nearly two dec
ades of service. 

When I came into the service there were 
35 vacancies for medical officers in the Reg
ular Army. The appointments were to be 
made on the basis of a competitive exami· 
nation and a prolonged interview with a 
medical board, but also a very difficult ex
amination in all branches of medical sci
ence. Despite all this redtape, some 600 
doctors took the examination at that time. 
Contrasting that situation to the present 
one, in which the Army is short some 500 
officers in the Regular Army Medical Corps, 
has been short this number for 7 or 8 years, 
and has no prospect at the present time 
of filling these vacancies, it is obvious that 
there must be some reason for this marked 
discrepancy between the situation then and 
the situation in 1953. 

In 1945, a su:rvey was conducted by the 
Surgeon .General to determine why doctors 
would not come into the Regular Army. Re
sults of this survey indicated that the fol
lowing reasons were given most often for 
reluctance to join _the Regular Army: 

1. Frequent moves which disrupted family 
life. 

2. Lack of opportunity for professional ad· 
vancement. 

3. Lack of adequate monetary return for 
the expensive and prolonged medical educa
tion required to become a doctor. 

The reasons given above are still the same 
reasons why doctors will not come into the 
Army today. U you ask why no steps have 
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been taken during the 8 years since the sur· 
vey to correct these conditions, offi.cial 
spokesmen for the Surgeon General will tell 
you that measures have been taken to cor .. 
rect the deficiencies listed above. Th.is an .. 
swer is only partially true. The measures 
taken have not been adequate in any way 
to correct the deficiencies concerning which 
doctors complained about in 1945, and these 
deficiencies still exist. If they did not exist 
the problem of obtaining medical offi.cers 
would not exist, either. When doctors com· 
plained that frequent moves disrupted their 
family life, the Surgeon General stated that 
tours would be stabilized at 3 years, but 
this has not been done, except in theory. 
In my own case, my family has moved many 
times during the past years and my children 
have never been in the same school for 2 
successive years except when I have been 
overseas. I have been away from my faro. 
ily for more than one-third of my military 
service and I cannot help but notice that 
other offi.cers with the same length of service 
as I have not been separated from their 
families at all. 

When military offi.cers complained that 
professional opportunities in the Army were 
lacking, a series of residencies were initiated 
in both civilian and military hospitals in 
order to increase professional opportunities 
for advancement. However, these residen· 
cies have been used mostly as a me.ans for 
inducing young offi.cers to come into the mill· 
tary service, and the offi.cers who were already 
in the service were passed by and were not 
given a due proportion of these residencies. 
Many of the young offi.cers who came in for 
the residency training have sent in resigna· 
tions repeatedly in an attempt to leave the 
service when they have repaid to the Gov· 
ernment the contract time which they owed. 
The medical offi.cers who came in before 1947, . 
when these residencies were initiated, have 
been told that they ·are too old for these 
residencies, or that they have too much 
rank, or that they are needed for admin· 
istrative positions. This ·does not lead to a 
happy situation among the older offi.cers who 
must form the nucleus of the permanent 
Military Establishment. Moreover, when 
these offi.cers are questioned by younger offi.· 
cers concerning the opportunities available 
for professional advancement in the Army, 
they cannot be very enthusiastic if they have 
been shoved aside repeatedly and have not 
been given opportunities to advance pro• 
fessionally. 

When the 1945 survey indicated that med· 
leal offi.cers were dissatisfied with their mon· 
etary remuneration, the Department of De· 
fense induced Congress to pay each medical 
offi.cer $100 extra per month in order that 
his lifetime pay would be equalized with 
that of the line officer who was able to 
begin to earn sooner bee a use of the shorter 
time required for his education in contrast 
to the prolonged preparation needed .by the 
medical officer. This extra pay was for a 
5-year period. This 5-year period ends in 
September 1953, and already there is talk 
of discontinuing it. I know that many of 
my colleagues of many years service will 
·1·esign if this pay is discontinued. These 
people point out that even with the $100 
monthly increase which was granted them, 
their financial reward is only approximately 
half of what the ordinary doctor clears in 
civilian life. It is even less than other 
branches of the United States Government 
pay to doctors. To cite a case in point, I 
went to a VA hospital on my return from 
Korea and I was offered a position at $9,800 
per year for a 40-hour week. Such a posi· 
tion would not entail long separations from 
my family, nor the risks of combat in an 
alien land, nor the .expenses and inconven· 
iences of frequent moves. My salary today 
is some 25 percent less than what the VA 
offered me and I work some 60 to 80 hours 
each week in contrast to the 40 hoilrs of the 
VA week. Moreover, in a stabilized situa· 

tion such as would be true if I worked for 
the VA I could . take the leave which I ac· 
cumulated by law • . This is not true in the 
Army. When I went to Korea I had ac· 
cumulated many days leave. During the 20 
months when I was in Korea, nobody was 
allowed to take leave and . I accumulated 
more leave than the law allowed me to re· 
tain, so that I lost 2 weeks through no fault 
of my own. There is no compensation for 
this leave either in cash or in leave credited •. 
Those of us in this situation feel that it is 
an injustice. Since we were placed in a 
position where the leave could not be taken 
because of the war situation, we should re. 
ceive some compensation for having lost this 
time. 

A year or two ago, all civil service em· 
ployees of the Government were given a 10 
percent "cost of living" increase. The mill· 
tary was eventually given approximately a 
4 percent increase many months after the 
civilians received it. There is much feeling 
about this throughout the military service 
and throughout all ranks. Does Congress 
feel that a man who is restricted to the rigid 
military life with its long hours and hazards, 
needs the money less than its other em· 
ployees? Most of us find that our expenses 
almost double when we are separated from 
our families and must maintain ourselves 
apart from the family. Every move we make 
costs considerably more than we are compen· 
sated for, and as I pointed out above, moves 
have been very frequent throughout the 
service in the past few years. In 1949, when 
the new pay scale was instituted, the com· 
mittee which studied this matter took into 
consideration such benefits as low-cost pur· 
chases which could be made through the 
post exchange and the Government com· 
missary. Many of these benefits have been 
taken away from us, but there has been no 
compensatory increase in pay as a result. 
The feeling is general throughout the service 
that there is a constant attempt by Congress 
to whittle away the fringe benefits of the 
military service to the extent that this whit· 
tUng increases the cost 'of living and amounts 
to a breach of contract with those of us who 
have been in the service for many years. 

One of the big changes that has occurred 
lately is a cut in the weight allowance of 
moving to 9,000 pounds. At my rank, this 
amounts to a drop of 1,500 pounds and means 
that every move I am ordered to make will 
cost me several hundred dollars. We do not 
live luxuriously, but because we frequently 
do not find quarters available at Army sta· 
tions we have an electric stove and refrig· 
erator which must be carried from station 
to station. These two items are approxi· 
mately 1,000 pounds in weight. In addition, 
we have a clothes washing machine, a clothes 
drying machine and a small deep freeze. 
Since I am a doctor, I have a considerably 
large professional library which I have col· 
lected over a period of 20 years. We do get 
an allowance for the transfer of professional 
books, but I had considerable difficulty even 
with this since I have an extensive library. 
My next move will make it necessary for me 
to pay for the movement of 4,000 pounds out 
of my own pocket. It is not a pleasant pros· 
pect when moves have been so frequent 
lately. 

Many men are attracted to military service 
because it used to be possible to retire on 
half pay after 20 years' service. I came into 
the service expressly because of this, as did 
many others. Reserve officers who have per· 
manent enlisted status can still retire under 
this provision, but Regular Army offi.cers can . 
no longer do this because of riders which 
Congress has put on appropriation bills. 
Having served a majority of the 20 which I 
had planned, I feel that the Government 
has committed a fiagrant breach of contract 
in this respect. · 

I have tried to give you a resume of my 
thoughts concerning the military as a career 
for the medical officer. I have many similar 

complaints from offi.cers in other branches. 
I feel that some remedial action should be 
taken by Congress to make the military serv· 
ice more attractive to all ranks in general 
and to the Medical Corps in particular. Un· 
less this is done soon, the hard corE: of Regu• 
lar medical officers will be lost and the ad• 
vances made during the ljj.st two armed con .. 
fiicts will be lost with time. You cannot 
have an efficient organization unless you 
keep your officer corps happy. 

Sincerely yours, 
ZEKE. 

UNITED STATES ARMY, 
THE CHIEF OF STAFF, 

ApriZ 8, 1953. 
Hon. ALFRED SIEMINSKI, 

House of Representatives. 
DEAR MR. SIEMINSKI: Thank you very much 

for your recent letter asking for informa· 
tion on the pros and cons of having a Chief 
of Infantry in the Department of the 'Army. 
I was also interested to note your address to 
the House touching on this subject several 
days ago. Needless to say, the deep personal 
interest you have continued to take in the
welfare of our troops and your desire to add 
to the Nation's security are indeed greatly 
appreciated. 

The following comments give essential· 
background information and will, I feel, be 
helpful to you in understanding the present 
thinking of the Army on both sides of the 
question which you have posed. Prior to 
World War II the Army had a Chief of In
fantry, as well as chiefs of the other com• 
bat branches, their main function being to 
develop the latest and most effective com· 
bat and training doctrine for their respective 
branches and to supervise the career man· 
agement of officers assigned .to those 
branches. The success of the United States 
Army during World War II bears witness to 
the effectiveness of the training doctrine 
which was developed in great part by the 
chiefs of combat branches. 

Until finally abolished by the Army Or· 
ganization Act of 1950 (Public Law 581, 8lst 
Cong.), the positions of the chiefs of combat 
branches were statutory. However, under 
the authority of the First War Powers Act, 
President Roosevelt ordered into effect on 
March 9, 1942, the reorganization of the Army 
which eliminated the Chief of Infantry, 
along with the chiefs of the other combat 
branches. This reorganization concentrated 
responsibility for all ground combat training 
in the commanding general, Army ground 
forces, and was most effective in welding all 
the individual branch skills into combined 
arms units capable of extended combat on 
a worldwide basis. 

Specifically, the main points in favor o! 
having a Chief of Infantry are that it would 
provide . an agency with the sole responsi· 
bility for developing and keeping current 
'infantry tactics . and combat doctrine, as 
well as provide an agency with the sole re· 
sponsibility for looking after the interests of 
infantry personnel, such as schooling, varied 
assignments, morale, and esprit, and in gen• 
eral to represent the Infantry. 

On the other hand, the most successful 
combat doctrine developed in modern war is 
the combined arms concept composed of the 
three combat arms (Armor, Artillery, In· 
fantry) supported both by air and naval 
power and supplied by the logistical and ad· 
minist~ative services. In it great stress is 
placed on teamwork between and among the 
various arms and services. While this team· 
work is simple in concept, it requires long 
training to perfect, and to be most effective 
this training must be conducted under a 
commander who has had wide experience in 
the comba-1; employment of all arms. That is 
the reason for the great emphasis being 
placed on understanding the role of all of 
the various components in service schools . 
today. 
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As you lmow, in the current organization 

of the Army the development of training d .OC• 
trine of all arms is canied out by the Com· 
manding General, Army Field Forces, who 
is charged with integrat ing the doctrines of 
Armor, ~tillery, and lnfantry into the vital 
t .eam concept which has proven so successful 

Responsibility for t.he career management 
of infantry officers, as well aa Al:mor and 
Artillery officers, now rests with the Career 
Management Division of the Adjutant Gen· 
eral 's Office, which functi(!)ns under the Gen
eral Staff supervision of the Assistant Chief 
of Staff, G-1. This office is able to resolve 
such complex problems as branch quotas to 
advanced schools, civil schooling, and proper 
utilization of combat arms officers to fill im
portant positions whe:r.e branc.h is immaterial 
but wide experience is, essential. The In
fantry section of the Career Management 
Division is, of course, manned by Infantry 
omcers who are ale.rt to the interests of 
branch members. This applied to th.e 
armor and artillery branches as well. 

Another point bearing on this subject 
which I feel should be stressed is the rela
tionship of the fighting in Korea to the com
bat doctrine of the Army. It is of tremen
dous importance that this combat experience 
be evaluated properly in the Iight of past 
experience and possible future employment. 
This problem is being followed continuously 
by the commanding general, Army field 
forces and his staff, which is made up o! 
proportionate members of the three combat 
arms. 

As you can see from the above the Army 
Is cognizant of the value of the functions 
that would be performed by chiefs of com
bat services and has made provisions for the 
discharge o! these functions. To achieve 
the cooperation and team work we must 
have, it is almost mandatory that these func
tions be performed by an agency with a 
broader outlook than would be likely under 
a system providing for separate chiefs of the 
combat bra-nches. 

Again, thanks fOi' writing to me as you did, 
and I wish to assure you that the Army is not 
unmindful of the benefits of having com
bat branch chiefs, even tlfough it is :felt they 
are. outweighed by the need for furthering 
the teamwork. concep_tr If I may be of any 
further assistance to you in this m a.tter, 
please do not hesitate to let me know. 

With kindest regards. 
Sincerel>y yours, 

J. LAWTON COLLINS. 

APRIL 15, 1953. 
Gen. J. LAWTON COLLINS, 

The Chief of Staff, United States Army, 
Pentagon Building, 

Washington, D . C'. 
DEAR GENERAL COLLINS: Thank you very 

much for your exceedingly informative letter 
of April s, 1953, reference the Department of 
the Army's thinking with . respect to having 
a "Chief of Infantry" in its setup. 

It is indeed gratifying as a Member here 
In the House to know that the lessons 
learned in prior wars are not being forgot
ten, and that the evolution of the "teamwork 
concept" will continue with an ever-devel
oping efficiency and cooperation. 

Comes the dawn or the night on any out
post or in any fi_eld of fire, I want Uncle 
Sam's boy to feel just a little less alone than 
his daddy did. I want him to see the genius 
and to feel the full impact of 155 million 
Americans and their allies in his support. 
I want him to be covered by fields of fire that 
will allow him to maneuver with the greatest 
possible speed to accomplish his mission 
and to return home to those he loves. 

Warm personal regards, 
Cordially, 

ALF'RED D. SIEMINSKI, 

Member of Congress. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. MARSHALL]. 

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Chairman, r 
bad occasion to make some inquiry con
cerning the funds that are available for 
the construction of armories. It seems 
that funds are appropriated in this bill 
:for the construction ot armories on a 
State basis. Some States do not have 
enabling legislation which permits them 
to use the funds. I am wondering why 
those funds, since they are appropriated, 
are not used in areas where they are 
needed. There are many places where 
they have a great need for armories. 
I wonder why the Defense Establish
ment does not allocate those funds on 
the basis of need. I wonder if there is 
anything in the law or in the action of 
the Committee on Appropriations that. 
keeps them from allocating those funds. 

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

Mr. MARSHALL. I yield. 
Mr. SIKES. I will attempt to answer 

the gentleman's question. There is no 
disposition on the part of the committee 
to break down the funds for the armory 
construction on a-basis of allocation by 
States. We take the recommendations 
which are brought to us by the Depart
ment of Defense, and we act on them in 
their entirety. The military services 
know when they come to us where they 
propose to build the armories. we do 
not attempt to allocate them by States, 
and we do not feel that it is our respon
sibility to say where funds are to be 
spent. We leave it to the Department 
to decide where they need the armories 
the most. 

The gentleman has touched on some
thing that I think I should speak on. 
further. This committee has been dis
appointed in the progress that has been 
made in armory construction. There 
have been several reasons. One of them 
is the fact that some of the States have 
not enacted the necessary basic legisla
tion, in their own legislatures, and en
tered into the necessary agreements to 
participate in the armory construction 
program. We, in Congress, have no 
control over that. The other is that 
there appears to have been general 
dallying on the part of the Department 
of Defense, in constructing armories. I 
am sure they could make much better 
progn~ss than they are making, and 
should make better progress. This com
mittee has so stated to the Department 
of Defense. 

Mr. MARSHALL. I appreciate that 
information from the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. SIKES], who is well in· 
formed~ There is a great need that exists 
today. to distribute the funds that are 
appropriated on a basis of need. They 
are not tied down on the basis of state 
allocation. It is permissible, so far as 
the Congress is concerned, that those 
funds be used where they need it for the 
defense of this country? 

