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INVESTIGATION OF KEY ASPECTS OF SPACE,
MISSILES AND OTHER DEFENSE PROGRAMS
Monday, February 8, 1960

United States Senate,

Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee of the

Comnittee on Armed Services, and

Committee on Aeronautical and Space Sciences,
Washington, D. C.

The Commilttee and Subcommittee met, pursuant to recess,
at 2:05 p. m., in Room 235, Old Semate Office Building,

Senator Lyndon B. Johnson (Chairman of the Committee and

. Subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee:
Senators Jchnson'(Presiﬂing); Stennis and
Symington.
Present: Committee on Aeronautical and Spacé Sciences:
Senators Johnson (Presiding, Stennis, Symington,
Young, Cannon, Saltomstall, Wiley, Martin, and Case (N.J.).
Also present: Senators Jackson, Engle and Bush, and Dirksen.
BEdwin L. Weiélm Special Counsel; Cyrus R. Vance,
Associate Counsel; Kenneth E. Beldeu, Staff Director of Space
Committee and Preparedness Subcommittee.
Staff Members, Preparedness Investigating Subcomnittee:

Stuart French, Associate Counsel and Robert M. Neal,
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Attorney.

Stéff members, Committee on Aeronautical and Space
Sciences: Max Lehver, Assistant Staff Director; Everard H.
Smith, Jr., Counsel: William J. Deachman, Assistant Counsel;
Dr. Glen P, Wilson, Chief Clerk; and Dr. Earl W. Lindveit,
Assistant Chief Clerk,

Ceorge E. Reed, Assistant to Senator Johnson; and Dr.
Edwarxrd C. Welsh, Assistant to Senator Symington.

Senator Johnson. The Committee will come to order.

This afternoon the Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee
of Armed Services, im conjunction with the Space Committee,
continues its review of the adequacy of America's defenses.

The question remains in many important areas as to whether
or not tomorrow's programs -- which must be decided today -~-
will provide the adequate protection our country will need.

The principlal witness this afternoon will be Admiral
Arleigh Burxke, Chief of Naval Operations and a Menber of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff.

Admiral Burke, it is my opinion -- and T know it is
shared by other of the Committee Members -- that the Amexican
people, 1lf properly informed, will make the proper decisions.
We on the Cormittee represent the people who by their votes
have placed us here. We must depend on career experts, such

as you, for much of our information.
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The Committee has been told that today we are strong —-
but that the trend is against us. We ask you o appear this
afternoon to give us the benefit of your views -~ not only as
Anmerica’s senior Naval expert, but alsc as a Member of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff and; most important; a great and
distinguished American.

Admixal Buxke, it is our custom to swear in witnesses.
Will you please stand wvhile I administer the oath.

Do you solemnly swear to tell the truth, the whole
truth, and nothing but the truth, in the testimony you are
about to give, so help you God?

Admiral Burke. I do, sir.

Senator Johnson. You may be seated.

if there are no comments by Committee members, we will
ask counsel to proceed with the questioning. |

Mr. Weisl. Admiral Burke, your predecessor, Admiral__
Robert B. Carney, wrote an article entitled "Our Public Trust
To Speak Out," and in this article he stated, and I quote:

“The existing organizatilonal structure for national
defense is such that it is quite possible for the considered
sexvice views to be disapproved or pigeon-holed at the military
department level or at the Department of Defense level.
Thus, important service philoscophies can, in effect, be
withheld from public consideration unless the people are

willing unquestionably to abide by administrative decision in
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& vital military matters. They will want to hear all the

(:> arguments and have a say in the final shape of things."

Do you agree with the views of your predecessor, Admiral

(:> Carney, in that respeck?

TESTIMONY OF ADMIRAL ARLEIGH BURKE,

CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS AND A

MEMBER OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STARF

Admiral Burke. I don't think that any military man has

had his opinion suppressed. Whether or not it is possible,
vhich is what I think Admiral Carney stated there, that it
might. be possible, I dontt ﬁhink it is possible. AL least it
hasn®t been done.

