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;} e Mutual Semmy ngram
S ASmtement.

by the

Gommlttee on the Pmsent l]anger |

FGR TIE second year, the Committee on the Present ;
Banger submrts to the Congress and the National Administra-
tion the results of its study of the Mutual Security program.
As_we dad last year, members of the Committee have examined.

detailed study with accompanying economic data has been

e reasons for ‘them;, and ‘certain recommendatlons

gresszon, and to urge adequate and timely action to meet it. =
The: Commzttee has no other allegiance or interests to serve.
- In this'paper we do not discuss the proposals for Technical
.Asszstance and other economic aid. But we support these pro-
. ‘grams as the best means of preventmg the spread of Com-

'-;"jbecause we feel that the United States must not open itself to -

_now before the Congress concerns the cost of support for the
L mﬂxtary aspects of the program. For this reason our Com-
~ mittee here concentrates its thought upon: How best to defend -

HI if possxb}e'7 How to do so mth the utmost long-range
o economy? | |

:'_:':-pmpnatmns should be to support the military- program, with
! relatively minor exceptz{ms principally Iceland, Austria, Spain
- and perhaps part of the aid for Greece. It is not a continuation

G purposes and which has been completed.  'We now have a new
. joint program to support a common defense. U. 8. funds for

e program at first-hand both in. Europe and Washington. A
prepared. Here we present the conclusions of the Comm;ttee e
_'The Committee on the Present Dangerisa I:ODpartlsan éi'oup - 3_ e i .
of meate citizens.” It was formed spontzneously in the fallof =~ =

1950 to seek a greater public awareness of the present peril =
- facing our nation from the threat of a major Communist ag-- o

- munism through subversive tactics in certain key areas, and ;

. eny legitimate charge that its leadership and interests are ,.- .:
- confined to zmhtary defense. However, the prmczpal question =

- the United States? How to do so through averting World War S

In Europe, we beheve that ail of the Mutual Secunty ap- |

: of the Marshall Plan, which was expressly not for military




: to a common plan of defense.

: ; :;'i:_'-for the United Sta . L
oo Ime presentmg the Mutuai Secunty Bill to the Congress last{:
-year, Secretary ‘Marshall indicated that the- appropriation of

e of approz:mately ‘equal amounts - required: for the program
{:;(House Committee hearmgs p. 85). - The present Bﬂl is the.
*second installment of that plan for defense.

_;,-.;51‘\_'nallys summary of General Gruenthex”s recent testzmony

e “The impresszon he lefi: With me was one of opﬁmlsm‘f S
--that with steadfastness of purpose on the part of all con-

" ‘cerned—both the United States and Europe—the problems L

' ;.and dzfﬁcultles can be overcome.” L

..t- *. * E

L “We have hxgh hopes for peace if we each do our part N
: :‘,:-_,General Gruenther left the impression that in NATO .
.. headguarters every effort is being made to see that each

SRR lcountry does make its fu]l contnbutxon.” R

LISBON

o At Lzsbon the North Atlantic Treaty countries have now
Ll formulated a unified plan for contributions to the common

. _these countnes are now necessary only because of the heavy : s
_drain of their military expenditures. These monies are in o
eahty not assistance to such countries but a U. S contnbutxon RN

_ Our Committee accepts the virtually unanimous view of our N

responsible nnhtary leaders that, without neglect of the Far = = 8

- East; the defense of the United States must be made in Europe . e
”and must be an allied defense. General Gruenther has recently

- summed  this up, saying ‘that “Any alternative  which would .

3 ;_3eopardzze the secunty of Westem Europe holds' great perﬂs

| 'f‘rabout $8.5 billion he then requested would be the first of three-

© - Our Cozmmttee subscribes to the followmg in Senator Con-' |

~ defense. The increases in forees there agreed upon zre practic-

' able only if Congress continues for fiscal year 1353—as Secre-.
tary Marshall- proposed—a contribution of the same general
iU order of magmtude as ‘was appropriated for the present year. -
‘v The justification for this is that it is in the interest of the United - -
.. States to make it possible for our European allies to put into =~

©the field effective armed forces on a far larger scale than their =

iy _'own resources can alone provide and equip.
o




TI-IE '?scm.s ox-* 'mﬂ RUSSIAN THREAT

s recent report is conclusive as to the
agnitude of the Russian mzhtary threat. Against
nger, every loyal American knows that we must