Mr. SIKES. My friend is correct~ 
Mr. MARSHALL. I thank the. gen. 

tleman. 
Mr. FORD. I might say to the gentle-

man from Minnesota [Mr. MARSHALL], if 
he will yield, that in the hea1·ings on the 
Department of the Army, beginning at 
page 384 and running through page 387, 
he will find the armory projects which 
are under construction and those which 
are contemplated to be under construe-

tion during the next fiscal year. A quick 
check indicates that in two instances in 
Minnesota there is contemplated con
struction. That is set forth on page 386. 
It. is ouv hope that under the budget, 
and particularly as a result of the urg
ings of our sub-subcommittee, that the 
armory construction for the National 
Guard will be expedited more rapidly 
than it has been in the past. 

Mr. MARSHALh I thank the gen. 
tleman. The armories proposed to be 
constructed lie in the Iron Range where 
they are-very badly needed as a matter 
of defense. The gentleman knows how 
important the iron mines are to the 
economy of our country. There are a 
number of other places,. also in :rA:inne· 
sota, where it would be of assistance in 
the defense of this country to have 
places where equipment can be stored 
and whe-re-men can be trained. Often
times people overlook the faet that Min
nesota is the northernmost State in the 
United States, the closest to an invasion 
from over the Arctic. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
6 minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia (Mr. SHELLEY]. 

Mr. SHELLEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
should like to address a question to the 
members of the committee in connection 
with some of the Navy's appropriations, 
and before I address that question, I 
should li.ke to preface it with 1 or 2 com· 
ments in connection with the particular 
branch of Navy's operations about which 
I shall make the inquiry. 

Under tbe Unification Act, the Navy 
took jurisdiction over an sea tra-nsporta
tion. including that which was formerly 
handled by the United States Army 
Transport Service under the Army. 
Since that time there has been recog
nized by many of us what we regard as 
a great expansion of these operations 
by the Navy, beyond what some of us 
feel is perha:ps necessary even in the face 
of the outbreak of the Korean hostili
ties. The Navy has 'been not only carry
ing troops, which everybody will admit 
is the function of the Military Sea 
Transportation Service, and has been 
carrying field equipment, but is carry
ing all sorts of general cargo and using 
whole passenger ships for carrying de
pendeBts to foreign ports; cargo and 
persons which heretofore had been car· 
ried in private American ships. 

I have been trying to find out where 
the funds for the Military Sea Transpor
tation Service, generally referred to as 
MSTS, show in the committee's records. 
I fail to find any referem.ce to that in the 
report or in the bill and I would like to 
make some inquiry of the committee as 
to where they may be and if they are not 
specifically set forth in the bill if this 
committee of the Congress or any com
mittee that anybody knows of has ever 
had a complete and full accounting from 
the Navy as to what amount of money 
it is cosJ;ing to operate the Military Sea 
Transportation Service. 

Mr. SCRIVNER~ The gentleman 
from New York [Mr. OSTERTAG], prob-
ably has some information on that. 

Mr. OSTERTAG. As I understand 
the gentleman's inquiry is where the 
funds. come from. It comes out of the 
industrial revolving fund. 
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Mr. SHELLEY. Without any specific 

earmarking for its use by the Military 
Sea Transportation Service? 

Mr. OSTERTAG. It is paid for out of 
appropriations, of course. ._ 

Mr. SHELLEY. It must, of course, 
come from some appropriations. 

Mr. OSTERTAG. What I mean is 
that it is not without control, if that is 
what the gentleman has reference to. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. I did not have the 
opportunity of sitting in on the Navy 
hearings. The gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. WIGGLESWORTH] was 
chairman of that subcommittee and, as . 
the gentleman knows, he is ill. 

I understand this is operated from the 
revolving fund; in other words, it has 
a regular industrial capitalization; it 
is a going concern the same as any other 
ship line; and they, of course, carry 
military goods and military passengers 
for the Army, the Air Force, and other 
governmental agencies; and of course 
then they bill those various branches 
for the services which they have ren
dered. But perhaps that does not an
swer the gentleman's question. If it 
does not, perhaps the gentleman from 
California [Mr. SHEPPARD] can answer it. 

Mr. SHELLEY. May I say this to the 
acting chairman and to the members of 
the committee: The Merchant Marine 
Committee of which I happen to be a 
member had some discussions with Ad
miral Denebrink and we went into that 
phase of it. I do not think anybody 
quarrels about the need of their opera
tion, but we also found they were oper
ating cargo vessels and passenger ves .. 
sels which were carrying not only the 
dependents of military personnel but 
employees of other departments and de
pendents of employees of civilian Gov
ernment departments and carrying 
other than straight military cargo. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Perhaps I did not 
make myself clear. It is all Govern .. 
ment cargo. It is all Government cargo 
that is carried by the MSTS. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. If the gentleman 
will yield, he is actually directing his 
question as to whether or not this is 
one of the operations of which the Navy 
could properly divest itself; a certain 
type of the cargoes carried by the Mili
tary Sea Transportation Service is com
mercial cargo. Is not that the gentle
man's question? 

Mr. SHELLEY. That is exactly the 
point. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Insofar as I know, 
unless my colleagues have had some in
formation that has not been presented 
in my attendance there has been noth
ing wherein we have inquired into that 
line that demarks that operation. The 
analysis I saw was given to us before 
amalgamation took place. We have not 
gone into that sufficiently so we would 
know where the line of demarcation 
was there. The gentleman is right in 
his position. 

Mr. SHELLEY. That is exactly the 
point I wish to make, failure to follow 
its operations. I think that somewhere 
there should be an explanation demand .. 
ed as to how these funds will be used, 
because I think the policy for which the 
Military Sea Transportation Service 
was originally set up is being far ex .. 
ceeded today to the point that it has 

caused the laying up of private Ameri
can flag vessels, that MSTS is carrying 
goods that actually should be carried by 
private vessels under the American flag. 
The gentleman is right. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Chairman I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. WoL
VERToN]. 

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman 
committee report on this appropriatio~ 
bill is enlightening. From it I learned 
for the first time that the Army, Navy, 
and Air Force were all seeking increases 
in funds to be contributed to operation 
of the Armed Services Textile and Ap
parel Procurement Agency. I have op
posed continuation of this agency be .. 
cause of a conviction that it cannot and 
will not operate efficiently and economi .. 
cally. Although it might have been bet .. 
~er to cut ASTAPA of! without a penny, 
1t was encouraging to see that the com .. 
mittee had declined to approve any in
crease in its operating funds. 

It. may be preferable that the com .. 
mittee so acted. Our refusal to permit 
the use of appropriated funds for opera .. 
tion of such a joint procurement agency 
might have prevented the Department 
of Defense from putting its own house 
in order. Perhaps the Department can 
now take full advantage of its reorgani
zation and adopt more economical oper .. 
ating techniques. ASTAPA offers to the 
Department of Defense a tailor-made 
opportunity to demonstrate its desire to 
give us more defense for less money. 

If some of the recent administration 
utterances mean what they appear to 
mean we may expect some action to be 
taken toward abolition of costly experi .. 
ments. Both President Eisenhower and 
Defense Secretary Wilson have made 
statements which may be interpreted as 
challenging the concept which supports 
the Armed Services Textile and Apparel 
Procurement Agency. 

More recently the Deputy Secretary of 
~efense, Mr. Roger M. Kyes, in explain .. 
mg Reorganization Plan No. 6, said that 
it was the purpose of the Department to 
delegate back to the services those oper
ational matters which have become the 
duty of the Munitions Board over the 
past few years. He expressed a depart
mental opinion that the Munitions Board 
and its committee systems were too cum .. 
bersome for satisfactory management of 
supply and logistics. The use of com .. 
mittees in such operations makes larger 
demands for personnel, Mr. Kyes said, 
than any other type of system. 

The Armed Services Textile and Ap
parel Procurement Agency epitomizes the 
evils of the committee system. It is an 
example of a committee supervising a 
committee supervising a committee. 

If such committees are, as they appear 
to be, anathema to the new Department 
of Defense, then we may expect some 
radical changes in the methods of pur
chasing clothing, textiles, and apparel 
for the Armed Forces. If ASTAPA were 
to be abolished it would probably result 
in a decrease in operating costs. But 
more than that, it would lead to other 
economies, other decreased costs, and
in the words of Mr. Kyes-establishment 
of "a clear point to which all can look, to 
an official who has authority and who 
will be clearly 1·esponsible.,. 

The appropriation bill and the ne .. 
fense Department reorganization are in
terrelated. Although it is impossible to 
predict with complete precision whether 
the reorganization plan will in fact save 
us money, it has the potential to do so. 
If the plan does not work, perhaps we 
can take other steps. As the New York 
Times said in an editorial yesterday: 

There is nothing irrevocable about the 
reorganization. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Chairman I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BRAYJ. 

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Chairman, I am in .. 
terested in discussing the sugested $5 
billion addition to the Air Force appro
priation. I do not know exactly how 
great an amount the proponents of this 
increase will ask when this appropria
tion bill is open for amendment tomor
row. Originally they had suggested· an 
amount in excess of $5 billion. Now a 
lesser increase is being suggested. In 
this speech I will consider the amount 
of the suggested increase as $5 billion. 
Economy and commonsense must be 
applied in weighing the merits of this 
appropriation the same as in any other 
appropriation. 

I well realize that any effort that we 
may make to bring commonsense into 
the spending by the Air Force will be 
met by loud denunciation from certain 
writers, commentators, and interested 
groups in America. I well realize that 
to suggest economy in defense exposes 
one to the allegation of being a pacifist 
and numerous other abuses. However 
if I can, in a small way, assist in bring~ 
ing commonsense into the spending of 
our taxpayers' money, I am willing to 
take such abuses. 

No one on this floor is any more in
terested in defending America and in 
protecting the interests of America at 
home and abroad than I. I have spent 
28 years in the armed services, either ac
tive or inactive. I served more than 5 
years in the last war, 4 of those years in 
the Asiatic Pacific theater, and I am now 
an active member of a Reserve campo .. 
nent of the Army. I am a member of 
the Armed Services Committee. I par .. 
ticipated in the efforts of the William 
Allen White committee prior to World 
Warn in attempting to get our Govern .. 
ment to adequately prepare for defense. 
I only mention these matters to point 
out that I am now and have always 
been a supporter of adequate national 
defense. 

However, I do want to point out that 
the most dangerous course that we can 
take regarding our defense is to wreck 
the great economy of America; that 
economy which has made us the strong .. 
est and most powerful Nation on earth. 
It has also given us the highest stand
ard of living ever known. Today, how
ever, we are approaching our· national 
debt limit of $275 billion, and it is ap
parent that bad times lie ahead if our 
Government does not cease spending 
money faster than our economy can 
.stand. 

We talk of billions of dollars as though 
they meant nothing at all, but we must 
remember that every one of those bil .. 
lions of dollars was· produced by the 
labor of America. 'I'he wealth of 
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America is not in the gold at Fort Knox. group of people is demanding $5 billion 
our ·'strength does not lie in the blare more than our Commander in Chief says 
of trumpets and the roar of guns. and the Department can spend. It is most 
bombs. 0ur wealth and strength lie in unusual to attempt to give a department 
the production of our working men and more money than the head of that de· 
women. Everything we possess, the portment, and also the Commander in 
homes we live in, the clothes we wear, Chief, states can be used. I am not 
the food we eat, is the resuilt of the labor placing all of the blame for this demand 
of men and women producing those on the Air Force. I wish to make it 
things from the :resources God placed clear that I believe that we have a fine 
in the land, sea and air. Every useless. Air Force-flight crews,. technicians, and 
expenditure of the taxpayers' money for other personnel second to none. 
defense or for any other purpose is Any department in the Government, or 
morally wrong and injures. our capa. for that matter any group of people that 
biUties toward defense. is allowed limitless money and power, 

Let us immediately proceed to the would behave in the same· manner as the 
actual facts of this Air Force budget. Air Force. It is the duty of the Con
Allow· me to give you the amount of gress to regulate these departments of 
money, in round billions, whfch was the Government to the benefit of all. 
appropriated for the Air Force for the The blame for the extravagance of the 
last 3 fiscal years and the amount of Air Force lies right here in the Congress. 
money which that Department was un- For years Congress has been voting tbe 
able to spend during each of these 3 armed services more money than they 
fiscal years from the money approp:ri- could spend. We have been acting as a. 
a ted. In most cases,. in the defense ap- father who feels that he has· carried out 
propriation, the unexpended balance at his obligation to his son merely b-y giving 
the end of the fiscal year goes over into. him more money than he needs. Our 
the next year. There are contracts for obligation in Congress, for the defense 
construction made in one year that are of America, consists of more· than merely . 
finished in the next year or even later. appropriating more money for defense 
For the fiscal year ending in July 1951, than can be spent. We have a most· 
a total of $16 billion was appropriated . . sacred obligation to preserve the safety 
At the end of the year a total of $13: and welfare ot all America. That ob
billion was unexpended. In the fiscal ligation is to see that. the taxpayers' 
year ending July 1, 1952., a total of $22: money is spent in the best iBterests of 
billion was appropriated; and a total of our country and in accord with our 
$23 billion was. left unexpended at the economie capabilities. The jol>' of the 
end of that fiscal year. For the fis.cal Congress is to keep in mind the entire 
year just ending on July 1, 1953, the economy and welfare ot allot the people, 
amount of $22 billion -was appropriated which not only includes the guns and the 
for the Air Force, and there is an esti- planes~ but its taxpayers, workers, farm
mated unexpended amount of $29 bil- · ers, businessmen,. the needy, and all 
l'ion. Now the Appropriations Commit· phases of our economic and social exist
tee who has made a careful study of our ence. When the needs and demands of 
defense needs requests $11 billion addi- the military rides supreme, then we have 
tional appropriation f.or the fiscal year militarism. and all of its attendant ills. 
ending July 1, 1954. This, with $29 bil· Sueh militarism has wrecked every 
lion already unexpended'. leaves the country that has bowed to it. 
Air Force $40' bil'lion which it can spend I fear that this extravagance of the 
during the next year. that is the year Air Force has resulted from our year
ending July I, 1954. That is more than after-year giving it mOlie money than it 
twice the amount which the Air Force could use. Perhaps our country as a 
has been able to spend in any one of: whole has fallen into a line of thinking 
the 3 preceding y,ears. wherein money is everything; wherein 

Nevertheless, we find a group of people money and money alo.tie can buy us a 
in the Air Force and some Members of sound economy, arui can defend us. 
the Congress who. say tha.t we will wreck against an dangers and ills. both domes
the Air Force if we do, not-give them an th~· and foreign. Money alone never 
additional $5 .billion. The President of gave security to: any individual noF to 
the United States. who is the Com· any nation. Croesus sitting on his 
mander in Chief of all of our Armed mountain of gold and jewels discovered 
Forces, the Secretary of Defense and the tha.t centuries. ago when he met the 
Secretary of the Air Force, all state that rugged and capable arm.y- of Cyrus the 
the Air Force could not intelligently Great. 
spend this additional $.5 billion if it is It would take hours to point out the 
appropriated. extravagance of our armed services 

President Eisenhower has approved which have recently come to light, but 
the Air Force budget and is against this allow me to mention only a few. The 
attempted increase. He is unquestion· scandals of the air-field construction 
ably one of the most capable and best program abroad are still resounding in 
informed military leaders of our time. cur ears. 
He has the greatest and most solemn It was recently discovered that the 
obligation to defend the United States. Army, which wanted to spend money 
If he would make any error in our de· more rapidly, purchased $45 million 
fense plans. it would be to err on the worth of overcoats that are of no use to 
side of a stronger defense, and that is the service, and are now hidden in vari
as it should be. During all of this de- ·ous warehouses. The misuse of armed 
bate, please keep in mind that President .services' personnel is common gossip. 
Eisenhower is against this attempt to Incidentally, this. talk ru economy has 
"increase the Air Force appropriatiom. already had a very wholesome effect 

The question which has been worrying on the Air Force. A few days ago it was 
me is why in the face of tbese facts, a. disclosed that tbe Air Force was paying 

Fairchild Manufacturing Co. $260.000 for 
a certain type plane. It was paying 
Kaiser-Frazer $1,200,000 for the same 
plane. Why? Could it be that. Con
gress has taught the Air Force that 

· mane~ has no value. At any rate, the 
Air Force has now canceled that absurd 
contract with Kaiser-Frazer and will 
s~ve around $100 million of the tax· 
payers' money. 