(:) Mr. Weisl. At least you ave willlng to give your personal
recommendations to this Committee as to what is necessary to
guard the future safety of this Nation, are you not?

Admiral Burke. VYes, sir.

Mr. Welsl. Will you pleasge tell us about Russian sea-
pover as you see it today?

Admiral Burke. At the end of World War II Russia had a
very swall and a very insignificant Mavy. It tool; them about
5 or 6 years of study of all the battles and all of the navies
of World Waxr II to determine what they should do.

In about 1950 they started the submarine building program,
because they realized that the United States is dependent

upon allies, it is dependent upon our own forces overseas. If
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dmb wars are to be fought, they will be fought in the Eurasian
Continents, and so they built a lot of submarines.

At one time, about 1956, they got up to a bullding rate
of over 80 submarines per year. In 1957 or thereabouts, they
stopped building the submarines that they were then bullding
and shifted to some new types. They now have coming off tThe
line a couple of new types of svbmarines.

We note too they were very much interested in nuclear
power in submarines because of the tremendous advantage of
niclear power for submarines, and we know that they have been
trying to build nuclear powered submarines. We do not believe
that they have any nuclear powered sulmarines in operation

<:> now.

Now in addition to that, Russia built a large number of
cruisers, destroyers and a particularly large number of smail
patrol craft and mine laying éraﬁ%o About four or five years
ago about the same time that we started putting missiles on
our cruisers, Russia was reported to have stopped construction
on some of the cruisers that were there on the way. She;
however, by that time had built sbout 25 cruisers I believe,
so that she now has in commission more cruisers than we have,

J O about twice the number of cruisers than we have.
] In the last two or three years Russia has been extremely
‘:D interested in nmissiles and surface ships. She has some

missile surface ships. She has develioped since World War II
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nearly from scratch a navy which has moxe ships than our

Navy, buc most of them small ships, but over-all, in her

over-~-all effectiveness, she is the second navy in the world.
Mr. Weisl. How does her submarine f£leet compare to

ours?

Admival Burke. She has cover 400 submarines in commission.

We have less than‘lzo in commission.

Mr. Weisl. Are her submarines of the modern type?
Admiral Burke. Her submarines are good conventional
boats, but they axe not nuclear power yet. That is the 450 ~-

Mr, Weisl. But the average snorkel type are post World
Waxr I type~aubmaxines; are they not?

Admiral Burké. That is correct, sir, and they used a
Cerman design in theix production.

Mr. Weisl. Do you know what percentage of our industry
is vulnerable to mizsile carrving submarines?

Admiral Burke. It depends upon the range of the missile,
but of course the entire United States is vulnerable; if they
have a missile of sufficient range.

Mr. Weisl. Isn®t it a fact that the bulk of our
facilities producing aircraft, missiles, electronics, ships
and other key military items are located on the East and West
Coasts?

Admiral Burke. That is correct, sir.

Mr. Weisl. HMay I call your attention, Admiral Burke,
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to a statement made in a magazine called "Havy." You are
familiar with that magazine. .
Admiral Burke. Yes, sir.
Mr. Weisl. Then I quote:

. "Of course, socner or later the Peantagon and COngresé
must face up to what is probably the most serious and
fundamental national security problem, the growing obsolescence
of our fleet:., With the exceptioh of the few ships built or
modernized siﬁce the end of World War‘II; our Navy is operating
with World War II shipping.

"Our Navy matexriel is not being replaced as fast as it
is wearing out or being technolegically cutmoded. The day
of reckoning mustc inevitabiy érrive. There is a growing
awareness in Congress of this crisis which is already confront-
ing us in ite initial form. However, positive proposals for
the maintenance of the U. S. sea power must originate with the
Executive Branch of the Government;

“In this period of budgetary squeeze on the military,
the codt of maintaining a modern ﬁleat»is a strong incentive
for sweeping the problem under the corner of the Pentagon®s
administrative rug. Unfortunately, the rapid growth of
Soviet sea power indicates that no such problem existe with
respect to the Soviet Navy.*®

Do you agree with that statement?