'.uate defense As General Gruenther has just

“* % the dnnens;wns of the Allied defense plans were
predetemnned by the magnitude of the: emstmg Somet _
iorces oppasmg Western Europe.” - o

i '_ee beheves that not only the most eﬁect:tve,-'
:;'the most ‘economical, method of def: nse of the

| TI-IE '*dtrzs"zs'zons-

ust' be: such as to make it possﬂ:le before lcng to
Defense Department budget substantially. '
j-p}.anned size of our own forces, and so their cost stem

3

: te-s is through our 3omt allied effort now so Wen L




f}ﬁj_of course fmm the Joint Chiefs of Staff’s continuing appraisal
~not only of the magmtude of the Russian threat, but of the
si:rength of our allies. If the present plan for a joint defense is
catned out. effectwely, a large cut of at least $12 billion can
e made in two years in the Defense Department’s budget.

der present worid conditions it is only in this way that such

cut will be possible, and that cur budget can be balanced

_ without new taxes or greatly endangering our security.

_V.,;r__On the contrary, the economic cost of a successful RuSs:tan e

aggresszon in Europe, which weakness there mwtes was stated o
in General Exsenhower s recent report: '

“rew _For the Umted States and Canada, the future cauld;
proxmse ever greater danger of attack, requiring endless
- sacrifices and defense costs which Would uitzmately breakz R
thezr economes oo A

'_We should not overlaok also that, even cons1dered over tnef'“ i

-r_ange thzs allied plan canstltutes by far the most econo- 7
{iu_ray to create at onee the neede& chvzsmns D1m510ns-,-~_;;.:_.’f

s Under the present plan, if supported by Congress, therei_._-
St wﬂ.‘t be by this year-end twenty-five completely equipped

L divisionson active duty under SHAPE's, comma.nd, of which E

0131-? ene—ﬁfth will be Amencan.
' The annual ‘maintenance cost of an m.fantry dlvmgn, i
,{.%mcludmg combat support troops, is about $160 million m_" :

. the U. S. against: $50 million for an allied division of
"S;V'V-Vf;_?-roughly equal strength. We pay all of the former and atri’-'_-'
S W most-a small part ot the latter. - i
.. To create, equip and maintain a division for the ﬁrst
i ;\'year-—-even with two-thirds of the heavy equipment for =
+ . an allied division coming from the U. S.—the aggregate -

- cost is $475 million for a U. S. division contrasted with =~

S “only $280 million for a Europea.. division—each with com--

e - bat support. troops. But after the first year, the U. 8. .

o '__"”_dlmsztons cost continues at $160 million per year for us, -
.. 'contrasted with either nothing from the U. S. or at most

a small amou.nt of “defense support.”




| (U S dlmons, W'lth. combat support troops, have about 5%
f :greater strength in men and somewhat greater fire-power,
‘but a European dstmn is a roughly comparable military unit.
_?jI.n using divisions as an illustration, we, of course, in no way
‘-overlook the reqmrements for air and sea power also.) -

rhich can later be cut under this plan. The number of U. S.

divisions on active duty and in reserve increase. The main
‘objective of the Mutual Security program is to stimulate the
growth of such allied divisions. This is in process, and the

rOperIy caﬂ for it to be supplemented by German .

;:_Another evzdence of What is true economy is that, nnder the

l_Greece and Turkey) ‘will spend for the joint defense in fiscal
year 1953 'the eqmvalent of $144 bﬂhon, in contrast to only $1.8
billion  of . “defense support” now requested fo make full
{ach1evement of such $14 billion program possible. In no other
‘Way can we. get so much defense per dollar spent.

It was the U.'S. which urged the Lisbon plan, strongly sup-
ported in this by SHAPE. The plan necessarily assumed that
‘the U. S. would continue for next year its present rate of con-
-trzbutlon to the joint effort.

mzhtanly the best—and perhaps the only—way to create a
sound 'defense of the U. S, but it is by far the most economi-

in our own defense’ budgets
©Our. Commzttees ‘economic analysis convinces us that the

provided they are temporary. And the present rate can be
temporary unless the world situation further deteriorates.