On June 11 the Air Force announced 
a cancellation o! the contract to manu
facture 193' planes being made by the 
Beech Aircraft Corp. and 227 of the same 
·planes being made by Canadier of Mon· 
treal, Canada. .The Air Force officials 
decided the planes are net needed. The 
total contract involved a sum of $.225 
million. It will probably cost the Air 
Force $100 million to settle the contract, 
but even that is better than spending 
$225 million for planes that could not 
be used. 

On June 18 the Air Force cut the 
number of giant presses which it had 
ordered from 17 to 1!0. Thi-s number was 
later cut to two as the Air Force said 
that it had no need for the presses. 
This contract involved $'400 million. 

These are typical ·examples· of the re
sults when any Department of the Go:v· 
ernment is given more money to spend 
than· is actually needed. Yes, these 
stories could ·go on for hours, but I am 
not so interested in pointing out errors 
of the past. Let us look to the future. 
From now on let us use· a little sanity 
m our spending. We should get thetax· 
payer a dollar's value for every dollar 
spent~ The American people are insist· 
ing that we do just that. 

TheTe has been a great deal of discus· 
sion about the number of air wings that 
we should have in our Air Force. That is 
a technical matter, and would take con. 
siderable time to explain. A wing is a 
tactical and administrative organization 
of varied strength in planes and per
sonnet and is somewhat similar to 
a division in the Army: For instance, 
a medium-heavy bomber wing is com· 
posed of 30 planes. A light bomber wing 
is composed of 4a planes. A fighter wing 
is composed of 75 planes. In addition, 
there are reconnaissance wings, troop
carrier wings, and so forth. The number 
of wings does affect the number of gen· 
erals and the number of high officers 
which can be promoted The number of 
wings, however, does not determine the 
capabilities of an Air Force. A wing 
can be understrength in the number of 
planes or the planes can be obsolete and 
of little use. For instance, a 100-wing 
.Air Force. if filled with the best and 
most modern planes and manned by the 
most efficient personnel, can be a most 
effective fighting force. On the other 
hand, 200 wings. if they d.o not have the 
full component of planes and if the 
planes they have are obsolete or do not 
meet the combat requirements of the 
times, could be :next to useless. I do not 
mean to say that the number o:f wings 
is immaterial to our air strength, but I 
do want to point out that the discussion 
of the number of wings can be very con. 
fusing. lt i& most vital. however, that 
we ha.ve the best planes in sufficient 
nmnbers~ and tJilat they be manned by 
the best-trained personnel. · 
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The Secretary of Defense tells us that 

adding $5 billion to this appropriation 
would not get us one extra plane, and 
that without this $5 billion there will be 
no cutback in the proposed production of 
planes. 

Before we vote $5 billion more to the 
Air Force, which would give it $45 billion 
to spend the following year, let us, for 
a moment, think of what $5 billion really 
means. This amount of money would 
pay for 1 year of higher education for 
5 million students, which is more than 
twice the number of students that are 
in attendance at all of the institutions of 
higher learning in the United States. 
This $5 billion would build one-half mil
lion homes in America. This $5 billion 
is more than twice the money that is be
ing spent by the Federal Government, 
by the States, and by the local govern
ments combined for all old-age pensions, 
all blind pensions, and all aid to de
pendent children for this year. I do 
not think that there is a doubt that the 
pouring of untold billions into our de
fense effort without an adequate plan 
to use it has· done our defense effort, and 
our national economy, great harm. 

America did not become great because 
of war. America became great through 
peaceful pursuits, through hard work of 
honest citizens. It became great be
cause of the work in the fields-in the 
mines-in the shops-the stores-in ev
ery phase of our economic life. It be
came great because of the American 
home-because of our churches and our 
schools. A dollar spent for shelter and 
for food and the comforts of life adds to 
the strength of America, but every dollar 
spent for defense which is not needed is 
a dollar spent toward destruction-not 
toward growth. To say that war and 
destruction help our economy is the same 
as saying that the way toward a healthy 
life is to constantly take morphine. 

Let me repeat that I believe in and will 
fight for a strong defense in America. If 
there ever is a cut made which we later 
find would injure our defense effort, there 
is no question that the Congress would 
appropriate the necessary money in a 
matter of hours. I am a strong believer 
in air power. I believe that today 
it is most important that we have a 
strong and a vitalized Air Force. But I 
believe that it has been demonstrated 
that a reckless a;nd extravagant use of 
money not only keeps us from getting a 
strong defense, but can destroy our fine 
economy in America, without which all 
of our defense would fail. America's fu
ture lies in peaceful pursuits. 

Every Member on this fioor knows that 
as long as America is strong and free all 
the forces in the world cannot destroy 
her; but every student of history knows 
that when the militarist takes over. a 
country the freedom and dignity of man 
suffer; that militarism has destroyed ev
ery country that has embraced it. The 
purpose of the Air Force must always be 
to protect America and its interests; and 
we must never have the situation in 
America where the civilian economy ex
ists for the purpose of supporting the 
military. Let us not let the tail wag the 
dog. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Chairman. I 
yield 20 minutes to the gentleman trom 

Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA], who served on 
the Air Force Subcommittee. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. Chairman, last 
January when the list of those to serve 
on the Appropriations Committee con
firmed my name being one of its mem
bers, I appeared before Dr. MILLER, my 
distinguished colleague from Nebraska, 
and thanked him for his help as one of 
the Committee on Committees for get
ting the assignment for which I had ex
pressed a preference. He suggested that 
I withhold my thanks for the next 4 or 
5 months and come back to him and see 
if I would thank him as sincerely that 
much later as I was doing in January. 
As the weeks wore on I got an idea of 
what he had in mind, because the 
sessions were grinding, they were tedious 
at times and it is hard work. However, 
I do not retract my thanks to the gentle
man from Nebraska because it has been 
my privilege for the last 4 months to 
serve on a committee that is very emi
nent, indeed, in my judgment. This is 
particularly true of the subcommittee on 
which I serve. The chairman of the 
full committee, the gentleman from 
Kansas and the gentleman from Texas, 
are charitable, tolerant, Christian gen
tlemen in their liberality toward a novice 
on the committee. I gratefully acknowl
edge also the help of the committ~ staff. 

Mr. Chairman, the subject of the Air 
Force and air defense has tremendous 
publicity and demagogic capabilities. 
Many of them have been heavily ex
ploited in recent weeks. Tao often facts, 
figures, and information elicited or uti
lized have afforded much aid and com
fort to enemy intelligence services, so 
great has been the zeal O\ those who want 
to fight a cause. Oftentunes, such facts, 
figures, and other information have been 
used in such a way that they do not 
lend themselves to refutation; not be
cause of lack of proper and contrary 
facts and information, but because the 
use of such proper facts and informa
tion would in and of itself lend further 
and more satisfying aid and comfort to 
the enemy. 

Fortunately, in spite of such tactics, 
the case for the present budget bill can 
be made without going into forbidden 
territory; and I assure you that our com
mittee, although possessed of official in
formation, will exercise such restraint 
as is necessary to the end that rules of 
security will continue to be observed. 

COMMITTEE FOR STRONG AIR FORCE 

First of all, Mr. Chairman, I mention 
a point which should hardly be necessary 
for the thoughtful mind. Our Armed 
Services Committee and our Appropria
tions Committee are for a good, strong 
Air Force. After weeks of specific study 
of the place and indispensability of air 
power in modern national security, no 
one is more thoroughly convinced of the 
necessity of a strong, modern, and alert 
air defense than my colleagues of the 
committee and myself. Our labors have 
been toward that end. 
NO REDUCTION OF AIR FORCE CONTEMPLATED-

CONTRACTS CANCELED 

Before discussing budget figures prop
er, I should like to comment briefiy on 
the popular beli:~f that a cut in the Air 
Force is 'Qeing considered. It arises, no 

doubt, from the fact that there is so 
much talk about a 143-wing 'IJ>gram 
against an interim 120-wing program. 
A great many people, probably most of 
.them, think we have 143 wings. There 
is now talk abou~ 120-wings, The differ
ence is obviously 23 wings. But let me 
impress this thought upon you: We do 
not have 143 wings. No reduction of 
Air Force is contemplated. It will be 
stronger 6 months from now and again 
a year from now than it is today. Its 
combat strength on the basis of present 
interim plans will be as great and pos
sibly greater than planned under the so
called 143-wing program. The plain 
answer to questions raised irt this direc
tion is that one cannot cut something 
which you do not have. We do not have 
143 wings. Hence, we cannot cut there
from. Even without slippage, under our 
present schedule, it would not be until 
June 30, 1956, that we could expect a 143-
wing strength. We are a long way from 
it now. 

Today we have 106 wings officially ac
tivated. But let us not be fooled by that 
term "activated." Ten or more of these 
wings have no combat planes, and they 
are supposed, eventually, to have them. 
The balance of the wings are -in varying 
states of combat readiness and modern
ization. The popular mind has it that 
an "activated" wing is one equipped with 
planes, fully armed, supplied, manned. 
and ready to take off into the "wild blue 
yonder." It is no such thing. It takes 
only the signature on a very brief type
written document to officially activate a 
wing, and no enemy planes have been 
shot down yet by a newly activated wing. 

No, we are not reducing our Air Force, 
but rather continuing to build it. The 
reduction actually being made is in 
terms of dollars, and the basic reason 
for this, as I will shortly detail, is the 
fact that the amounts of reduction, if 
appropriated now, would be planned for 
expenditure so far in the future, that 
the committee and others have come to 
the conclusion that it would be for the 
common welfare that less money actu
ally be appropriated than was requested. 
The amount of the reductions had better 
remain subject to the control of this 
Congress, not alone for the sake of con
trol itself, but to further insure its ju
dicious and careful spending when it is 
really needed. 

ANNUAL PUBLIC DEPRECIATION OF Am FORCE 

Some so-called friends of the Air Force, 
in their zeal to advance its cause ac
cording to their own lights, have gone 
into great detail with statistics and de
scriptions of the inadequacies and the 
obsolescence of our Air Force. The 
apologetic semblance to an Air Force 
which results is scarcely recognizable 
after they get through. Such words as 
"deplorable" or "sad and disgraceful" 
or ''totally lacking in capacity to ade
quately defend itself," have often been 
resorted to. The disastrous effects of 
constant reprograming, of stretchouts, 
of replanning, of economy drives, cut
ting of production, and delay in develop
ment, it is said, add up to this frightful 
nightmare which America designates as 
its Air Force. 

In the first place, I want to say that 
such an approach does not meet much 
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sympathy of our commitee. We cannot 
subscr · e to the thought that our Air 
Force is either inferior or second best. 
In the second place, we should like to 
call attention to the fact that if such 
deplorable condition and its antecedence 
actually obtain, it was not at the hands 
of those currently in charge, but rather 
the hands of their predecessors. Thirdly, 
it must be said that the end result, so 
dolefully described, is a branch of our 
Armed Services which, from July 1, 1950, 
to June 30, 1953, has received appro
priations totaling $62 billion, 29-plus bil
lions of which were specifically for air-= 
craft production. It is suggested that 
after all this and more of the country's 
financial and other resources have been 
made available, and if the results are so 
deplorable, then the reason for short
comings and the remedy do not lie in 
the inadequacy of money. Dollars alone 
will not do the job. They must be ef
fectively and intelligently used, without 
waste, insofar as that is possible in an 
undertaking so vast and so complex. 

CRASH-TYPE PROGRANl 

Mr. Chairman, in the past 3 years. 
there have been instances of waste, of 
poor planning and expensive, misdirect
ed activities. This is neither _ the time 
nor place to judge those responsible for 
such things. It should be evident to 
anyone who has gone over the program 
that many of these things were inherent 
in the crash type of program on which 
we embarked right after the Korean 
war started. Methods, then best calcu
lated to achieve desired results, have 
been disproved by actual trial. We 
know better now because of many of 
those experiences. We propose to capi
talize on them. It is lucky we get this 
second chance. It is lucky that it was 
not the real McCoy with which we were 
faced in 1950, instead of a time when 
an all-out effort was needed. 

These mistakes will be corrected They 
are in the process of correction now. But 
it cannot and will not be done by the 
timeworn and outmoded formula so 

- often prescribed and used in the past 20 
years, to wit: Another astronomical ap
propriation, following the voting of 
which the Congress heaves a few self
satisfied sighs and promptly lapses into 
another period of complacency and 
pseudo-happiness, safe and secure in the 
thought that everything has been done 
that can be done. The rude awakening 
comes when the time comes for another 
deficiency appropriation request. 

There is a list of the reasons why the 
reductions were made in this Air Force 
budget contained on page 4 of the report, 
I will not detail them here again. I 
should like to refer however to the evolu
tion of the budget as we have it. It was 
suggested here a little bit ago that the 
Air Force really did not ask for more 
than they should have. I should like, 
if you have a pencil and something to 
write on, for you to take down 4 :figures, 
and they are simply these: We start out 
in the January budget with $16.8 bil
lion, which is the requested budget 
for the Air Force. In March there was a 
voluntary reduction by the Air Force 
of $1.6 billion, so the next figure will be 
$-15.2 billion. Then we drop down to 

the $11 billion plus figure which the 
June budget, or the new proposed budget, 
contained. Now we have a proposal that 
we add $1.4 billion, making a tOtal of 
$13.1 billion, including military con
struction, which will give us the same 
overall result it is said, by way of the 
143-wing goal that we were going to 
achieve under the $16.8 billion, except 
for a delay of 6 months which was suf
fered by reason of the freeze order and 
so on. I might say that in December 
1952 the Air Force revised budget as pre
sented to the Department of Defense was 
$19.5 billion, so that if we compare that 
with the present figure of $11 billion 
there was a cut of $8.5 billion. Now we 
are told that if we restore $1.4 billion of 
the $8.5 billion everything will be lovely 
except the time that was lost in the 
freeze orders and other restrictions that 
were imposed in February and March 
and succeeding months. 

There is one account in particular to 
which I should like to call attention; 
that is, the spare-parts account. The 
spare-parts account was referred to ear
lier today by the gentleman from Kansas. 
That particular account since the out
break of the Korean War has had a total 
of $12.7 billion appropriated to it. That 
includes the appropriation we are now 
considering. li'or the time from the Ko
rean war until June 30 of next year, a 
year from yesterday, the estimated ex
penditures from that fund will be $1.7 
billion, leaving an unused balance in 
stock or on order of some $11 billion. 
It is that type of thing multiplied many 
t imes which resulted ·in the large unex
pended balances with which we were 
confronted and which have been a great 
factor in enabling reduction of the 
budget so greatly. 

This sort of bandying about in terms 
of tens of billions of dollars has not 
been an unusual thing in past years. 
The total Air Force budget requests for 
the fiscal years from 1951 to 1954 in
clusive exceeded by $32 billion the 
amounts recommended by President 
Truman for those 4 years, and President 
Truman's reputation was not that exact
ly of a tight-fisted administrator of 
funds. 

The question has been asked as to 
where these cuts have been made. It 
has been suggested by the gentleman 
from California that he has been looking 
diligently for them; that he has been try
ing to find where they are and what they 
consist of, but has not been able to 
find them. Mr. Chairman, they are in 
the record. If we turn to pages 285 and 
following of Air Force hearings, Mr. 
James Dough~ts,_ Under Secretary of the 
Air Force, we find him testifying way 
back on May 22, in substance as follows: 
"We started out with the January budget 
of $16.8 billion, and then on March 6 that 
was reduced to $15.2 billion by the vol
untary action of the Air Force." Mr. 
Douglas broke down the reduction from 
$15.2 billion to $11.7 billion as follows: 
Aircraft procurement $1.8 billion. Lead 
time out of that was $1.5 billion. The 
carryover, which was not programed at 
all, was $300 million, and later it turned 
out that that carryover was $633 million. 
That is the amount we later added to the 
aircraft procurement account. 