Admiral Burke. I don’t agree with the way it is worded,
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sir, but essentially our fleet is“old. Most of our fleet
is of World War II vintage.

About 78 per cent of our fleet now was built during
World %ar II. Sconer or latexr those ships are goinglto.wear
out and fall apart. At that time they will need xéplacement.

Mr. Weisl. Each year you have ccome before ﬁhisICOmmittee
since I have been counsel with the same story, that we may
get along thls yeax, but if we don't do something next year,
we are in grave danger. And then the next year you came along
and said, "Well, ve may get along this year, but 1f we don‘t
do something next year."

Now we are up to FY 196L. Are you now proceeding with
all the ships and aircraft that were approved by the Congress
in the fiscal year budget 1960?

Admiral Burke. ©No, sir. We had o cancel or defer the
building of five ships in our 1960 program because the total
ship building program, not only ‘60 but the years before,
the cost has increased due to two things: Due to an increase
in the cost of labor and cost of material, and also due to
increased cost in eguipment due to advances in equipment.

Now we cannot start a ship unless we have the money

available to pay for it. Due to the fact that we were short of

woney to pay for all of the ships in the previous program, we
deferred five ships, three DLG's, the conversion of one

cruiser and a zesearch ship.
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Mr. Weisl. Now those ships that yvou deferred that
were appropriated for in the fiscal year 1960 budget, have
they been reinstated in the 1961 budget?

Admiral Burke. One of them has, sir. The research
ship has, but we have three DIG's in the '61 budget, and
perhaps that could be considered as being replaced. But we
would have had them in there whether or not we had the built
the ships last year, sir. |

Mz, Weisl. But the four destroyers, the three destroyers
and the cruiser have not been reinstated. |

Admiral Burke. That is correct, sir.

Mr., Weisl. And yet you have testified vexry properly,
and so have the rxest of vour staff,-of the critical need for
anti-svbmavine warfare development. Aren't the destroyers
particularly used in anti-submarine warfare?

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir. These are excellent ships for
that. But because of this necessity each year to either
cancel ships ér ask Congress foxr an increase in funds to pay
for previous programs is the main reason why we have asked
this year, after consulting with the Department of Defense,
for a change in the pricing concept, so that we can price
the ship to completion, and this will help us out in the
future,

Mr. Welsl. Why wasn‘t Congress asked for the necessary

funds?
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Admiral Burke. We discussed this with the Depaxtment
of Defense, and ln the discussion it was decided that we
would do two things: +that in the re-pricing we would ask for,
we would defer these five ships, vhich I think came to about
$317 nmillion, and also ask Congress for the money to complete
the program to completion.

Mr. Weisl. In other words, what you are telling us is
that you had reservations about the 1960 program, and you
didn’t even get all that was provided for in that program,
and that the cutbacks in that preogram have not been reinstated
in the FY 1961 budget, is that coxrect?

Admiral Burke. Essentilally, fes, sir.

Mr. Weisl. Now in the f£iscal 1961 budget, it appears
that your bureau heads, the heads of the various departments,
asked the Navy Comptroller for certain equipment, and this
is the list, and you can corvect me if I don't state it
correctly, that was denied, the list that was recommended and
denieds

L. The Navy personnel strength was reduced by 11,000,
is that correct?

Admival Burke., That is correct, sir.

Mr. Weisl. The nunber of active fleet ships reduced from
864 to 817.

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir.

Mr. Weisl. The nurber of average operating aircraft
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reduced approximately 300 and numbexr of £lying hours reduced
by 500,000, is that correct?

Admiral Burke. That is essentially correct, sir.

Mz, Weisl. Aircraft procurement reduced by 681 Ffrom
1,339 to 658.

Admiral Burke. I don't belleve that was in the budget,
sir.

Mr. Weisl. That was the difference between what was
recommended.

Admiral Burke. That is correct, sir. That is what was
recommended by the Bu/Air at that time, énd what we finally
came up vith.

Mr. Weisl. aAnd this I considexr the important one.