.eunty costs. through added total output. This proved to be an
—:underest:mate. The United States has been able to meet in-
creased seeunty costs without reducing individual per capita
commptwn and with a large increase in private investment.

5

* Further, it is not merely our costs for U. S. troops in Europe =~

divisions on active duty forming our strategic reserve in this -
country can be progressively reduced as battle-worthy allied

present plan, our Furopean allies “(including  Germany,

~. The present allied defense program is accordmgly not merely
“cal W ‘vay “For it Teads toward a ma]or cut’ of many bﬂhans ST 5
U. 8. economy has the strength to bear these expenditures— =

. In our study last year we pointed out that the U. S. economy S
would probably be able to absorb most of the increase in se-




" S Y. After adxustments to comparable price levels, we find that our
e g'reat post-Korean increases in security expenditures have

" come, and will next year come, entirely out of increased na-

_twnal output ‘and that we are maintaining the already un-
o preeedentedly hlgh pre-Korean levels of personal consumption =
and pnvate investment. EROY
. 'These encouraging facts do not minimize the importance of

- ” "balancmg the budget as soon as possible consistently with rea- =
..~ 'sonable sécurity. But they do show that our nation can finance

" .. the present plan of defense for the temporary interval neces- |

.~ sary without serious threat to the soundness of its basic . |
B '__’economy. | ,

* Accordingly, our Comzmttee concludes that the United States B

SR can afford for the temporary period necessary the program for

.supportmg a joint defense—and that it cannot afford not to

i e support it mthout very much greater iater costs and danger' o

to our economy as well as to our safety.

. APART FROM DOLLARS AND CENTS, IT IS IMPORTANT B

 THAT UNDER THIS PLAN OTHER NATIONS
 WILL SHARE WITH US IN THE HUMAN
'- commmons TO DEFENSE.

In the Mutual Secunty Bill, the Congress is dealing not just

. with money, but with lives. Because of the lack two . [§
- years ago of any concerted plan for defense through an a}hedﬁ{ .
" force against aggression in the Far East, the U. S. has done  §§
. over 90% of the fighting ir. Korea and borne most of the |
~casualties. Whether or not this was uravoidable, it should .

L not be repeated elsewkere.

-+ There is a way to do this by assisting now with full vxgor;:'
'm the orgamzatlon and equipment as effective fighting forces = -

i " of the ample manpower our allies are ready to make available.

' In Europe this includes not only the NATO countries, but in all

' probability Germany. General Bradley has just underlined
. what this policy will lead to, saying that the great bulk of the

. _1'—;troops and equipment for Western Europe’s defense “should |

e eventually be furmshed by the countries of Europe.”
| 6




The suecess of the I.asbon pIa.n for an allied defense of the-

-: :Eree world—of whxch the Mutual Security program is a corner-
stone—1s, therefore, something close to the heart of every

- American for reasons wholly mdependent of conmderat:.tons of
L money and tax&s . -

i;jf.ms THE mopsms' EFFORTS SUFFICIENT SO THAT o

THE PLAN CAN SUCCEED?

015 thzs ‘General Elsenhower is the best’ ]udge ‘General
' "_:*Gmenther recently reported for him that it is the Europeans’ . -
. determination to defend themselves which ‘makes avaﬂable-._ s

.':f the e&ert they are now makmg

s happy t0 report th:s effort is now belng made R

T 1 : ¢ good measure and is resulting in substantial forees now .
- - -in existence and substant:.al addmons deﬁmtely in s:ghtr
= .'_'__-_"rfcr the future ,

IEEESERI Among the North Atlanhc Treaty natlons of Western

. Europe the will todefend has been demonstrated in their
- - longer periods of conscription, increased budgets for de-
fense and eﬁorts to expand defense producho o

To corroborate thls we. have for the ﬁrst tlme under the

5 Lisbon plan a screened, integrated joint program possessing
- unity and cohesmn. - Underlying it was the techmcal study

- " headed by our General McNarney, supported by a group of able -~ -
- budget and other experts from the Defense Department, from =
- SHAPE and from MSA, familiar both with costs and the facts L
of European military establishments and economics. - Working =~ -

" with experts from the other countries, they had before them
. the: intimate details of each of the European nations’ present.'