The second item was that of construc
tion, in which there was a reduction of 
$300 million, and even at that, about 
$1.6 billion remained unobligated in the 
construction account as of June 30, 1953. 

There was maintenance and opera
tions, principally in the item of spares. 
and spare parts. Maintenance and oper
ations accounted for $1 billion; a man
power saving of $200 million, and major 
procurement other than aircraft, three
tenths of a billion, making approximate
ly $3.5 billion. That is the breakdown. 

Now let us get into this question of 
wings and the idea of reducing our Air 
Force from 143 wings to 120 wings. The 
first thing I would like to say is that 
there seems to be a conscious effort to 
sort of misrepresent what is happening 
here. There actually is no such thing 
as a reduction of the Air Force contem
plated. We do not have 143 wings. Not 
having them, we cannot cut them. Yet 
we constantly find many referring to a 
reduction in our Air Force. It is so easy 
to subtract 120 from 143 to make the 
difference of 23 that that error is prob
ably made. 

There -was some discussion here this 
morning as to whether or not the 143-
wing· or some other wing goal would be 
the proper goal. The fact is, when the 
entire plan was submitted to us it was 

-submitted to us on an interim basis. 
I think the designation of the descrip
tion is rather unfortunate. If it had 
been simply designated as another 
stretch-out, and we have had a · half 
dozen stretch-outs until now, and an
other one would have scarcely been no
ticed or if it had been referred to as a 
modified 143-wing program, I think it 
would have hardly been noticed. But 
the fact is, as testified by Mr. Talbott 
when he came before our subcommittee, 
the 143-wing Air Force has not been 
abandoned. I quote from his testimony: 

I do not for one moment consider that we 
have abandoned the 143-wing Air Force. I 
think our job is to build toward this goal 
with the most efficient types of military air
craft. 

This we are doing, and the reduction in 
our request for funds in fiscal year 1954 will 
not change delivery sched-ules of bomber, 
fighter, and reconnaissance aircraft, nor will 
it prevent our carrying out the 143-wing air
craft program in these categories if appropri
ate reorders of produc.tion items are exe
cuted by July 1954. I -am satisfied that it 
is now practical to reduce reorder lead times 
in most of our combat aircraft, and doing so 
permits the elimination of many aircraft 
heretofore programed for purchase from 1954 
funds. -

The basis for that,' of course, is this 
determination to study and restudy the 
entire program that we have before us 
in the Department of Defense. 

There has been a good deal of dis
cussion here on the kind of budget that 
we have. Is it a civilian budget? Is it 
a military budget? There was some at
tempt to place a construction on what 
the record showed. I do not think the 
kind of record I am going to read to you 
now will need any ·construction or any 
interpretation placed upon it. It is my 
opinion that it will not. Here is a ques
tion asked by the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. MAHON] of General Vandenberg 
when he appeared before our committee 
on June 12. The question was asked 



1953 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -HOUSE 7851 
whether or not General Vandenberg had 
been consulted about this cut in the 
budget and this new :plan, and whether 
the Chiefs of Staff had been consulted 
or not. The question by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr.. MAHON] reads ·as fol
lows-page 992, Air Force hearings: 

I would like to understand for sure 
whether or not you were given an opportu
nity to, and if you did, participate in arriv
ing at this revision of the Air Force goals 
and so forth. 

The answer by General Vandenberg: 
There were through the Air Sta:tr and 

through the civilian secretariat many con
sultations between the Air Force and the De
partment of Defense. The Chiefs of Staff
not as Joint Chiefs, but as chie:fis of service, 
were given an opportunity at an earlier cut, 
which was much more drastic than the one 
finally given to us. We had an opportu,. 
nity to prepare a ·paper and point out the 
implications. All of the chiefs took advan
tage of this. I had my day in court. I pro
tested it. I protested through my Secretary/ 
as he has stated publicly, and also the Under 
Secretary. It was not necessary to do this 
officially, because my views within the Air 
Force were well known by the civilian Sepre
tary-, Mr. Talbott, and the Under Secretary. 

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

Mr. HRUSKA. I yield. 
Mr. YORTY. I think the gentleman 

is exactly right in that testimony up to 
a point. What the gentleman is saying 
is that they had an "exercise" on the 
previously proposed budget which would 
have cut defense as much as necessary 
to balance the overall Federal budget. 
The services studied the effects of the 
proposed cut and told the Security 
Council what that would do to national 
security. When they looked it over in 
the Security Council nobody could ac
cept the result. But later, when they 
decided on this new :figure, they did not 
submit it to the services and let them 
report back fu the Security Council as 
to just what these proposed cuts would 
do. Instead they just presented the 
overall figure to the Security Council. 
General Vandenberg was there repre
senting the Joint Chiefs. He was acting 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs. He was 
not asked to comment, and he could not 
have volunteered comments without be
ing insubordinate. He has, however, 
said that even if he had been asked, he 
could not have estimated the effect of 
the cut because the overall defense fig
ure was in no way broken down by serv
ices and he did not know then what it 
would do to the Air Force. Nobody did. 

Mr. HRUSKA. I find on May 11 I 
have the testimony of Secretary Wilson 
in this regard. And again Mr. MAHON 
is interrogating him. He asks of Mr. 
Wilson, on pages 388 and 389, Depart
ment of Defense hearings: 

Who actually wrote down this figure, com
piled it, and agreed that that was the defense 
budget for the three services-you, Mr. Kyes, 
Mr. McNeill, and the three civilian Secre
taries? 

Secretary WILSON. The Secr.etaries and all 
their sta:trs, all the people who were avail
able to us. We discussed all major points 
before a decision was reached. 

Question by Mr. MAHoN: 
Was this budget made up in the Pentagon, 

then by you and your assistants 1n the 
Pentagon~ 

I suggest it is that question which sort 
of leads to wishful thinking on the part 
of the gentleman from Texas. He wants 
to have that construction placed on it, 
but the answer does not permit it, be
cause it says: 

';I'hat is right, and the National Security 
Council either establi~hed or approved the 
basic policy decisions, and the actions on 
the several appropriations reflect these policy 
considerations and decisions. 

Then, on the next page, Mr. MAHoN; 
This is not the budget of the military; it 

is tne budget of the civilians? 

And Secretary Wilson answered: 
It is a result of the combined e:trorts, mili

tary and civilian. There are two important 
things, one is money. But it is not only the 
money but is the e:trort of the people-

And so on. I do not think there is 
too much question about where this 
budget came from. It was a composite, 
the judgment by a lot of people. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlen1an from Nebraska has expired. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the gentleman 10 additional min
utes. 

I wonder if the gentleman will yield 
tome. 

Mr. HRUSKA. I yield to the gentle:
man from Kansas. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. I just want to make 
this comment; namely, that the -gentle
man from Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA] has 
justified the faith of those who recom
mended him to this committee. 

Mr. HRUSKA. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HRUSKA. I yield. 
Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. The gen

tleman is making a very fine statement, 
and it reflects many hours of diligent 
effort, and I am sure is most helpful to 
the House. 

Mr. HRUSKA. I thank you very 
much. 

There 'is 1 other thing before we go 
into 2 other points under "Wings." We 
have had a lot of discussion about ac
tivated wings, and so on. That is an
other .sort of a trap, if you want to call 
it that, because we are told today that 
we have 106 activated wings; and we 
have. Yet we know that 10 or more of 
them do not have any combat planes at 
all. They are supposed to have combat 
planes. · 

I hold in my hand this 2-page letter, 
mimeogr.aphed in form, which, wnen 
signed, results in an activated wing. 
That is all it takes to activate a wing. 
When that letter is signed there is an
other activated wing in being. It simply 
recites, "There shall be a wing" of such 
and such character, "and it shall be lo
cated at" such and such a point, and 
from there on the wing results. 

Now, it has been suggested that "Pres
ident Eisenhower needs strength at the 
counsel table. OlJ,r enemy knows only 
strength. If this Nation is to err, let us 
err on the side of greater power and ef
fectiveness in the air." That is begging 
the question, because it assumes that 
more appropriations, and especially $1.4 
billion, will be transferred into greater 
effectiveness in airpower. I have al-

ready pointed out, and the record of the 
last 3 years proves, that dollars do not 
make airpower. If the $73 billion ap
propriated from July 1, 1950, including 
the present proposal, if that amount of 
money will not have brought about this 
greater effectiveness and greater power, 
then I think we can despair of the addi
tional $1.4 billion resulting in any cure
all under the circumstances. 

There is a breakdown of that $1.4 bil
lion, which in due time I will discuss. I 
think I will defer that until tomorrow, 
however. 

This is my final point. Further lan
guage used here today is "that ours is 
the decision today. Ours is the respon
sibility, and we are going to divide our
selves into 2 camps; 1 which says, 'I be
lieve in airpower ,' and the other which 
will, by voting against the amendment, 
say, 'I believe in airpower, but.'" 

Then there is the further statement, 
''I do not want that responsibility of 
reducing the Air Force." Nobody is re
ducing the Air Force. Our Air Force 
will be stronger 6 months from now than 
it is now. It will be stronger a year from 
now than it is now. It will continue to 
grow and continue to be stronger. 

Now I am wondering if there is not in 
this situation a basic clash of concepts 
of our national defense. After all, we 
have on the one hand a World War II 
leader and a commander of air strength 
of high repute and o( great knowledge in 
the field of air war. 

General Vandenberg when he ad
dressed our committee had an imposing 
array of decorations and I am sure that 
every one of them was properly and 
meritoriously awarded. On the other 
hand we have this fact, Mr. Chairman, 
this budget has received the personal 
study, review, and the blessing of an
other man who is also on the top of the 
heap, if you want to put it that way, 
militarily speaking, because all of us 
have heard it said, that President Eisen
hower is without peer as a military man 
in his own right. Now, I am wondering 
if there is not a basic clash here. Cer
tainly with each of them contending for 
something that is different, both of them 
earnestly contending for it, they must be 
approaching solution from different 
viewpoints. I will tell you what I think 
it is. Here is the thing General Van
denberg is still talking about. He is still 
stubbornly, or, rather, persistently 
hanging on to the idea as expressed on 
page 983, Air Force hearings: 

We are talking about an air force as of a 
day that we must be ready to meet the Soviet 
air force in order to avoid disaster-a day. 

And then at another place: 
Now, anybody can pick any date they want. 

My date is 1954. That is the last time I 
think we can a:trord to fiddle with this busi
ness. 

That is the position, that is the con
cept upon which this 143-wing force was 
first based for completion, if you please, 
originally by June 30, 1954; and since 
then, continuously, and on several occa
sions stretched out--this time it is not 
being stretched out, we have an interim 
goal which is unfortunate. Very likely 
if the term "modified 143-wing goal" had 
been .used, this furor and agitation may 
conceivably never have occurred. 



,7852 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -HOUSE July 1 
What has President Eisenhower said 

about his concept? Here is what he said 
not too long ago as set out on page 322, 
Defense Department hearings: 

The basic elements of the strategic prob
lem have not materially changed in recent 
years and certainly not in recent days. The 
areas and peoples vital to our Nation's su_p
port are the same as they have been for a long 
time. What we are going to do is to adopt a 
new policy for the solution of that prob
lem. • • • The essence of the change is 
this: We reject the idea that we must build 
up to a maximum attainable strength by 
some specific date theoretically fixed for a 
specified time in the future. Defense is not 
a matter of maximum strength for a given 
date; it is a matter of adequate protection 
to be projected as far into the future as the 
actions and apparent purposes of others may 
compel us. 

Do you not see the diametrically op
posite e11ect of this philosophy? Both of 
these men have been most capable in 
their respective fields but there is this 
basically di11erent approach and plan. 
Does not this . discussion get down to 
where the ultimate control and decisions 
lie? Shall it lie in the hands of the mili
tary or shall it lie in the hands of the 
civilian authorities? I do not think we 
are ready yet in America to abandon the 
principle that the ultimate decision of 
such matters as this shall lie in the hands 
of those in civilian government. For
tunately for us, fortunately for the coun-.. 
try and the world, the freedom-loving 
part of the worJ.d, we have at the head 
of our Government a man who in his 
own right and apart from his office as 
President could say: ''This is what I be
lieve" and he would command, I believe, 
as much respect on that basis as he does 
under the present official title which he 
holds. 

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

Mr. HRUSKA. I yield. 
Mr. HAND. The gentleman certainly 

knows that all the money in the world 
would not permit the Armed Forces to 
complete their 143-wing program in 
1954, does he not? 

Mr. HRUSKA. I do. 
Mr. HAND. That would be physical

ly impossible. 
Mr. HRUSKA. It is physically im

possible, and it was so recognized; and 
that was why it has already been 
stretched out. There is another stretch
out but unfortunately it has been des
ignated as an interim goal of 120 
wings. That is unfortunate for the com
position of the wings is not changed and 
we can keep building on toward a 143 
wing goal. 

Mr. HAND. And provision is made to 
modernize the National Guard air arm. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Twenty-three wings 
have been provided to modernize the 
National Guard air arm which was not 
contemplated in the original 143 wing 
force. 

Mr. HAND. The gentleman also 
knows that habitually over a period of 
years Congress has appropriated money 
to the armed services and to other agen
cies faster than they found it possible 
to spend or to obligate. 

Mr. HRUSKA. That is true; and it 
is considered that it is good policy for 
Congress to repossess itself of the con-

trol of those funds not for the sake of 
control in itself but for the sake of a 
more judicious and careful spending of 
the money when expenditure will be 
necessary. 

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

Mr. HRUSKA. I yield to the gentle
man from Massachusetts. 

Mr. McCORMACK. On that reason
ing and on that theory, why should we 
not say we will appropriate nothing 
for this year? We have plenty of money 
fioating around, so we will not appropri.
ate anything. 

Mr. HRUSKA. The gentleman from 
Massachusetts is a very experienced de
bater, but he uses the old technique of 
all or none. That is the same argument 
I referred to a little bit ago about the 
reduction in Air Force and the state
ments that we are killing the Air Force, 
we are going to stop building the Air 
Force. There is not any merit to that 
at all. We cannot resort to that argu
ment of all or none because no one has 
proposed it. This is an intelligent 
scaling down of an excessive budget, one 
which possessed and which originally 
contained way too much lead time. It is 
on that basis that the reductions are 
made. 

Some remarks were made about the 
new look we are going to take. After the 
thing got in trouble-that is, the 120-
wing proposal got in trouble, then hur
riedly somebody ·worked up the idea, 
so it is stated, and we are going to re
study this thing. It may be all right to 
indulge in thoughts of that kind but they 
do not reflect the fact. On May 11 when 
Secretary Wilson was before our com
mittee, when he appeared and brought 
us this budget he made a statement, and 
I refer to page 319 of the hearing of De
partment of Defense: 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Nebraska has expired. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the gentleman 3 additional minutes. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. Wilson made the 
following statement: 

During the summer and fall of 1953, it 
is planned to take a new look at the entire 
defense picture. This will involve an in
tensive and detailed study of all aspects 
of defense-forces, missions, weapons, read
iness levels, strategic plans, and so forth
and will provide the basis for the fiscal year 
1955 budget. The force plans I have out
lined above are subject· to whatever change 
may be indicated by this forthcoming review. 

That statement was made on May 11, 
1953, at the same time that this revised 
budget was proposed. We have a basic 
proposition here of what we will consider 
as the final source of authority on the 
thing. Will it be a general who has one 
concept of our national defense, speak
ing airwise, or the civilian authority 
headed by the Chief Executive of our 
Nation, who will prescribe ultimate policy 
such as that which we have before us 
in this bill? 

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

Mr. HRUSKA. I yield to the gentle
man from Massachusetts. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Under the present 
policy the 143 air wing group was a com
promise. One hundred and sixty-five 

was considered, 150-odd was considered, 
and the 143 was a compromise by the 
Joint Chiefs of Sta11 that this body over
whelmingly supported in the last Con
gress, that figure to be attained by the 
middle of 1955, is that correct? 

Mr. HRUSKA. My recollection is that 
it was earlier than 1955. I thought it 
was 1954. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Well, that was 
back prior. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Through a stretchout, 
and another one, and still a third one. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I think we pro
vided for 1955. But what will the 
stretchout be now? 