5. Elininated 35 new construction ships including three
fleet ballistic missile submarines and long lead time procure-
ment for six additional fleet ballistic missile submaxines,
and seven conversions, is that correct?

Admiral Burlke., VYes, sir. But if I may interject here,
the lists, the requests, of the Bureau Chiefs did not go to
the Department of Defense. I kept a good many of those down,
because we were given a directive in duly on how to build our
budget, and we followed that directive,

Mz. Weisl. In other words, you were given guidelines as
to vhat plateau vou mustn’t cross regardless of how much you

needed?
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dm 12 Admiral Burke., We were given two planning guidelines,

One was a guideline based upon our NOA last year less
10 per cent of the procurement, military construction, and
research and development. That was to be the basic budget.

The cother one was to be the basic budget plus that 10
per cent plus half a billion dollars, and we submitied that
budget to the Depaxtment~of Defense based on those guidelines,
sit.

Mr. Weisl. Those guidelines were money limitations, ién‘t
that right?

Admiral Burke. Yes, six,

<:> ~ Mr. Weisl. Not requirement limitations?

Adamiral Burke. They were money limitations, yes, sir.

-Mr. Weisl. But the fact is that three fleet ballistic
missilef‘submarines.recommenaed were thrown out, long lead-
time xequiﬁement,for-six additichal fleet ballistic missile
svbmarines vwere denied, and seven conversions were denied, is
that coxrect?

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir, but I did that in oxder to —-

Mr. Weisl. You did that?

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir.

(2)

O
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Mr. Weisl. But it wasn't because you thought it should

be done, but because of the guideline aand the money limita=-
tions, is that correct?

Admiral Burke. VYes, sir,.

Mr. Weisl. No. 6. Expendible Ordnance and Ocher Weapons
and Suppert Eguipment Reduced.

What does that mean?

Admiral Burke. Ammunition, primarily, such things as
torpedoes, mines, and that type of equipment, sir.

Mr. Weisl. What iz the condition of the ammunition and
mines and torpedoes? Can you run the Navy without a full
supply of those?

Admiral Burke. We have now some very good new torpedoes
that are coming off the line, and we would like of course to
get them in great supply.

We have also just developed a couple of very good mines.
We would like to have more of those, of course, sir, but in
submitting these budgets to the Department of Defense, we
have an opportunity to speak to our budget, to lay out our
reguirements, and then the decision is made as to what the
final budget will be, and we support that budget after it is
made, sir.

Mr, Weisl. I know that, but I am talking about what
you were allowed as compared to the people who have the respon-

sibility of doing the fighting said their requirements were.
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Admiral Burke. They asked for that all right, sir.

Mr. Weisl. No. 8. You reduced research and development
effort to approximately fiscal year 1960 level, is that
correct?

Admiral Burke. That is correckt, sir.

Mr. Weigl. In other words, despite the critical needs
for research and development of anti-submarine warfare and
the like, you have no greater funds for that than you had
in FY 1960, is that correct?

Admiral Burke. That is esgsentially cozrect, sir,

Mr. Weisl. In your cpinion as the head, as the Chief
Naval Officer, are you satisflied?

Admiral Burke. No, sir, I don't think that any Military
Chief will ever be satisfied --

Mr. Weisl. We know that.

Admiral Burke. -~ but I did have an opportunity to
state my case, and I support this.

Senator Johnson. What you are saying is that you are
following the budget judgment instead of the military judow~
ment. The military judgment is one thing. ¥You made the
recommendations based on military judgment. Then you got
guidelines and you compromised by following the guidelines.

Admiral Burke. We put our most important items in our

budget, in the basic budget, and the next most important

items in the add-on, sir.
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Senator Johnson. And the budget does not contain items
(:> that your military judgment feels you should have.

Admiral Burke. It doesn't contain as many liems as we
(:) originally asked foxr, no.

Senator Johnson. It eliminated three Polaris submarines,
alsc long lead time procurement for six additional Polaris
submarines. Does that mean that you believe that the budget
provides all the funds that should be provided for thevPolaris
submarine?