~and prospectlve mlhtary contrlbutlons, thezr costs require-:

ments and economic capacities. - - |
© . Using a more recent revision of their ﬁgures the total :mh- '
tary expenditures of our European allies (inclusive of Greece,
- .. Turkey and Germany) were in the past fiscal 3 year about $8.7
o bdizon in dollar equivalent adjusted to fiscal year 1952 prices..

- This year (fiscal 1952) they will be $114 billion, and next year,

o :-_i_for whzch the appropnatioq is now being asked, the plan—as '.
7 | |




‘:‘,..or $14 4 billion. This is an increase of
in such European nnhtary expendztures m

, ...take mto account the resmts of U 8.
ut not of our end-item military aid. I
us of end-ztems are also mcluded, the B




1E PROPOSAL TO SINGLE OUT "DEFENSE
'SUPPORT” FUNDS FOR CUTS

. ,Qur Committee emphas:zed last year that the two kinds of

.WHRT ABOU’T THE FAR EAST?

costs previously borne.. Due to this combination of factors,
fapan is at present ina ﬁnanc:iai ‘position to create substantial
ground: forces of her own We beheve that Japan will desire -

~need _for U S d:wzsmns to be stationed there.

tary” and “ecomomic,” are really insep-
ause in Europe both are now entlrely to L

-’aspezcts of defense gwen the expen- T
=mech_amca1 unplemenfs of modem

_ 5 " a_--must not be n9g1ectei But we must censzder T

F:rsl:' "The treaty will make it possible for Japan to create
efense force, and Japan thromgh many- dollars earned from .-
ervices and Supphes furnished to our armies in the Korean -
‘for the present in an unexpectedly strong financial =~ '
_ mt;om : .Japanese contnbut‘:}ns to the expense of maintain- ;
ing U. S. troops will henceforth be only half the occupation -

to do: 56, for her own safety.” "This should greatly reduce the o RN




j. Socond Our Mutual Secunty assistance for France and the -
_f:. Umted ngdom is also an mportant indirect defense of the

i France is conducnng the defense of Indo-Chma at a
o r-dolla:r ‘equivalent cost of about $1 billion a year. This is
L apprommately equal to all of the aid she is receiving from

. - ment for Indo-China is additional to this)
crin Malaya, the British, with the equivalent of about two

S 'mumst guerrﬂla forc&s

bution toward. their European defense efforts.

and other key areas.

EFFECTS OF A F.KILURE TO CARBY GUT THE
-* PRESENT JOINT PLAN

o " beyond that which their own:resources would support. Some -

L years. - If the U. 8. should decide not to back up this position,
G tzmes the saving achieved by cuts in the appropriation.

: eﬁectzve eommand (SEAPE) have been achieved. The pro-

10

- usin Europe.  (Our end-item assistance for military equip- ..
S leISlons, are conductmg a tough war agamst strong Com. o -

__,De:fense of these areas must be mamtamed in the mterest o:t'_f :
Far Eastern security. Certainly neither France nor Britain . = °
could contmue ‘this without the U. S. Mutual Secunty contn—_f T

! Finally, about $250 million in military aid for the Far East 1
is included in the Bil, for ass:stance to the P’“lﬂzppmes Formosa .

~The, Mutual Securlty program is, there:fore one wh:ch 1s_. _.
balanced geographlcaﬂy, not unduly weighted toward Eumpe S .

e 'I‘he Umted Staf:es last’ fall at Ottawa and later at- Lzsbon. :
g m-ged the increase of the European na‘tj_gns forces on a scale

j:;_::--:,'-:prennse had to be used as to the U. S. contribution. Upon the .
© 7 assumption that it would be the same as this year’s, an agree- L
. ment upon a plan was obtained under which Europe would -
- step up its total mhtary effort by almost $3 billion over the - §
~ current year. ‘This is nearly a $6 billion increase over two = =}
_ the losses in total allid military strength would be many [}
- The Schuman plan, an efficient NATO organization, and an '

o posed European Defense Community, and as an essential part




of‘ 1t the v:ttal deczszon of Westem Germany as to partzclpatzon
"in a European ‘army, lie: just ahead. The Kremlin has offered
Germany the appealing but false lure of promised unity and

- her own armed forces. 'We know that, if this offer is accepted,

~status; that continued freedom for the Germans ‘requires their

‘the' Rusmans will before long reduce Germany to a satellite |

‘_.';ahgnment with the West But the Germans know that the N
. Jatter puts. them ina geegraphxcal and military. spot of immedi-