Mr. HRUSKA. The stretchout e11ect 
is that concentration is being had on 
the combat wing aspects of a 143-wing 
Air Force. There are certain supporting 
units, like the trainers, transports, heli
copters, and others which are being left 
out. They can be produced almost any 
time with a minimum of reorder lead 
time. The theory is to sharpen and to 
broaden and to perfect our fighting edge 
so that we will be possessed of that thing 
which will best and most e11ectively help 
us in the event of an attack. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I want to compli
ment the gentleman from Nebraska. He 
is well prepared and his presentation was 
very nice and very interesting. He made 
a very favorable impression. While I 
disagree in part with the gentleman, I 
thoroughly respect his views. The thor
oughness of his preparation and then 
his presentation are appreciated by all, 
.whether we completely or partially agree 
or disagree with the gentleman. I just 
wanted to make those observations. It 
has been a pleasure to listen to the gen
tleman. There is an honest disagree
ment, but the gentleman presented his 
views very ably. 

Mr. HRUSKA. I tliank the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Nebraska has expired. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Chr..irman, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. TABER]. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
only going to take a very few moments. 
Some questions were raised here this 
morning, and I undertook the job of 
running down the answers. I am au
thorized to say this: 

The Department of Defense states that no 
remarks have been made by Secretary Wil
son which state or infer that "no matter 
what Congress did with reference to the Air 
Force he was not going to pay any atten
tion to it." In this connection an examina
tion of the record of the hearings shows no 
indication of any remark of this kind. 

So that we may have an answer to 
another question which was raised, I ob
tained the record of the Senate hearings 
on the appropriation bill presently pend
ing before this House. They clearly 
demonstrate the complete · Jack of 
foundation for the alleged statement at
tributed to Secretary Wilson to the ef
fect that the United States plans only a 
defense air force. This question was 
raised specifically by Senator MAYBANK 
during the hearings, and I should like 
to quote the following colloquy from 
page 14 of these hearings: 

Senator MAYBANK. I thoroughly agree with 
you, and I thought you did the right thing 
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on cutting out these new bases, but I want 
to know if this is going to be an offensive 
air force with strategic air power able to do 
what is set up to do and able to do what we 
spent billions and billions of dollars for on 
atomic energy, because that is the purpose. 

Secretary WILSON. If you want a simple 
answer to that, the answer is "Yes." 

senator MAYBANK. Thank you. It is going 
to be an offensive air force? 

Secretary WILSON. Yes. 
Senator MAYBANK. I am glad to hear you 

contradict the newspapers who quoted you 
some 2 weeks ago. 

Now I would like to read what took 
place a little before that, on page 9: 

Senator MAYBANK. I understand that, but 
do you think this is an offensive air force 
or defensive air force? 

Secretary WILSON. It will be-I mean there 
is nothing taken out of the program for 
1954. 

Senator MAYBANK. That will hurt our of
fensive air force in the case we get in a war, 
which we all hope and pray we won't, because 
the statement that I read in the paper was 
that that was enough to defend America; 
but that is exactly what the distinguished 
General Van Fleet said; he had enough am
munition to defend him on the Peninsula 
but he did not have enough ammunition in 
Korea to progress it as it should be; and the 
only interest I have got in the air force is 
not any bases-you are right in cutting out 
these new bases, because I do not see that 
they ~re necessary, but I want to make cer
tain that we have got enough air force pilots 
and navigators and bombardiers or what
ever you have to have for an offensive air 
force if we need it. That is the only ques
tion I wanted to ask. 

Secretary WILSON •. Perhaps to make that 
other statement of mine a little clearer, I 
have the conception of our milltary pro
gram as a nation, being ample to defend the 
country and to strike back if war is forced 
upon us; but we are not ourselves accumu
lating a big war machine to use it on some
body. 

Senator MAYBANK. I join in that. 
Secretary WILSON. That is the difference. 
Senator MAYBANK. But you believe that 

this .is an offensive air force as well as a 
defensive air force? 

Secretary WILSON. That is undoubtedly 
true. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
with the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman 
:from Massachusetts. 

Mr. McCORMACK. What date was 
that? 

Mr. TABER. It was TUesday, May 19. 
Mr. McCORMACK. I have a news 

item on my desk in which Secretary Wil
son was quoted. as stating that it was a 
defensive budget. If that testimony is 
subsequent to the news item, of course 
I am glad to get that information. 

Mr. TABER. Senator MAYBANK said:· 
I am glad to hear you contradict the news

papers, who quoted you some 2 weeks ago. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Probably what 
Senator MAYBANK referred to is what I 
saw in the newspapers, but it was exten
sively carried and there was a quote. 
Usually when there is a quote we assume 
the newspapermen are careful abput 
such matters. - Of course, we know they 
in good faith and unintentionally make 
mistakes. I brought the matter into the 
debate, and I am very glad the gentle· 
man has read what he has because under · 
no circumstances would I want to inject 
anything into the debate that-was not 
consistent with the facts, · If the Secre-

tary has denied it subsequent to the ap
pearance of the news item, which would 
appear to be the case, that is sumcient 
for me, as far as the statement is con
cerned. I reserve my own judgment, of 
course, as to whether or not the Air 
Force is adequate in the light of the con
dition of the world today. In view of the 
statement, I accept tne testimony given 
by my friend from New York, assuming 
that it comes subsequent to the news 
item. 

Mr. TABER. What I have is a copy 
of the page proof of the Senate hearings. 

Mr. McCORMACK. That is what I 
understood. In view of having injected 
it into the debate this morning, I want 
the RECORD to show that I accept the 
gentleman's testimony as clearly indi
cating that the Secretary of Defense was 
misquoted. 

Mr. TABER. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Chairman, I do not think I care 

to say anything more at this time. 
Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Utah [Mr. DAWSON]. . 

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. Mr. Chair
man, I seldom avail myself of the oppor
tunity to take the floor, and I assure 
you I a.m not going to take much of your 
time now. However, occasionally I do 
run onto something which rather dis
turbs me, and I cannot resist the oppor
tunity to unburden myself. 

I want to put a plug in for the Appro
priations Co.mmittee. I think they have 
done a splendid job, and they certainly 
deserve our support. None of us would 
condone any cuts which would really en
danger our defense, but I also am con
vinced that we can make a good many 
cuts in this defense budget, without 
hurting us one single bit. _ 

I want to give you a little example. 
We have heard· a good many times of 
some of the departments just before the 
fiscal year is to end urging their agen
cies out in the field to spend all the 
money they have on hand so they can be 
in a good position to get more appro
priations for the coming fiscal year. I 
ran across one of these in my own State, 
and I want to give you a little concrete 
evidence. 

I have in iny hand a copy of a wire 
which was sent by the Chief of the Na
tional Guard Bureau here in Washing
ton to our local guard in the State of 
Utah. I want to read it to you. This 
wire is dated February 17 of this year, 
and this is what the Chief in Washing
ton said to our local adjutant: 

Subject Js employment of National Guard 
civillan employees. Data compiled in Bureau 
indicates that many States are not employ
ing maximum number of employees consid
ered necessary to administer units and main
tain equipment. These vacancies exist in 
spite of the fact that States have at their dis
posal allotted funds which have not been 
obligated. All States are urged to activate 
authorized Public Law 461 units, and get 
them federally recognized at the earliest pos
sible date. Immediately following Federal 
recognition of Public Law 461 units the au
thorized civlllan employees should be hired. 
It is imperative that the States utillze the 
services of National Guard civilian employees 
to the maximum extent possible within al
lotted funds and at once. Repeat, at once. 
Failure to do so wlll Jeopardize the antic
ipated allotment of funds to support this 
program for the fourth quarter of this :fiscal 

year, and also the NGB budget estimates for 
support of this program during fiscal year 
1954. Y~mr cooperation is urgently solicited. 

That can only be interpreted in one 
way. I think it is very plain. That is 
a directive from Washington for these 
local guard bureaus to get busy and hire 
these people. The adjutant in my State, 
I am informed, went ahead and hired 
the maximum that he was allowed to 
hire, which in this case happened to be 
5 additional civilian employees. What 
else could he do? He had a directive 
right from the head authority here. 
He, of course, being a national guard 
omcer, is supposed to follow authority. 
I just simply ·call this to your attention 
because as I have called it to the atten
tion of Secretary Wilson and the Gov
ernor of my State to do with as you 
please. I think it is about time we stitf
ened our spine back here and gave some 
support to Secretary Wilson and the Ap
propriations Committee in their eiforts 
to stop wasteful expenditure of the tax
payers' money. There is plenty of ex
cess moisture that can be squeezed out 
of this budget yet, and so far as I am 
concerned, I am going right down the 
line with the committee as I hope some 
of the rest of us will do who feel that 
we should balance this budget and do 
something toward restoring solvency in 
this country. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. ARENDs], a member of the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, section 
631 of H. R. 5969 in eifect is a continua
tion of the so-called Davis amendment, 
which was superseded last year by Public 
Law 7. Public Law 7 expired on June 30, 
1953, and the intent of section 631 is to 
continue legislative restrictions upon the 
promotion of omcers in the Armed Forces 
for the grade of major and above. The 
report of the Committee on Appropria
tions indicates that the number of om
cers by service contained in this section 
represents the individual services esti
mates of requirements for the fiscal year. 

The report further states: 
It is hoped that sometime before the end 

of the fiscal year the legislative committees 
of the Congress will bring out legislation to 
finally resolve this issue. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a serious prob
lem: After Public Law 7 was enacted, a 
subcommittee, of which I am chairman. 
began hearings on the promotion of om
cers in the Armed Forces, confining our
selves to generals' and colonels' billets. 
We have held 19 meetings and have taken 
1,339 pages of testimony. We have cov
ered the Navy, Marine Corps, and Air 
Force, but have not yet started on the 
billets for generals and colonels in the 
Army. I doubt very much whether we 
will be able to resume hearings on this 
subject until the next session of the Con
gress, since we cannot spend all of our 
time on this very complex subject. 

Our objective has been to determine 
the justification for the number of of
ficers -serving in the grades of general 
and colonel. I am confident that we will 
eventually recommend to the House a 
sliding-scale percentage distribution sys. 
tem for temporary promotions based on 
the total number of omcers on active 
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duty in each service, but before we can 
make any intelligent estimate as to the 
needs of the services in these grades it 
is first necessary for us to determine, to 
the best of our ability, whether the pres
ent distribution by grade is sound or 
whether it is excessive. 

Now in that connection, I want to make 
this fiat statement. I don't believe that 
any committee or subcommittee of the 
Congress could ever completely analyze 
the officer requirements of our Armed 
Forces. This is the biggest business of 
the United States. I think it would take 
100 task forces of 3 men each over 2 years 
to thoroughly analyze the various billet 
assignments, and justifications therefor, 
for officers in our Armed Forces. 

I have personally come to the con
clusion that there are some officer billets 
in the Navy and Air Force which are un
necessary or which could be filled by offi
cers of lesser rank. At the same time 
there are billets that should be occupied 
by officers with higher rank. Probably 
the biggest single area where the billets 
for some officers could be eliminated are 
in those military :fields which require 
specialization, are permanent in nature, 
and could be filled by civilians. The 
problem is to find civilians who are quali
fied, and who will take those jobs with 
the salaries prevailing under the Classi
fication Act. I know that there are 
many instances in which the Armed 
Forces have had to assign officers to jobs 
that are not exclusively military in na
ture, but for which civilians cannot be 
obtained-either because of budgetary 
limitations or low salaries. 

I do not mean to infer that all of these 
jobs are unnecessary, but there are areas 
in which those jobs could be filled by 
civilians if qualified civilians will accept 
the positions. 

In spite of these reservations with re
gard to doing a thorough job on the 
question of distribution of officers, I am 
nevertheless a ware of the fact that . the 
House wants some type of statutory limi
tation on the promotion of officers. Our 
committee fully realizes that there is no 
statutory limitation on temporary pro
motions in the Army and Air Force. In 
the next session of the Congress we will 
present for your consideration such a 
limitation. 

But bear Jn mind that you are dealing 
with national security-something in 
which we cannot be second best. If we 
keep imposing limitations on promotions 
to such an extent that the cumulative 
effects bring about long periods of stag
nation in promotion it is our national 
security that will suffer. No young man 
will make the service a career if his op
portunity for promotion is drastically 
limited. Now let me give you an exam
ple of what I am talking about: 

Applying the Davis amendment con
tained in the 1953 Appropriation Act to 
100 second lieutenants who enter the 
Marine Corps today, you might be inter
ested to learn that only 10 can hope to 
attain the rank of colonel and those 
colonels will be 55 years of age. The 
lieutenant colonels will be 48 years of 
age. Under the Officer Personnel Act 
and without the Davis amendment, 17 
second lieutenants could expect to be 

colonels by the time they had attained 
the age of 48, and they would be lieu
tenant colonels by the time they attained 
the age of 41. 

If you want the battalion commanders 
of the Marine Corps to be 48 years of 
age and if you want to retard their op
portunities for promotion to such an 
extent that only 10 out of 100 can expect 
to make full colonel, then you must be 
willing to · accept the consequences. -

I am fundamentally opposed to the 
action of the Appropriations Committee 
in making provisions of this type which 
so seriously affect the welfare and 
morale of the officers in our Armed 
Forces. And I would think that after 
the grevious consequences of the Davis 
amendment last year that the Members 
of this body would be getting a little bit 
sick of it too. I merely want to offer 
this as a word of caution based on past 
experience. I will not offer an amend
ment to strike the section, but I will offer 
an amendment to rectify one serious 
situation which I am convinced will 
develop if this section remains as written. 

You will recall that in arriving at the 
figures contained in the proposed sec
tion 631, the report indicates that the 
Appropriations Committee used figures 
based upon the individual services esti
mates of requirements for the fiscal year. 
But these were grade strengths antici
pated on June 30, 1954. They are not 
grade strengths to be effective on July 
1, 1953. So as a result of the language 
now contained in section 631, 142 majors 
in the Air Force will be demoted and 
each major selected for demotion must 
refund all pay and allowances earned 
after July 1, 1953, while in the grade of 
major. 

Please follow what I have said care
fully. Because of the effective date of 
the section, 142 majors in the Air Force 
must be demoted and in addition every 
penny of their pay and allowances from 
July 1, 1953, until they are demoted to 
captains, must be refunded. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I propose to offer 
an amendment to this section which will 
make the section effective in the month 
of June 1954. This will then permit the 
services, and particularly the Air Force, 
to arrive at the limitations contained in 
this section in an orderly fashion. I 
sincerely hope that amendment will be 
adopted because it will have the same 
effect as Public Law 7 and will obviate 
this very unpleasant situation which will 
otherwise develop in the Air Force. 

Now I have indicated to you that our 
subcommittee, after 19 meetings, has not 
yet completed a study of billet justifica
tion for generals and colonels in our 
Armed Forces. I mention this because 
we are trying to do a thorough job, but 
there are many, many factors surround
ing promotions that must be considered. 
When another committee of the Con
gress, which cannot, in the nature of 
things, be as familiar with this subject 
as the Committee on Armed Services, 
reports a bill with a section contained in 
it which drastically affects the careers 
of thousands of men serving in our 
Armed Forces, and actually forces a loss 
of total pay, plus demotion, for 142 offi
cers. then I think you can appreciate 

why many of us in · the Armed Services 
Committee are opposed to this type of 
legislative rider. I am not quarreling 
with your objective, but I think you are 
treating a serious subject too lightly. 

I sincerely hope that in the next ses
sion of the Congress the Committee on 
Armed Services will be able to present 
a bill to this House which will provide 
for a reasonable and steady flow of pro
motion and at the same time permit some 
reduction in the total number of officer 
requirements in the higher grades, es
pecially in those fields where it may be 
possible to replace officers with civilians. 

In the meantime, I hope the House 
will appreciate the devastating effect sec
tion 631 will have upon the services, and 
especially upon 142 majors who will be 
demoted and who will lose every penny 
of their pay from July 1, 1953, until the 
day they are demoted to the grade of 
captain. It can be avoided by amending 
section 631 so as to make it effective in 
the month of June 1954. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Illinois has expired. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentleman 1 minute- to ask him a 
question. 