Admiral Burke. I might explain that a litile bit, sir.
I think that the Department of'Defense, people in the Depart-
ment of Defense, and of course they should speak for them-
selves on this --

Senator Johnson. They will. I want you to speak for
yourself. Do you think the budget has got all the money it
ought to have for the Polaris submarines?

Admiral Burke. Not now, sir, because we have completed
our tests on that, and that is a wonderful machine, sir.

Senator Johnson. The answer is no?

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir.

Senator Johnson. And you think it ought to have more
money in it for the Polaris submarines?

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir.

Senator Johnson. Your military judément leaves no doubt

about that, so far as you are concerned?
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Admiral Burke. No, sir, but -~
<:> Senator Johnson. But because of the budget guidelines,
it iz not in there, is that correct?

Admiral Burke. WNo, sir, not altogether. Partly it
wag because at the time that this budget was put bed, by
the time it was prepared, we had not completed all the tests
on the Polaris submarines.

Senator Johnson. Are you going to ask for a deficiency?

Admiral Burke. ¥Yes, sgir.

Senatox Johnson. Have you?

Admiral Burke. Wot yet.

Senator Jcohnson. When are we going to get around o

O . doing ig?

Admiral Burke. We aregetting around to doing it zight
now, sir, because we have got the papers in the mill, but
we haven't finally gotten -- it takes quite a while to get
all the papers.

Senator Johnson. Where is the mill?

Admiral Burke. 1In my mill, sir.

Senpator Jackson. Will the Chairman yield at that
point, oxr counsel?

(:) My. Wéisl. Certainly.

Senator Jackson. 'I think the record should be made

clear that of the 12 Polaris.firing submarines authoriwed

and under way at varvious stages, 7 of them were put in over
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and above the budget, of the 12, 7 out of the 12. I mean

the Department of Defense only asked for 5.

Mr. Weisl. 1In f£iscal years 1958 and '59 the Congress
provided funds and authority to proceed with ¢ Polaris sub-
marines, isn't that correct?

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir.

Mr. Weisl. Despite this, is it not true that the
Executive Branch refused to release the funds for gubmarines
7, 8 and 9 during fiscal year 19597

Admiral Burke. They were held over until fiscal vear *60.

Mr. Weisl. I know, but the Congress provided for the
use of those funds in ‘52, and they were deferred, were they
not?

Aémiral Burke. Ves, sir.

Mr. Weisl. Is it not also true that the 1960 budget
contained no funds for construction of additional Polaris
submarines except for advanced components for submarines
numbered 10, 11 and 12?2

Admiral Burke. That is correct, sir.

Mr, Weisl. 1Isn't the withholding of the funds appropri-
ated in 19592 and the failure to request additional funds in
1960 resulting in a sharp decrease or a gap in the deployment
<:> of Polaris submarines after the first 9?

Admiral Burke. Not a sharp decrease, sir. What we can

(:> do will of course be to deploy about 3 submarines per year,
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because that is what we bullt per year.
O : Mr. Weisl. I understand that, but if you had used the
rmoney that you agked Comngress to give you and that you pleaded
0 80 elogquently for, you wouldn®t have had that gap, isn‘t that
true?
Admiral Burke. VYes, sir, that is cozrect.
Mr. Weisl. Obviously yéu cannot make up f£or that lead
time now. Once lead time is lost, it is lost forever, isnit it?
Admiral Burke. VYes, sir.
Mr. Weisla- Are you fully satisfied with the funds in
the 1961 budget for the Polaris?
Admiral Burke. No, sir, and we will ask for a supple-
o mental on that, I believe, sir. I believe that the Department ;
of Defense will look favorably om it, sir, although I am not
sure.
Mr. Weisl. VYou had the experience. The Congress allowed
more funds than the Department asked for, and when they
provided for those funds, they weren't used. That happened'
in two years.
VWhat assurance has the Congress now that if they give
you more funds, they will be used?
‘:> Admiral Burke. Of course I caen't give you that assurance.
Senator Saltonstall. Mr. Chairman.
Senator Stennis. All right, Senator Saltonstall.