- ate danger if Russia attacks. No argument to Germans for a

effort, is: more cogent than the news of a firm policy by Con-

}-pianned. : E
Fmaliy, we have at leaSu 200 000 of our own boys in Get

men and their families for them, are entitled to know that
. they will ‘be' ‘supported: by the greater allied forces now

defense if necessary.

g Dy A.fter all our U. S. eﬁorts to speed up European armament,'.

i ‘f_;f;.1t is no-time, as we see it, fo go into reverse. It would be false -

economy to play down the one course which promises to give

Siocus, both defense and long-range financial relief. The possible
{consequences to car whole defense plan and to our. boys in
e Germany are too semeus—the stakes {oo hlgh

HOW CAN "'HE MOST VALUE PEB DOLLAR BE
OBTAIN’ED FROM MUTUAL SECURITY FUNDS?

___.;'sound decxswn and strong support of it in the joint mﬂltary :

gress'io glve :Eu}l suppOrt to the increased aihe& defense now cx

:‘;many exposed on the very edge of the Iron Curtain. These RUESTAER

planned, ) help deter an attack and to share Wxth them inthe -

Shou!d last year's Act be revised? Our Committee urged at

e .'_‘that time a bill for 2 unified administration of both kinds of - S

* aid. The House passed such a bill. However, the law as finally
T ':enacted differed in form. Under i, ~purchases of end-item -
_eqmpment have still been made almost entirely in this coun-
- try. So far the set-up has not functioned to utilize effectively
. the European economies to produce what they could for their
.~ own defense. So-called “off-shore procurement” is still held
S up by legal questtons, by procurement regulations which were

e “ designed for contracting in this country for the supply of our

St -'".'OWB; forces and by administrative complications.
B . 11




The Iack of such procurement in Europe has been especially

- . serious because of the deterioration in the dollar position there.
 We are still failing to give Europe the chance to earn, by pro-

| duemg more of its military equipment, the dollars which its

- economies must have. We are not yet taking the necessary
' steps to enable Europe to make the spare parts to maintain the

- end-items we are furnishing them. TUnless promptly corrected,' '

F - this will lead to continuing depeadence upon us. General
B Ezsenhower in hls recent report said:

-_“* *® Amenca cannot continue to be the primary source
' of munitions for the entire free world. To do so would be -

- militarily unsound.  Moreover, the United States cannot - L
long continue such expenditures without endangenng her = 4

Y cwn economlc structure.”

P An encouragmg development is that the U. S. orgamzatlon
o in Europe bas recently achieved umity through the appoint-
" mentof a U. S. Special Representative with new powers. This'
.~ ‘official now represents directly the President, the Secretaries
- of State and Defense and the Director of Mutual Security. -
S j-},He is-also ‘the permancnt U. S. representative on the NATO
- Council.’ These are great steps forward, with real promise for
. the future.
. Weare confirmed in our behef that it is highly deszrable to

havea smgle unified administration of the aid. program in this
couniry—with certain operational functions delegated to the

o Secretary of Defense. Mere “coordination” of separate agencies -
is not adequate. As the Congressional intent in last year's Act . -}
-~ has not been so interpreted as to require such a unified ad-
-_mm:stratlon, it would, we believe, be well to make such a
- purpose clear in the pending Bill. We suggest also that inthe =
~ Committee reports a strong indorsement and commendation of =~
. the unified set-up already created in Paris wouid be appropri- -

ate and constructive. g
- We propose several specific steps which could tcgether cor-

- rect certain of the conditions above mentioned. Some of these —
~* apparently require legislation. Some could be brought about .

- through the Committee reports on the Bill as an expression of -
" the desire of Congress. - Some are matters which could be put

- '_ into eﬁect at once by admmzstratlve action.




) We recommend a shit to Paris under the new U S.
Specml Representahve in Europe (Ambassador Draper) of a
much  larger responsxbﬂzty for administering both forms of

- unified set-up there already achieved. The formulation of

an best be done initially {0 a much greater

eﬁectlvely Pﬂtlclpate. - It should not be done pnmarﬂy by re-
mgte' control from’ Washmgton. S

: Hexéelberg -(This, we' ‘understand, is being considered.)

here should also be shifted to Paris and so better unzﬁed with
L'-}'the other parts of the program. . L

-delays in off-shore procurement, and which result from the

servi ces.