I wish to say that I as one member 
of the committee share the concern 
which has been expressed by the gentle
man from illinois with respect to section 
631. I much prefer that this sort of 
thing be handled by the Armed Services 
Committee and I do not want to see a 
rider placed upon an appropriation bill 
work the injustice which has been fore
cast by the gentleman from Illinois. As 
one member of the subcommittee I would 
like to work with him in seeing that no 
injustice is done. We really need a full
scale review and reconsideration of this 
whole matter by the Armed Services 
Legislative Committee. 

Mr. ARENDS. May I say to the gen
tleman from Texas that I deeply appre
ciate the fine work this committee has 
done. There is no doubt that you have 
done a splendid job. However, as I say, 
unless some corrective action is taken a 
terrible hardship will be worked on these 
officers. Because of the many techni
calities involved we found it impossible 
to find a correct solution to the problem 
in such a short time. 

Mr. MAHON. There is no doubt about 
the desirability of the objectives sought 
to be achieved by the committee. 

Mr. ARENDS. I think we are all look
ing in the same direction; how to accom
plish it is the big question. 
- Mr. SCRIVNER. We are all in accord 
on the desirability of meeting this whole 
problem, and I am sure we recognize the 
immensity of the problem. 

Mr. Chairman, I have no further re
quests for time on this side. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from Illinois [Mr. O'HARA]. 

Mr. O'HARA of illinois. Mr. Chair
man, when I contemplate what $35 bil
lion could accomplish in the good works 
of peace, I am not happy that the world 
situation and the necessities of our na
tional security have brought before us a 
bill of appropriation of $35 billion, not 
for food and clothing, not for education 
and recreation and culture, not for the 
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broadening of human existence and the 
.easing of the pressures, but for arma
ments. 

In 1910 I was editing a magazine, and 
I remember only too well the feature ar
ticle in the July issue of 1910 or 1911. It 
was devoted to the amounts, staggering 
according to the calculations of the 
times, that France, England, and Ger
many were expending on armaments. 
Because we then seemed so far away, 
and distance gave such clarity to our 
vision, we wondered how the peoples of 
France, England, and Germany could be 
so stupid as not to know that a race of 
armament is the prelude of a conflict. 
In 1914 the war came. Then an inter
lude of peace and the resumption of hos
tilities in World War II. What is the 
.situation today of France, England, and 
Germany? Are they as strong in eco
nomical, political, and moral power, are 
the peoples of those countries as well off 
and contented, as they would have been 
had the money spent in a race of arms 
and the two wars resulting been spent in 
the good works of peace? 

I am not happy that 1,953 years after 
the Prince of Peace counseled on earth 
with men of good will we find ourselves 
engaged in this debate today. I am not 
happy that in the span of my own life
time my country has been engaged in 
3 major wars and a number of smaller 
ones. In the prime of every American 
generation there have been 2 major wars. 
Veterans of the Revolutionary War 
fought in the War of 1812. Veterans of 
the War of 1812 fought in the war with 
Mexico. Veterans of the war with Mex
ico again were in uniform in the war be
tween the States. Veterans of the war 
of 1861-65 fought in the war with Spain. 
Veterans of the war with Spain again 
were in service in World War I. Many 
World War I veterans served again in 
World War II. That is the story. Two 
major wars in the fighting prime of every 
American generation. 

It cannot go on. That is, if mankind 
is to go on. Sometimes I wonder-and 
I say this perhaps because I am a little 
older than some-if that is the way it 
is to be. Is mankind, in its inability to 
exercise a proper stewardship over the 
powers that scientific and inventive 
minds have bestowed upon it, to use those 
powers for its own destruction? Once 
we played with bows and arrows, then 
with dynamite, now with atomic power. 
Now only one false step is necessary to 
end our civilization, leaving remaining 
but a thin remnant of human life to 
begin again the long hard climb back 
from the caves to a new civilization. 

I realize, Mr. Chairman, that I am not 
addressing myself to the particularities 
of the bill we have under discussion. I 
shall come to that in a moment. For 
the present I am giving expression to 
what I think must be in the mind of 
every member of this body. I am cer
tain it is what is in the mind of the 
American people. I have thought it no 
waste of the time of this body to give 
emphasis to the passion of our people 
and of ourselves, a passion not for war 
but a passion for peace. We want all 
the world to know that the passage of 
a- bill of appropriation of $35 billion for 
armaments is a. measure exclusively for 

defense. It is not an expenditure for 
the waging of war. It is the costly price 
of making it inexpedient for anyone to 
make war on us. 

I have listened with interest to the 
·debate concerning the Air Force. I 
thought I discerned in the controversy a 
considerable degree of interservices 
jealousy. The Air Force is a new sepa
rate service, and apparently the older 
services are gunning for it. One of my 
.distinguished and respected colleagues 
said that he was for the Air Force when 
it was in the air but the trouble with 
him was the Air Force was also building 
up an army on the land. I have too deep 
and abiding an affection for one who 
went to the Aleutians with the Air F'orce 
prior to the Dutch Harbor attack, and 
went through the experiences of that 
period with others on the ground crew, 
to find my colleague's implication either 
palatable or convincing. 

While the debate was raging I stepped 
into the cloak room. Here I read today's 
Washington News. Let me read a few 
sentences for you: 

Today he is Mr. · Hoyt Sanford Vanden
berg. It took just 37 minutes at Bolling Air 
Force Base yesterday to make him a civilian 
again after 30 long years. Whatever he felt, 
he didn't show it. He stood there stern and 
erect in the 97° heat. 

President Eisenhower, whose name headed 
the list of 600 official guests invited to the 
farewell review, wasn't there. Defense Sec
retary Charles E. Wilson wasn't either. 

It seems to me a lot on the shabby side. 
Why was General Vandenberg being 
given the "cold shoulder" on his retire
ment after 30 years of outstanding serv
ice to his country? The reason, of 
course, is the position General Vanden
berg has taken on the matter of curtail
ing the Air Force. 

Mr. Chairman, I am sure there are 
many places where money can be saved, 
but as far as we are concerned in Chi
cago, the last place to be sacrificed is in 
the Air Force. In the event of an atomic 
war the great industrial center in metro
politan Chicago is a natural target. 

That we know perfectly well. The only 
real defense we would have would be air. 
And in such an emergency we would feel 
much more confident if our counsel 
came from General Vandenberg instead 
of General Motors. I do not intend that 
remark as a reflection upon the great 
abilities of the Secretary of Defense 
within the broad limitation of his own 
activities and past experiences. It is 
just, Mr. Chairman, that I would have 
a little stouter confidence in General 
Vandenberg if I were conferring with 
Col. William H. Sexton or some other 
good friend in the city hall of Chicago 
when the word came that an atomic 
bomb was heading for Chicago. If such 
time should come, I am sure it would 
occur to me that on the 1st day of July 
of 1953 we in the Congress had our op
portunity of taking General Vanden
berg's advice on how to prepare ade
quately and in time our best defense to 
meet just such a situation. 

Mr. Chairman, I have put emphasis on 
the purpose of this appropriation. It is 
not a gesture toward war. It is a bill 
to advance the cause of peace. The 
money is for defense, not for aggression. 
'I'he committee has spent endless hours 

of hard and conscientious work. There 
is no disagreement among the members 
of the committee on the necessity of 
a large defense appropriation. The dis
agreement is on some matters of relative 
unimportance except the controversy 
over the Air Force item. 

The gentleman from Nebraska, in his 
able address, complimented by Members 
including those not in entire agreement 
with him, stated that the controversy 
over the Air Force stemmed from Gen
eral Vandenberg's acceptance of 1954 as 
the year of greatest danger and, there
fore, the necessity of having ready with
in the intervening time our maximum 
defense. The gentleman stated that the 
administration on the other hand, 
planned a continuing defense strength. 
That is, that we must get to our maxi
mum defense position by planning and 
building, not fixing any year as the one 
oi the greatest potential danger. 

I concede that as long as there is peril, 
we must be prepared to meet tl1at peril. 
But I do not relish the suggestion that 
we must look forward to endless years of 
$35 billion ·apppropriations for arma
ments. My suggestion rather would be 
that we approach the present problem 
of defense with the thought that it is 
not a problem which will stay forever to 
vex us. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I have 
no further requests for time on this side. 

The CHAIRMAN. There being no 
further requests for time the Clerk will 
read the bill for amendment. 

The Clerk read down to and including 
line 3 on page 8. · 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. ALLEN of Illinois, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under considera
tion the bill H. R. 5969, Department of 
Defense appropriation bill, 1954, had 
come to no resolution thereon. 

AMEl\TDMENT TO SECTION 2879 (B) 
OF THE INTERNAL REVENUE 
CODE 
Mr. ALLEN of Illinois, from the Com

mittee on Rules, reported the following 
privileged resolution (H. Res. 314, Rept. 
No. 700) which was referred to the House 
Calendar and ordered to be printed: 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the Union 
for the consideratien of the bill (H. R. 5407) 
to amend section 2879 (b) of the Internal 
Revenue Code. After general debate, which 
shall be confined to the bill, and shall con
tinue not to exceed 1 hour., to be equally 
divided and controlled by the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Committee 
on Ways and Means, the bill shall be con· 
sidered as having been read for amendment. 
No amendment shall be in order to said 
bill. At the conclusion of such considera
tion, the committee shall rise and report the 
bill to the House, and the previous question 
shall be considered as ordered on the bill 
to final passage without intervening motion, 
except one motion to recommit. 
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· OMNffiUS SOCIAL . SECURITY BILL 
Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. · 

The SPEAKER. Is there O'bjection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ELLIOTr. Mr. Speaker, today~ 

am introducing an omnibus social se
curity bill to effect major revisions anq. 
liberalizations in our present law and .tq 
extend coverage of the act to many mil
lions of our citizens presently excluded 
from its provisions. 

The bill entitled the "Social Security 
Act Amendments of 1953," would bring 
social security legislation as nearly up 
to date with present needs and condi
tions as, in my opinion, it is possible 
to do in a bill of this kind. It is com
pletely in accord with the spirit of the 
original Social Security Act. It would 
more fully guarantee to our citizens 
adequate protection against the inse
curities which arise from old age, phys
ical disability, and death. It would 
contribute in immeasurable ways to a 
strengthened democracy. 

Its comprehensive provisions for ex
tending coverage under the social se
curity program would bring more than 
8¥2 million additional persons under the 
act· in a single month. It is estimated 
that in the course of 1 year, about 
13¥2 million more persons would be 
working under social security. 

Widespread popular support for more 
complete social security coverage is 
probably best evidenced by the expres
sions of leading members of both po
litical parties during the recent national 
campaign. A large number of propos
als have already been set forth which 
would bring one group or another under 
the provisions of the Social Security 
Act. This bill has the advant~e of in
cluding each of the prominent out
standing groups in its provisions for ex
tending coverage, thus making possible 
comprehensive extension in a single 
piece of legislation. 

Among the 8% million persons esti
mated to be immediately brought under 
old-age and survivors insurance cover
age if this bill is enacted would be 3.2 
million farmers whose net farm income 
equals at least $400 a year. The same 
protection presently offered to other 
self -employed individuals would be ex
tended to self -employed farmers. 

In addition, the insurance system 
would be extended to all farm and do
mestic workers whose cash wage from 
an employer during a calendar quarter 
equals $50. The bill would exclude the 
present requirement th~t these workers 
must work a certain number of days for 
an employer in order to be covered. 

Persons employed in the professions, 
including ministers employed by religi
ous and other nonprofit organizations, 
would also be covered by the provisions 
of this bill. This would include nearly 
500,000 persons in professional groups 
whose net income from their professions 
equals at least $400 a year, as well as 
190,000 minister::; who would be allowed 
to elect coverage. 

Opportunities to obtain coverage 
would, in addition, be given _to persons 

·employed by State and local institutions 'disability means a ·crushing hardship for 
of higher learning, by public housing a large percentage of the 5 percent of 
authorities, and by several groups of our working force which on an average 
public employees who have expressed a day is suffering a disability preventing 
desire for coverage. This latter group them from working. 
includes Tennessee Valley Authority This bill would provide for rehabilita-
employees. tion services, using existing State re• 

Persons on active duty with the Armed habilitation facilities and paid for with 
Forces would be included, too-, in the -trust-fund moneys, to benefit all insured 
social security program under the pro- persons with long-term total disability. 
visions of the bill. Coverage in this case .These ·persons would also be provided 
would be the same as for civilian work· monthly benefits, called rehabilitation 
ers and would mean a person need ex- insurance benefits, and would be quali-

. perience no break in his old-age and sur- fied for these benefits after a 6-month 
vivors insurance record while serving waiting period and after certification by 
with the Armed Forces. · a State rehabilitation agency as rehabili-

A major effect of this legislation would table. Benefits in this case would be 
be to increase benefits for all benefici· computed in the same manner as benefits 
aries. The benefit formula would no for retired persons. 
longer be based on average earnings Permanent· and total disability insur
throughout the worker's entire coverage ance benefits would be provided monthly 
period, but rather on his average earn- for insured persons disabled· for at least 
ings over the highest 10 consecutive 6 months and for whom rehabilitation 
years of earnings. . cannot be effected. These benefits 

The new benefit formula under the would be computed also in the same 
bill would replace 55 percent of the first manner as retirement benefits. 
$100 of average monthly wage plus 20 Dependents of persons entitled to re
percent of the next $400, rather than 15 habilitation insurance benefits or perma
percent of the next $200 as the present nent and total disability insurance bene
law provides. This provision would be fits are provided with dependent benefits 
of particular benefit to earners in the in the same amounts and under the 
middle income brackets. · same eligibility requirements as provided 

An increment in the benefit amount for the dependents of old-age insurance 
each year of work in covered employ- beneficiaries. Permanently and totally 
ment, a part of the act removed by 1950 disabled children, entitled to child's ben
amendments, would be restored by this efits, could continue to receive these ben
bill. The one-half of 1 percent a year efits after reaching age 18 if they are 
increment would offer deserved recogni.... still permanently and totally disabled. 
tion to those persons who, through many Much more widespread in occurrence 
years of coverage under the program, than long-term or permanent disability 
have contributed substantial sums to is, of course, the temporary disability 
the social-security fund. Delayed-re- resulting from accident or illness and 
tirement credit would also be offered un- afflicting many hundreds of thousands 
der the bill to individuals who delay the among our working population each 
date of retirement. Benefits would be year. This bill would provide for cash 
increased at a rate of 2 percent a year benefits for insured workers who are 
for persons who are eligible for retire- temporarily incapacitated due to sick
inent benefits but delay drawing them. ness. Workers in this category would 

Other liberalized provisions of the bill be allowed benefits for up to 26 weeks 
include: in a year with amounts and eligibility 
· First. The minimum benefit for a re- related to earnings. 
tired or disabled worker would be raised Financing this new program can be 
from $25 to $35. - accomplished at only a very small addi-

Second. The limit on total family ben- tiona! cost, made possible by additional 
efits would be increased from $168.75 to· revenue provided by th~ new groups 
$200 and the minimum amount from which would be included under the pro
$45 to $70, or 1% times the insured work- gram and by the increase in the maxi
er's primary insurance amount. Total mum taxable wage from $3,600 to $6,000. 
benefits o-ver this minimum could not New, though still modest, contribution · 
exceed 80 percent of the worker's average rates are set up in the bill in order to 
monthly wage. continue the entire program on a self-

Third. The maximum annual amount supporting basis. 
of wages and self -employment income Through the revision of existing social 
taxable under the program and credit- security provisions, the inclusion of dis
able for figuring benefits, now $3,600, ability insurance benefits, and the exten
would be set at $6,000. sion of social security protection to ad-

Fourth. The amount beneficiaries un- · ditional groups in our society, this bill 
der the age of 75 may earn each month seeks to protect the American people 
without suspension of benefits would be from the unforeseen and blameless ft.
raised from $75 to $100 a month. nancial hardships forced upon them in 
~ The proposals in this bill for rehabili· limiting or completely curtailing their 

tation services and insurance benefits for ability to provide for themselves and 
the totally disabled would go a long way their families. 
toward meeting a great need and a seri- Mr. Speaker, this bill, or rather the 
ous shortcoming in our present laws. amendments proposed by this bill are, 

Our workmen's compensation laws of- of course, not perfect. I submit the bill 
fer at least some protection to those as a vehicle on which the House of Rep
workers whose disability is work con- resentatives may begin its considerations 
nected. However, according to recent which I trust will lead to a greatly im
statistics, only 1 severe disablement in 20 proved social security law, with cover
is work connected and thus eligible for age broad enough to meet the needs of 
wor~en's --~~~.Eensation benefits. :Yet our own people. 
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SOCIAL· SECURITY .colleagues in the House -are to put bills 
Mr. SHELLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask in as well. 

unanimous consent to extend my re.:. Mr. Speaker, President Eisenhower has 
marks at this· point in the REcORD. xecently reiterated his cam?aign state-

The SPEAKER. Is there objection .m~n_ts and has urged specifically that 
to the request of the gentleman from . million~ not no'Y covered be bro.ught un-
California? .der social security. He ~as p01~ted out 

There was no objection. t~e- urgen?y for s~ch actiOn .. smce .the 
Mr. SHELLEY. Mr. Speaker, bearing bill I am mtroducmg today Will do JUSt 

in mind that both the Democratic and .that, I urge th~ House and the Ways and 
Republican Parties made solid commit- l\_1eans Committee to take ·con?rete ac:
ments during the last campaign to .t10n to. put the reco1!lmended Improve
broaden and extend social security ments mto effect Without further un
coverage and benefits on a compre~ necessary delay· 
hensive scale, I have been watching --------
closely for action during this session of 
Congress looking toward fulfilling those 
commitments. Unfortunately, the pro
gress in that direction has been infinites
imal-more accurately, I should say that 
the only progress made has been back
ward. 