Senator Saltonstall. Would you state, Admiral Burke,
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what the amount of the funds are that you intend to ask

for for additional Polaris subs?
(:> Admiral Burke. No, sir. We haven't completely got our
figures in line, sir.

Senator Saltonstall. How many subs -~

Admiral Burxke. I can tell you what we can do, sir. We
can build 6 additional submarines with the money in '61,
and then after that year, in 62, we could build a submarine,
a Polaris submarine per month.

Now in addition to that, there is the question of Polaris
on surface ships. We have cruisers which can take the same
suit of Polaris submarines ag are in it, the same suit of
Polaris misgiles as are in the submarines, in other words,
16, and it might be, we think it would be desirable to put
Polarises in cruisers, too, so that they would be available.

Senator Saltonstall. Counsel, I haven't yei got the
answexr to my cuestion. I don't understand it. Is the
present program up to 12 Polaris submarines and long lead
time for 3 morxe?

Admiral Burke. That is coxrect, sir.

Senator Saltonstall. How many more do you intend to
ask for, or how many more do you intend to complete in the
‘6l program, if you get it?

Admiral Burke. We probably will ask for 6 more, sir.

Senator Saltonstall. 8Six more?
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Admiral Burke. Yes, sir. Now, that is the Navy will

<:> ask for 6 more, we probably will.

Senator Saltonstall. That iz including those with the

C:) long lead time items on 3, so you need money to complete 6
submarines including the 3 long lead time items which you
have here.

Admiral Burke. VYes, sir.

Senator Saltonstall. Thank}you.

Senator Stennis. All right, Counsel.

Mr. Weisl. Did you say the 1961 program, or fiscal
budget provided for how many submarines?

Admiral Burke. Three Polaris submarines.

(:) . Mrs Weisl. That would not add up to 12, vould it?

Admiral Burke. Senatcr Saltonstall was talking about
the total of 12, up to the '61l budget, up ﬁd and inclu&ingi
the 61 budget.

Mzr. Weisl. A total of 12?2

Admiral Burke. Ves, sgir.

Senator Jackson. Would the counsel yield? Just to
clarify that point, Mv. Chairman, the 3 that were added last
year, that adds up to 12 actually call for long lead items,
and in the present budget I believe you have the funds to
complete those submarines.

Admiral Burke. That is correct, sir.

Senator Stennis. All right, Counsel, proceed, please.
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Mr. Weisl. You spoke of Polaris missiles on cruisers.

Did you request funds to put Polaris missiles on cruisers?

Admivral Burke. Not this yvear, sir. We did last year.

Mr. Weisl. What happened to that request?

Admiral Burke. It was turned down on the basis that
Polaris hadn't yet been proven, and it was too early to make
a decigion.

Mr. Weisl. Is it your testimony that there will or will
not be a sharp decrease in Polaris subs deployed after the
£ilrst 9?

AGmiral Burke. There will be a delay of several months,
but it won't be a sharp decrease. They will average out, of
course, 3 per year. L.

Mr. Weisl. AdmiraljBurke, the Secretary of the Navy
appointed a special board to deal with this qguestion of
modernizing the fleet. You are familiar with that board?

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir.

Me. Weisl. May I read to you some of the conclusions
reached by that board, and then get your comment:

"General Conclusion: Our observations and an evaluation

" of the information before us lead to one inescapable conclu-

gion. The United States Fleet is not in an acceptable state
of readiness.”
Then the rest is deleted.

“"The present condition is bad." Deleted.
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"Unless drastic steps are taken to reverse the mounting
deterioration now in progress, this applies to the ships of
the Atlantic and the Pacific Fleets, to warships and auxiliaries
alike."

Are you familiar with that conclusion reached by the
Special Board appointed by the Secretary of the Navy?

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir, and it was on the basis of
the recommendations of that Board that we last year submitted
a recommendation that we go to what we call the FRAM program,
which is the modernization of certain older gships to extend
their life and make them more useful ships.