_:;';._L'__*we beheve, end entzreiy zne chvzsmn beiween—er at Ieasc :
S . ._ 3 -

“U. 8. assistance to Europe. This would make full use of the S

 future programs and next year's Mutual Security budget for
the M_NATO are&“"af& _WeH as the requisite continuing revision = . ]

e_zi:ent over there Where the facts are, and where SHAPE can S

This would not involve any change in the responmbﬂlty and QRPN
uthority of the Secretary of Defense as to military aid now .
provl&ed in the Act. - But we do ‘suggest that in this :Etmctzon,_ N e
the U. S, Speexal Representative in Europe be used to the full =~

as the representatwe of the Secretary of Defense. Ti:us shonld.

for obtannng “end items” in Europe and in decisions as to "
WhéthEr\-aﬁd‘-‘hﬁwi‘rit“is"advisable to ws'ecure':them there. This =~ =
has the added advantage that there is available in Paris to the -
“U.S. Smcza}. Representatwe in Europe the essential informa-
1_3011 from SHAPE and NATO, and from the MSA’s economic
_data and plans. The Defense Department could provide him - .
';f;-_"mth miuch of the requisite staff by moving to Paris. personnel A
“from the coffice for off-shore procurement recently set up in

“With ‘the ‘new office of U. S. Special - Repraentatzve -
in- Paris, much ‘of the plannmg and work now done by MSA

. The above changes could~and it is mportant that thev
{:f'_shouid—heip to iron oui certain administrative difficulties
- within the Defense Department itself which are now causing -

: _'i.mmon of these procurement functlons among the three armed i e

-“1'.7(2) For the prmezpal European counmes, Ccngress should,'- B




'_'}‘;:;f_"-create more operahng ﬂembﬂzty between—— ‘military aid” and
. “defense support.” - In English these two phrases seem to us -

- _"tomean the same thing. - We pointed out last year and General -
_!_;-'_'Ezsenhower confirms that these two types of aid are insepa-

 rable. We recommend that Congress consider designating the S

-f;-*;:‘whole appropriation for these areas as aid to support a mili-

the appropnatxon most. useful.

_services for oﬁ-shore procu:rement

areas Where facﬂlhes and ‘manpower are not being fully util- ..
" sustaining as far as possible in such production, not mdeﬁmtely-.',
- *‘dependent upon our supplymg its equipment, Lo

] esult in la:fge dehvenes and thereby of dollar income to Europe

-~ tary program. If, however, Congress should not desire to make . ' -

. "this compleie change at least the right to shift 10%—as was
* - ‘authorized last year, instead of the 5% as now proposed—from
. ‘one category of aid to the other should be restored fo make Con

“r (3) We should enable the Europeans to earn as far as possz—i'- s
ble monies we may otherwise have to furnish them to buy raw = -
':;'matenals eseential to support the military program. To this =
“end, we suggest that the Congress express, through its Com-
“mittee reports on. the Bill, its desire that military aid funds .
. should be. utﬂ:zed in the above manner to the full extent
practxcable and consistent thh accomplishing the purposes of .
‘the Act.’ This should also serve to broaden the too narrow list
‘of__end-ltems which are now authorized by the three armed R

- Of course, many kinds of heavy eqmpment can, if pnor;hes L
3--',are adequate and are ngl,dly enforced, be delivered more effi- .~ -

- “clently and rapidly from U. S. production lines. For this

- reason the so-called U. S. “end-item” aid is fully 3ust1ﬁed, and
. will eontinue over the next year at least fo constitute the
. principal part of the “military aid” furnished under the Act.
‘But there is 2 eritical need that the administration of the pro-
, gram should be'such as to. produce in Europe—especza}ly in ¢

- ized—as soon as practlcable the maximum possxble amount of .
‘the equipment for Europe. This will conserve: our funds by .
‘making them ‘the ‘source both of needed m1htary equipment
‘and dollar income. It will also prepare Europe to be self-

. . Such off-shore procurement of these “end-i tems”, due to the
'-iong lead. time reqmred for many of them, can probably not =