A great many bills have been intro
duced by individual Members of Con
gress aimed at correcting some of the de
ficiencies of the present social security 
system and broadening its scope. I have 
introduced a number of such bills myself 
.and have urged quick action pointing out 
that the situations my bills were de
signed to correct were so obvious that no 
prolonged study of the merits of the case 
was required. It is quite apparent, how
ever, that the leadership of the Ways and 
Means Committee intends to take no 
action on remedial legislation in the near 
future. Six months of study of a prob
lem which has been the object of in
numerable studies in the past has failed 
to produce any concrete results in the 
way of recomended legislation. It would 
seem that if a real will to live up to the 
Republican Party's campaign promises 
existed, the Republican leadership in 
Congress could have made an attempt to 
do so by this time. I know of no better 
device for stalling real action on the 
issue than continuing protracted studies~ 
as is now being done. 

A strong campaign is now under way 
on the part of various business organi
zations to break down the social security 
system and to prevent any impr.>vement 
in it. Members . of Congress and the 
public are being subjected to tons of 
printed propaganda supporting a so:. 
called pay-as-you-go plan. Under this 
plan the wage earner would pay and in-
dustry's financial obligations under the 
present system would go. In view of the 
harmful effects of this propaganda, and 
the particular effect it seems to be hav
ing in delaying committee action on 
needed reforms of the social security 
system, other groups who are genuinely 
interested in a real improvement in the 
system have conducted private studies 
of the problem. They have succeeded in 
preparing a comprehensive ·plan for 
bringing social security coverage and 
benefits up to a decent standard, and to 
modernize the system in keeping with 
the needs of the times. I am today in· 
traducing in the House a bill embody .. 
ing the results of those studies, which, 
unlike others now going on, have pro
duced something to show for their ef
forts. I am informed that a similar biil 
will also be introduced in the Senate by 
Senator LEiiMA:N, and that several of our 

XCIX-494 

THE MOST REVEREND BRYAN 
JOSEPHMcENTEGART 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
-ask unanimous consent to extend my re:. 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The 'SPEAKER. Is there objection 
·to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, it 

is a pleasure for me to include in my ex
tension of remarks an editorial appear
ing the Washington Star of June 30, 
1953, relating to the appointment of 
the Most Reverend Bryan Joseph Mc
Entegart, bishop of Ogdensburg, N. Y., 
as rector of the Catholic University of 
America. 
· Bishop McEntegart is not only one of 
the outstanding members of the Catholic 
hierarchy of America but of the world. 
He is well equipped to perform the duties 
of this important assignment he has 
received from the Holy Father. 

NEW RECTOR AT CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY 

. The Most Reverend Bryan Joseph McEnte .. 
gart. appointed rector of the Catholic Uni
versity of America in succession to the late 
Bishop Patrick Joseph McCormick, will come 
to Washington again at 60-the prime of his 
life. He knows the Capital well from hav
.1ng been here as a student in 1918 and from 
numerous official visits since that date. 

.Many of the national aspects of his work 
have centered in this community. He was 
an active participant in the White House 

·Conference on Children in a Democra~y in 
'1940. During the Second World War he was 
a member of the Board of Directors of the 
United Services Organizations, and was here 

·repeatedly in relation to that responsib111ty. 
He likewise has been in Washington often in 
connection with the enterprises of the Na:.. 

·tional Catholic Welfare Conference. 
But Bishop McEntegart more directly has 

been identified with his church in his native 
New York. He did duty at Saint Patrick's 
Cathedral and in the parishes -of Sacred 
Heart and Saint Francis de Sales. For more 
than two decades he was in charge of the 
Child Care Division of the Catholic Charities 
of New York. This assignment gave him a 
wealth of experience which he has used in 
·every subsequent endeavor. When he was 
chosen to head the important Diocese of 

. Ogdensburg in ~943, he was welcomed by 
Canadian sociologists as well as the Cana
dian clergy as a helpful neighbor. Similarly, 
his influence reached out to New Orleans and 

·Latin Ameri<:a, then to the Near East and 
·eventually to Europe, wnere he toured the 
·..zones of occupation for the War Department 
in 1947. 

Bishop McEntegart's elevation to the rec
torship of the ·catholic University seems a 
natural result of his whole history, but it 
most. particularly traces back to two specific 
circumstances-his teaching at Fordham 
University and his systematic sw-vey oS: Cath-

olic University in 1946, which led to the crea .. 
·tion of the new School of Social Service here. 
He has prepared for the crowning labor of his 

-career ever since he was in Washington as a 
youth. So it is proper to say that he is ~om
ing home in a constructive double sense. 

CONSENT CALENDAR AND 
SUSPENSIONS 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Consent 
Calendar be called on Tuesday next, also 
suspensions which are in order on Mon
day next may be called on Tuesday next. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi· 
nois? 

There was no objection. 

HOSPITALIZATION ENTITLEMENT 
OF VETERANS 

The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the . gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts [Mrs. RoGERS] is recog
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
·speaker, as I previously announced to 
the House, the chairman of the Subcom
mittee on Hospitals. the Honorable B. W. 
KEARNEY~ has scheduled hearings to com
mence on July 8 to consider the matter 
_of hospitalization entitlement of vet· 
erans. 

Mr. KEARNEY has indicated that while 
_some operational problems are likely to 
come up, it will be his purpose to concen
trate, insofar as possible, on the eligibil· 
ity for hospitalization rather than the 
operations of the Medical Department of 
the Veterans' Administration. 

This is a subject of vital interest and 
importance to each Member, attention 
having been most recently focused on it 
by the legislative rider ln the appropria.· 
tion bill, H. R. 5690 . 

The particular question raised by the 
legislative rider in the appropriation bill 
had to do with restricting hospitalization 
entitlement for certain non-service· 
connected cases. It is interesting to note 
that several bills introduced in the 80th 
Congress were apparently designed to 
produce the opposite effect. The point is 
that this is not a new problem and I be· 
lieve it will be helpful to Members brieflY 
to review the history of hospitalization 
entitlement for veterans and the con
struction program for a nationwide sys
tem of veterans' hospitals. 

The first legislative provision for 
purely medical benefits was approved by 
Congress in the form of an amendment 
to the War Risk Insurance Act-38th 

·statute, page 711. The act of October 
6, 1917-40th Statute, page 398-
amended the War Risk Insurance Act by 
adding section 302 (3) which provided 
with respect to service-connected con· 
ditions that-

The injured person shall be furnished by 
the United States such reasonable govern
mental medical, surgical, and hospital serv
ices and with such supplies, including artifi
"Cial limbs, trusses, and similar appliances, 
as 'the Director may determine to be useful 
and reasonably necessary. 

Section 4 of the act of March 4, ~923-
42d Statute, page 1521-further amended 
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the War Risk Insurance Act, as amended, 
by providing: 

That all hospital facilities under the con
trol and jurisdiction of the United States 
Veterans' Bureau shall be available for vet
erans of the Spanish-American War, the 
Philippine Insurrection, and the Boxer Re
bellion suffering from neuropsychiatric or 
tubercular ailments and diseases, including 
transportation as granted to those receiving 
compensation and hospitalization under the 
War Risk Insurance Act. 

Although this legislation in itself did 
not authorize hospital treatment for a 
large number of veterans, additional 
hospitals were gradually authorized un
til at the close of the fiscal year 1923, 
approximately 15,402 beds were being 
furnished in United States Veterans' Bu- . 
reau hospitals. In general, these hos
pital facilities were adequate until the 
passage of the' World War Veterans' Act, 
1924. Subsections (6), (9), and (10) of 
section 202 of that act in general restated 
the provisions of the War Risk Insur
ance Act, as amended,' regarding hos
pitalization and provided liberalized 
hospitalization privileges, whenever ex
isting Government facilities. were avail
a.ble, to veterans of any war, military 
occupation, or expedition since 1897, not 
dishonorably discharged, without regard 
to the nature or origin of their disabili
ties. Preference in admission was pro
vided for those veterans who were finan
cially unable to pay for their hospi
talization and the necessary traveling 
expenses. This stemmed from the rec
ommendation of President Coolidge re
lating to veterans which was a part of a 
message which he personally delivered 
to a joint 'session of the Congr.ess on De
cember 6, 1923. His general statement 
with respect to veterans was: 

No more important duty falls on the Gov
ernment of the United States than the ade
quate care of its veterans. Those suffering 
disabilities incurred in the service must 
have sufficient hospital relief and compen
sation. Their dependents must be supported. 
Rehabilitation and vocational training must 
be completed. All of this service must be 
clean, must be prompt and effective, and it 
must be administered in a spirit of the 
broadest and deepest human sympathy. If 
investigation reveals any present defects of 
administration or need of legislation, orders 
will be given for the immediate correction of 
administration, and recommendations for 
legislation should be given the highest pref• 
erence. 

He then followed with this specific rec
ommendation which is here pertinent: 

At present there are 9,500 vacant beds in 
Government hospitals. I recommend that 
all hospitals be authorized at once to receive 
and care for, without hospital pay, the vet
erans of all wars needing such care, when
ever there are vacant beds, and that imme
diate steps be taken to enlarge and build 
new hospitals to serve all such cases. 

The act of July 2, 1926-44th Statutes, 
page 790-later amended section 202 
(10) by eliminating the date 1897 and 
extending the benefits described above to 
the veterans of any war, military occu
pation, or expedition-a veteran popu
lation of approximately 5 million men 
and women. This caused a large influx 
of veterans of all types into Government 
institutions. 

On March 20, 1933, Public No. 2, 73d 
Congress, :was enacted which, among 

other things, repealed all public laws enact the liberal provisions of the World 
granting medical or hospitalization War Veterans• Act, but rather to limit 
treatment or domiciliary care to veterans hospitalization in non-service-connected 
who served in or subsequent to the Span- cases to veterans unable to defray their 
ish-American War. Section 6 of this law, own hospital expenses. Moreover, by 
as amended by section 1 of Public Law . the provisions of the last sentence of 
78, 73d Congress, June 16, 1933, au- section 6 of Public Law 2, as amended by 
thorized the Administrator of Veterans' section 29 of Public Law 141, Congress 
Affairs, under limitations prescribed by provided in effect that the veteran should 
the President within the limits of exist- be the sole judge as to whether he is able 
ing hospitals, to furnish to men dis- to pay for his own hospital expenses and 
charged from the armed services for dis- the transportation incident thereto. 
abilities incurred in line of duty and to Accordingly, if the applicant for has
veterans of any war hospitalization and pitalization makes a statement under 
domiciliary care providing such veterans oath that he is not financialJ.y able to 
were suffering from permanent disabili- pay necessary expenses of hospitaliza
ties, tuberculosis, · or neuropsychiatric tion, his statement must be accepted as 
ailments. sufficient. As long as the answers to the 

Pursuant to this law, Veterans Regu- pertinent questions on the prescribed 
lations Nos. 6, 6 Ca), and 6 (b) were pro- form-VA Form 10-P-10-are answered 
mulgated by the President in the form of in the negative, hospitalization or domi
Executive orders. They specified a cer- ciliary care c~n be granted, providing 
tain order of preference in furnishing the applicant is .otherwise qualified. 
hospitalization benefits and restricted Prior to World War II, the Veterans' 
such hospital and domiciliary care (a) Administration, in collaboration with 
to veterans with service-connected dis- · the Federal Board of Hospitalization, de
abilities and <b) to veterans with no veloped a construction program designed 
adequate means of support who were to meet the World War I peak load of 
suffering from permanent disabilities, veterans' hospitalization. This program 
tuberculosis, or neuropsychiatric ail- contemplated a total of 100,000 beds of 
ments of nonservice origin or such other all types. Before it was completed, 
conditions requiring emergency or . ex- World war II had started and during 
tensive hospital treatment which inca- the war years, while some beds were 
pacitated them from earning a living. added through new construction, no 
Veterans Regulation No.6 (b) was made large construction programs were under
effective January 19, 1934. taken due to the difficulty in obtaining 

During the 1934 fiscal year, 63,900 vet- materials that were urgently needed in 
erans were admitted to hospitals ·and the war effort although returning World 
homes for treatment as compared with War II veter~ns were placing a sizable 
136,626 for the year 1933. The decrease load on existing facilities. 
was due to the legislation of March 20, The servicemen's Readjustment Act of 
1933, and the Presidential regulations 1944 authorized and directed the Ad
pursuant thereto, which eliminated hos- ministrator and the Federal Board of 
~italization to yete~~~s with non-serv- Hospitalization to expedite and complete 
Ice-connected disabillties of a temporary the construction of additional hospital 
nature. facilities for war veterans. It author-

On March 26, 1934, Public ~aw 141. ized to be appropriated a sum of $500 
73d Congress, was enacted, sectiOn 29 of million for the construction of additional 
~hich further amended section. 6 of Pub- hospital facilities. Accordingly, the Vet
he Law 2, 73d Congress, by addmg a pro- erans' Administration the Federal 
viso thereto as follows: Board of Hospitalizati~n. and the Bu-

Provided, That any veteran of any war reau of the Budget made detailed studies 
who was not dishonorably discharged, suf- of the hospital needs of the Veterans' 
fering from disability, disease, or defect, who Administration. As a result of these 
is in need of hospitalization or domiciliary various investigations, there were decare, and is unable to defray the necessary 
expenses therefor (including transportation veloped and the President approved con
to and from the Veterans' Administration ·struction and expansion programs which 
facility), shall be furnished necessary hos- would have provided an additional 55,
pitalization or domiciliary care (including 106 beds. This original construction pro
transportation) in any Veterans' Adminis- gram called for the construction of 90 
tration facility, within the limitations ex- new hospitals, 76 of which were in the 
!sting in such facilities, irrespective of - · d 14 · th 
whether the disability, disease, or defect was so-called 1946 program an 1n e new 
due to service. The statement under oath 1947 program. 
of the applicant on such form as may be In his budget message to the Congress 
prescribed by the Administrator of Veter- of January 1949, President Truman an
ans' Affairs shall be .accepted as sufficient nounced that, while the construction 
evidence of inability to defray necessary ex- program had been proceeding as planned 
penses. and authorized during and immediately 

Veterans regulation No.6 (c) was pro- after the war, he had reviewed that pro
mulgated on June 30, 1934, and amended gram in the light of postwar experience 
previous veterans regulations of the No. and had found that to continue with 
6 series by providing needed hospital or the construction of the full number of 
domiciliary care to veterans of any war 90 authorized hospitals would result in 
not dishonorably discharged who swear serious overbuilding, in terms of beds 
that they are unable to defray the ex- needed to meet foreseeable requirements. 
penses of necessary hospitalization or He stated that he had, therefore, di
domiciliary care, when suffering with rected that the program which he had 
any disability, disease, or defect. previously authorized be curtailed by ap-

It appears from the legislative history proximately 16,000 beds; that he had re
of Public Law 141, 73d Congress, that quested the Administrator to recom
the intention of Congress was not tore- mend specific adjustments in the pro-
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gram to accomplish this curtailment, and 
had approved the Administrator's rec-
ommendations for the cancellation of 
24 hospital projects and the reduction 
in planned capacity of 14 additional hos
pitals. He recommended a net rescis
sion by the Congress of $237 million in 
£ontract authorizations by reason of this 
reduction in the hospital construction 
program. 