Mr. Welsl. What happened to that program?

Admival Burke. The program is divided into two parts:
the FRAM 1 part, which is a complete and thorough moderniza-
tion putting new egquipment in the old, in the best ones of
the old ships, and the FRAM 2 program, which means a lesser
modernization, which puts some new equipment in, but does
not modexrnize them to guite tﬁe sanme extent as the FRaAM l.

In the FRAM 2 program, our original plan we arve still
on. That is we have in this budget of '6l a requést for
the mo&ernizaﬁion of 14 destroyer types, and that is what
our criginal plan was.

On the FRAM 2 program, which was a lesser moderxnization,
our original plan was for 52 ships, and we have in this budget

27 ships, sir. which I might add we are very grateful to have.
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Mr. Welsl. Are you through, Admiral?

Admiral Burke. VYes, sir.

Mr. Weisl. Was the Navy pexrmitted to ask for all the
funds for FRAM 1 and FRAM 2 that were recommended by these
consultants of yours?

Adgmiral Burke. No, sir. Again we submitted cur budget
this year, based upon the guidelines, and we got the most
important things in, and we cut down on scme of the FrRAM 2
ships, sir.

Mr. Weisl. Now this Special Board that was appointed
by the Secretary of the Navy reported further as follows,
and I quote:s

“Funds not matched to responsibility. The group believes
that the primary cause of this situation is an every-widening

gap between the responsibilities assigned to the Navy and

the financial resources allocated to it for carrying out

these responsibilities.®

Do you agree with that conclusion?

Admiral Burke. That Beard had a very Qif ficult problem,
but it had just one part of the whole problem of the Navy.
Because of the recommendations of that Board, we did ask last
year and again this year for more money in cur maintcenance
and operations appropriations.

But the biggest difficulty in the Navy is trying to

make the proper balance between funds to keep up our present
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capability in funds for new procurvement so that we will
(:) have the capability in the future. In other words, it is
present capablility versus a future Navy.

Mr. Weisl. I believe you testified at the last hearing
that in your personal opinicn it is more expensive in the
long run to try to keep an obsolescent flee: in condition
than to build a new one.

Admiral Burke. VYes, sir. A fleet is just like a car.
There comes a time when it costs you more to repair a car
than it does to buy a new car.

Mr. Weigl. Now this Special Navy Board made the follow-
ing statement in addition to those which I read:

(:) ' “A cold-blooded appraisal of the situation leads us
to the conclusion that the deterioration in the material
condition of the fleet may well set in motion é series of
evencts so familiar to all through the story of the consequences
of the less of the horse shoe nail. In the circumstances two
alternatives face the Department of Defense.

“The first alternative requires a substantial increase
in t¢the Navy budget, which permits increased expenditures for
maintenance and modernization of present vessels and the

(:> , orderly replacement of obsolete ships by new ones.
“2. The second alternative is to" -~ and that iz deleked

== Lrankly admits we cannot afford a Navy of that size and

capablility that we now have. iBy;rapid retirement of obsolete

Declassified in Part - Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2013/09/27 : CIA-RDP91-00965R000601210001-3



// Declassified in Part - Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2013/09/27 : CIA-RDP91-00965R000601210001-3
AWLO

362
ships without replacement, the total strength of the Navy

could be reduced to a point where we could afford properly
to modernlze and maintain the remaining ships in good condi-
tion. This would result in a substantial reduction of the
responsibilities that the Navy could carry. UWhether the
Unived States could rémain a filrst-~class power under such

a reductlon is questionable.”

End AW Do you agree with that?
XMP3)
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£l aw Admiral Burke. VYes, that is true. At the same time

c:> we did get an increase in M and O last year, and we have
an inerease in M and O this year.

<:> Now 1% is also true that because of the increased cost,
that in balancing thils budget this year we cut the nuﬁber
of shlps, we cut the number of airvcraft, we cut the number
of people, in oxder to cub the costs of present operatlon
to buy new equipiment for the fubture.