:-f.j*?dtmng the commg ﬁscal year Therefore this proposal does
not constitute an immediate substitute for the “defense sup-
fport” part of the program—but it could reduce th:s s:agmﬁcantly |
the followmg year. o i

: _5,(4} The Act should we. beheve, e so phrased as clearly to.
‘authorize the Presxdent to except “off-shore procurement” from

fully eéxpress the desire of the Congress that there should be a
K correspondmg ‘exception from armed services procurement:

Wh1d1 will have 1ts own: procurement set—up., :

full value from our dollars, no complete allocation of the ap-

ment. and to’ MSA, respectwely “This has in the past divided
the appropriation more or less rigidly into U.'S. military “end-

= (6) We x'ecommend that ailocatxons to the Defense Depart L

_-St}mulate such purchasmg

&ollar posztmns of cer*am of these countries. .

t_:_mue at’ regular mtervals the screening and. costing studzes _
thch were nntlated Iast fall under General McNarney Con-_

15

3’te¢hmca]1t:es of armed forces procurement laws not intended S
for such a situation. Also, the Committee reports could use-

regulations.. An. extension to off-shore procurement of exist-
;mg powers to create such exceptions from statutory contract .= i
and accounting techmcahtr&s is contained in the Administra-
tion’s Bill (Sec, 532). Whatever form the statutory provisions - -
ﬁnally take, they should permit and facilitate means of apply- S
funds for such items, not orly through formal U. S. pro- =
curement contracts, but- under appropriate arrangements with.
govemments and the planned European Defense Cemmumty, o

, }'(5) The appropnatmn should as heretefore, be made to the-. e
President. Bat; to preserve the ﬁexﬂ:ﬂhty necessary to get the -

propriation should be made initially to the Defense Depart-

1tem” a1d and economzc aid” and has SO tended to decrease 1ts B "

ment. by the President for ‘off-shore procurement should bef
. made specifically for this purpose, Tins would do. much to

' (7) In placing off-shore Procurement contracts in- Europe,' e
T f‘-.ﬂ.l eﬁect should be given to the important by-product of such
p;'ocurement in- needed strengthemng of the. econonnes and

 (8). Another step which would conserve dollars and advance_ P
the program, would be to assure a strong U. S, team to con- .




“}tmuatzon of stud1es of this kmd wﬂl we understand, be a func-

tion of the. NATO orgamza’non ‘However, the success of this
'work last fall stemmed in large part from the faet that General

McNamey directed the study and that he was supported by
o1y able: experts many of whom were key men temporarﬂy:_.,{
srrowed  for the purpose . from the Comptroller in the |
.Oﬁce ‘of the Secretary of Defense. ‘To assure comparable,

wigor and abﬂ:ty, a similar group should be made available on
teinporarv duty status at regular intervals, reporting to- Am-
sador Draper Whﬂe in’ Europe, to assure the. develepment’-z'
_ef_}dependable data on which to. proceed in applymg U. S. aid.
(9) Finally, the: Con@'ess should, we believe, express,
15 gh the 'Commrttee reports its ‘desire’ for ‘the apphcatmnf‘;
actual praetzce ef a h.igh enough pnor:ty to assure adequate‘ ;

218 A2 _.-.:'forces in Eurepe whzch are already well’. :
ped.’ *Altheugh shipments are now improving, one of the
icaps to the program to date has been our’ ‘country’s fail--
to_make scheduled deliveries’ to. NATO of U..S. end-items—"
condition due to iﬁadequat'ez. :prioritifes,-,., to 'ret"arded " -pro?duc |
tion and to the ‘overriding needs of Korea and Indo-China. If -
e' m‘t a prompt aﬂled defense the U 3 must ciehver the'

T cowcmsxon' ST e T
We believe ‘fthaf thél-:Mﬁm'az' Secnnty pfbgram. is sound in

conceptzon, mhtarﬂy and economzcaﬁy, that it is bemg ad-
ministered with integrity; that it is the. only way to achieve 'aj
long-range defense mthm ‘the lumtatxons which the U. 8.
economy can stand and remain strong. Very real’ progress has .
been made toward this goal. . The appropriation requested is
needed and the full amount can be effectively used toward it.
~ This is the economical route to our defense. But i improvements
“‘can be made in flexibility and in administrative ways to get
| ”"even more defense for our dollars and to speed up the program.- |