Pursuant to the directive of the Presi
dent, the Veterans' Administration se
lected for elimination 23 proposed hos
pitals and one major addition on which 
construction has not yet begun and the 
reduction in bed capacity of 14 other 
hospitals, to make up the approximate 
16,000-bed cutback directed by the Pres
ident. 

The net result, after taking into ac
count the ·16;000-bed curtailment of the 
.original construction program, is that 
the new revised program wi11 produce 
a total of about 131,000 permanent beds. 

I believe it is clear to all that no ques-. 
tion has been raised as to the eligibility 
of service-connected cases. That leaves 
for consideration the non-service-con
nected cases, many of whom have claims 
for service connection pending determi
nation. 

On June 4, under leave tq extend .my 
remarks in the RECORD, I inc1uqed a very 
interesting· article prepared by Vice Adm. 
Joel T. Boone, Chief Medical Director of 
the Veterans' Administration. .It is an 
examination of cert"3-in popular miscon
ceptions concerning' the medical and hos
pital program of the Veterans' Adminis
tration. It commences on page A3283 
of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, and I com
mend it as worthy of your study. 

The article describes the nature of the 
disabilities currently being treated in 
that portion of the total bed facilities 
allocated to the care of veterans with 
non-service-connected disabilities only; 
that is, the group representing 52.4 per
cent of the total patients. He .states 
that this group can be initially subdi
vided as 31.8 percent, patients with con
ditions which are known to be chronic 
in nature; 20.6 percent, patients with 
presumed nonchronic conditions. In the 
first group he has included veterans hos
pitalized for the treatment of tubercu
losis or psychosis as well as those hos
pitalized for some other chronic dis
ability as evidenced by the fact that on 
the particular census day, they had al
ready been hospitalized for more than 
90 days. 

Admiral Boone's analysis continues: 
These undisputedly chronically ill patients 

total 34,426, or 31.8 percent of all patients. 
The rest of the patient load, veterans with 
presumably nonchronic disabilities, consti
tute 20.6 percent of the total patients. 
When we examine the composition of the so
called nonchronic cases, we find evidence to 
suggest that · many of them are in truth 
chronically ill. For example, of the 23,306 
veterans with presumed nonchronic disabill
ties, 9,184 patients, or 8.5 percent of all pa
-tients, are in receipt of or have applied for ·a 
VA pension ·for a permanently and totallJ 
disabling non -.service-connected condition. 
These veterans, in addltion to their severely 
incapacitating disability, must have incomes 
less than $1,400 a year if without dependents, 
or $2,700 with dependents, to be eligible for 
VA pension. While these veterans had been 

hospitalized for less tban 90 da)'s when the 
census was taken, it appears likely that ,be
cause of their .severe disabilities they will 
require long-term hospitalization. More 
than half of these veterans were being treated 
for one of the following chronic conditions: 
.Cardiovascular disease. cancer, neurological 
disease, or arthritis. 

Another small subcategory of interest 
which had been included in the non
chronic, non-service-connected class is 
1,198 patients (or 1.1 percent .of the total pa
tient load) who on the day -of the census 
had a cla,im for compensation for a service
incurred disability pending adjudication ac
tion. A significant percentage of these 
claims for compensation are subsequently 
adjudged to be service-incurred or service
aggravated disabilities and therefore would 
permit the reclassification of these veterans 
to the service-connected category. 

The .residual group of nonchronic, non
service-connected veterans in hospitals com
prise 11,656 patients or 10.8 percent of the 
total patient load. How many of these pa:. 
tients may require long-term hospitalization 
is a moot point. One-third of these pa
tients are found to be suffering from one of 
the following serious disabilities: Cardio
vascular disease, cancer, or neurological dis
ease, or arthritis. 

That concludes the portion of the 
article to which I desire to invite your 
attention at this time. I believe that you 
will agree with me that in the light of 
even such brief reflection and analy·sis 
as I have given, any hasty action by the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs or the 
Congress in this matter would be most 
inadvisable. · 

A number of your colleagues with 
whom I am privileged to be associateq 
and who played a part in the establish
ment of this great system know that the 
road has been long and at times the go
ing has been hard. We saw much of it 
hastily eliminated by the so-called-Econ
omy Act of 1933, only to be substantially 
reinstated shortly thereafter. Experi
ence counsels against hasty action. The 
law should be changed only after full 
hearings and convincing evidence that 
the change is warranted. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

extend remarks in the Appendix of the 
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks. 
was granted to: 

Mr. TABER and to include an address 
by James A. McConnell, executive vice 
president, GLF Exchange. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN and to include an 
article. 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia and to include 
extraneous rna tter. 

Mr. MULTER in two instances and to in
clude extraneous matter. 

Mr. MAHoN the remarks which he will 
make today and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. SuTTON and to include an article. 
Mr. SIEMINSKI the remarks he made in 

Committee today and to include extra
neous matter. 

Mr. PATMAN and to include copy of a 
letter. · 

Mr. NEAL. 
Mr. HRUSKA and to include extraneous 

matter. 
Mr. ARENDS~ 
Mr. BROWNSON (at the request of Mr. 

ARENDS) and to include a magazine ar
ticle. 

Mr. PATTERSON (at the request of Mr. 
ARENDS~ and to include a statement by 
th.e Honorable W. STERLING COLE. 

Mr. MARSHALL on the anniversary of 
the First Minnesota Regiment. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; according

ly (at 6 o'clock and 14 minutes p. m.), 
under its previous order, the House ad
journed until tomorrow, Thursday, July 
2, 1953, at 10 o'clock a. m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS. 
ETC. 

817. Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, a 
letter from the Secretary of Commerce, 
transmitting a draft of a bill entitled "A 
bill to ~end emergency foreign mer
chant vessel acquisition and operating 
authority of Public Law 101, 77th Con.,. 
gress, and for other purposes", to the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

REPORTS 
PUBLIC 
TIONS 

OF COMMITTEES ON 
BILLS AND RESOLU· 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
~ommittees were delivered to the Clerk 
1or printing and reference to the proper 
-calendar, as follows: 

Mr. McCORMACK: Committee on Govern
ment Operations: Part 2, additional views on 
H. R. 5228. A bill to amend section '303 of 
the Budget and Accounting Act, 1921 ( 42 
Stat. 23); without amendment (Rept. · No. 
68'\). ~eferred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. NICHOLSON: Committee on Rules. 
House ~esolution 313. Resolution providing 
for the consideration of H. R. 116. A bill to 
amend title 18, United States Code, so as to 
prohibit the ransportation of fireworks into 
any State in which the sale of such fireworks 
is prohibited; without amendment {Rept. No. 
696). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. RADWAN: Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. H. J. Res. 253. Joint Tesolution, to 
amend the joint resolution of June ~6. 1938·, 
creating the Niagara Falls Bridge Commis
sion; with amendment {Rept. No. 697). Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 

Mr. ALLEN Of Illinois: Committee on 
Rules. House Resolution 314. Resolution 
providing for the consideration of H. R. 5407. 
A bill to amend section 2879 {b) of the In
ternal Revenue Code; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 700). Referred to House Cal
endar. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI· 
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska: Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. H. R. 4047. A 
bill validating certain conveyances hereto-
1:ore made by Central Pacific Railway Co., a 
corporation, and its lessee, Southern Pacific 
Co., a corporation, involving certain portions 
of right-of-way, in the county -of Alameda, 
State of California, acquired by C.entra1 
Pacific Railway Co. under the act of Con
gress approved July 1, 1862 (12 Stat. L. 489), 
as amended by the act of Congress approved 
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July 2, 1864: (13 Stat. L. 356): with amend
ment (Rept. No. 698). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. BURDICK: Committee on the Judici
ary. H. R. 3350. A bill for the relief of 
Ralston Edward Harry; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 699). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
!Severally referred as follows:. 

By Mr. DINGELL: 
H. R. 6034. A bill to extend and improve 

the old-age and survivors insurance system. 
to provide permanent and total disability -in
surance and rehabilitation benefits, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee o'n Ways 
'nd Means. 

By Mr. BOLLING: 
H. R. 6035. A bill to extend and improve 

·the old-age and survivors insur~ce system,. 
to provide permanent and total diSability in
surance and rehabilitation benefits, and for 
other -purposes; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. ROOSEVELT: 
H. R. 6036. A bill to extend and improve 

the old-age and survivors insurance system, 
to pro-vide permanent and total d1sab111ty in
surance and rehab111tation benefits, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. HERLO~G :· . 
H. R. 6037. A bill to authorize the adoption 

of a certain rule with respect to the broad
casting or telecasting of professional base
ball exhibitions in interstate commerce, and 
for oth~r purposes; to the Committee on In
terstate and Foreign Commerce. 

H. R. 6038. A bill to provide for the pur
chase of brood cows; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. · · 

. By Mr. JOHNSON: 
H. R. 6039. A bill to amend section 47e of 

the National Defense Act; to the Commit
tee on Armed Services. ·. 

By Mr. SMITH of Mississippi: 
H. R. 6040. A bill to amend certain pro

visions of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938, as amended, relating to cotton
marketing quotas; to the Committee on Agri
culture. 

. By Mr. CELLER: 
H. R. 6041. A bill to extend and improve 

the old-age and survivors insurance system, 
to provide permanent and total disab111ty in
surance and rehabilitation benefits, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. DODD: 
H. R. 6042. A bill to extend and improve 

the old-age and survivors insurance system, 
'to provide permanent and total disability in
surance and rehab111tation benefits, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. EBERHARTER: 
H. R. 6043. A bill to extend and improve 

the old-age and survivors insurance system, 
to provide permanent and total disability in
surance and rehabilitation benefits, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. · 

By Mr. ELLIOTT: 
H. R. 6044. A bill to extend and improve 

the old-age and survivors insurance system, 
to provide permanent and total disability 
.insurance and rehabilitation · benefits; and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HOWELL: 
H. R. 6045. A bill to extend and improve 

the old-age and survivors insurance system. 

.to provide permanent and ·total d1sab1llty 
insurance and rehab111tation benefits, and 
for other purposes; to the ·Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RHODES of Pennsylvania:· 
H. R. 6046. A blll to extend and improve 

the old-age and survivors insurance system. 
to provide permanent and total d1sab111ty 
insurance and rehab11itation benefits, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. . .. ·-·~ ...... 

By Mr. WINSTEAD: 

'PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutionS were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 

_By Mr. ALBERT: 
H. R. 6060. A bill to extend for an addi

tional 6 months the time for filing certain 
claims arising out of the construction of 
the Denison Dam and the impounding of the 
waters of Lake Texoma, and for other pur
.I>oses; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BAKER: 
H. R. 6061. A b111 for the relief of James E. 

Savage; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By·Mr. HELLER (by request): 

. · : ··-~:~%};.;:~·,.~· __ .._.~ .. · H. R. 6062. A b111 for the relief of Yehuda 
Willinger and Mrs. Rozalia Willinger; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 6047. A bill to amend certain provi
sions of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938, as amended, relating to cotton mar
keting quotas; to the Committee on Agri· 
culture. 

By Mr. BOLAND: 
H. R. 6048. A b111 to provide for a suitable 

and distinctive lapel button which may be 
worn by veterans of the Korean hostilities; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. · 

By Mr. KEARNS: 
H. R. 6049. A b111. to amend Public Law 

-B15, 81st Congress, to provide a temporary 
program of assistance in the · construction 
-of minimum school fac111ties in areas af
fected by Federal activities, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Education 
.and Labor. 

By Mr. MARTIN of Iowa: 
H. R. 6050. A bill relating to the excess

profits-tax ceil1ng for new corporations for 
taxable ·years ending after June 30, 1953; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SHORT: 
H. R. 6051. A bill to authorize certain 

members of the Armed Forces to accept and 
wear decorations of certain foreign nations; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. • .. 

By Mr. REES of Kansas: ,,·~ 

H. R. 6052. A b111 to readjust postal rates, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Post Offi.ce and Civil Service.' . 

By Mr. HAYS of Arkansas: 
· H. R. 6053. A bill, Drought Disaster Relief 
Act of 1953; to the Committee on Agricul
ture. 

By Mr. HOPE: 
H. R. 6054. A bill to amend the act of April 

6, 1949, to provide for additional emergency 
assistance to farmers and stockmen, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Agri
culture. 

By Mr. SHELLEY: 
H. R. 6055. A b111 to repeal section 2 of 

the act of February 20, 1931 (Public Law 
695, 71st Cong., 46 Stat. 1192); to the Com
mittee on Public Works. 

H. R. 6056. A b111 to extend and improve 
the old-age and survivors insurance system, 
to provide permanent and total disabil1ty 
insurance and rehabilitation benefits, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BARDEN: 
H. R. 6057. A b111 to exempt certain com

missioned officers retired for disabilities 
caused by instrumentalities of war from the 
limitation prescribed by law with respect t6 
the combined rate of retired pay and of 
compensation as civil1an employees of the 
Government which retired officers may re
c~ive; to the Committee on Post Offi.ce and 
Civil Service. 

By Mr. BLATNIK: 
H. R. 6058. A bill to allow certain persons 

to deduct for income-tax purposes amounts 
paid for meals and lodging when employed 
away from home; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MILLS: 
H. R. 6059. A b111 to authorize the adop

tion of a certain rule with respect to the 
broadcasting or telecasting of professional 
baseball exhibitions in interstate commerce, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

H. R. 6063. A b111 for the relief of Samuel 
Rubin and Mrs. Rachela Rubin; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KEOGH: 
H. R. 6064. A b111 for the relief of Raffaele 

Merlino; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. O'NEILL: 

H. R. 6065. A b111 for the relief of Anthony 
Asprakis; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. POAGE: 
H. R. 6066. A bill for the relief of Edward 

Mixson; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. RAY: 

H. R. 6067. A bill for the relief of Santiago 
Gonzalez Trigo; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. -SHELLEY: 
H. R. 6068. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Ade

laide Dibbs; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin: 
H. R. 6069. A bill for the relief of Paul 

Christian Davidson; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

H. R. 6070. A bill for the relief of Gregory 
Peter Livas; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule xXII, petitions 

and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

380.' By Mr. REED of New York: Petition 
of Mrs. Elsie M. Johnson, of Jamestown, 
N. Y., and 260 other signers, all from the 43d 
Congressional District of New York, urging 
congress to either keep at present rate or 
increase present taxes on alcoholic beverages 
in order to help pay for the ever-increasing 
cost_of crime and disease (physical and men
tal) caused by the consumption of alcoholic 
beverages; to 'the committee on Ways and 
Means. 

381. By Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin: Resolu
tion unanimously adopted at a mass meet
ing of Lithuanian Americans of the c_ity of 
Kenosha, Wis., held under auspices of the 
local branch of the Lithuanian American 
Council, Inc., on June 21, 1953; to the Com
mittee on Rules. 

I I ..... II 

SENATE 
THURSDAY, JULY 2 ,1953 

<Legislative day of Saturday, June 27, 
1953), 

The Senate met at 10 o'clock a. m., 
on the expiration of the recess. 

Rev. Edward Hughes Pruden, minister, 
·First Baptist Church, Washington, D. c., 
offered the following prayer: 

0 God and Father of us all, we ap
proach Thee in reverence and praise as 
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