Mr, Weisl, In other words the guide lines in the
Budget determined what you got, not what you felt as Chief
Naval Operations Officer your requirements were?

Admiral Burke. T had an opportunity to express my

O convictions and to ;ay my case before the Secretary of
Defenge over and over again, sir, and I did, and these were
the decisions that were made.

Mr., Weisl. I undergtand. My time is up.

Senator Syennis. @entiemen of the Committee, we wlll
follow the pattern, unless the Committee wlshes obherwise,
of allowing 10 minutes for each Senator. In that way we
will give all a chance tovgeﬁ in some of their major
gquestions, and then we wlll come back to counsel.

Admiral, T want to ask you one question about this
mobility now. As I see the problem about plitching these
missiles around from Polaris, onec of your great assets is

O

the mobility of your submarines. If something can be
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testified about in open court mere, what about the accuracy
of hitting your btarget when you are out there in the ocean
somewhere?
Do you know exactly where you are and exactly where
your target is that you are shooting at?
Admiral Burke. Three or four years ago that was a very
serious question for us., We didn't know whether or not
we could develop navigatlional systems of sufflclent accuracy
to warrant trying to hit a pinpoint target # 1iong waye off.
We have conducted the research. We now have systems,
not Just one but several different methods, which will
permit us some phenomenally good accuracy 1ln navigation
lie have no doubt on that score any more.
Now as far as kmowing where the enemy target is, that
1s true with all missiles of everything. - ~I mean you
have got to know exactly where the enemy ig, and that
is dGependent upon a geodesy of wherever your targets ave.
We all have the same data on that, so there is no difference
between the naval misslile and a misslile fired from any
place else as far as that is concerned. |
Now as far as mobility is concerned in general, sir,
a baliistic missile is good against a fixed'target in a
known location. You have got to put an address in the

thing. You put the address In and then you fire the

missile and}it hits that address.
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Now that is the advantage of ships at sea, all kinds
of ships at sea, carriers, surface shlps as well as
submarines. But'they are not a geod target for ballistic:
missiles, because ballisﬁic missiles must have a fixed
address, and ships at sea do not have a fixed address.,

So they are nob subject to avtack by balllstic missiles,
and that is why shilps at'sea are comaending to be of even
more importance than they were a few years ago, sir.

Senator Stennis. So you feel that you have conquered
that problem of firing from your posltion of mobility and
all, ~ You have solved that,

Admiral Burke. Yes, slr, the navigational problem we
think we have solved.

Senator Stennis. What would be your opinlon, then,
about placing missiles on rallway cars? We hear that
mentioned occasionally.

Admiral Burke., I think certvainly anything that makes

: a misalle move «~- the blg difference between ourselves and
Russia, for example, is that Russia has an iron curtain.
We dontt know where her misslle sites are. we don't know
if she has any miésile sites. We haven't the least idea
‘of where the missile sites are. |

Now, some day we will find out by one means or another
where some of these missile sites are. Bubt There will be

a large portion of them I am sure that we will never find
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- out exactly where they are. They can be camouflaged. There
can be a lot of dummy slites.

There wlll be a lot of other reasons, so that we will
not know where all of her missile sites ave,

Now on the other hand, we in the United States publilsh
before the migslle sites are ever bullt exactly whére they
are., So they know where our'targets are, So missiles
on rallroad tralns are valuable, because They can be
moved from one gite, from one firing site to another.

Senator Stennig, All righfe You think it 1s practical
then to put them on moving railway cars or on moving
submarines and moving surface ships, is that right?

O Admiral Burks. I don't think it is planned to fire
the misslles on a moving raillroad car. I think what they
propose to do is to move it from one place to amother.

Senator Stennls. I know, I mean move them around on
railway cars. Now would you want to go further into this,
putfing the misslle on the surface ships? Have you
adequately covered that? You mentloned i1t a whille ago.

Admiral Burke, Surface ghips are on normal routine
duties anyway. There will be a considerable proportion
of them deployed. They are there.

Under normal circumstances, you could put Polaris
nissiles on those ships and they would be very valuable

if you needed them.
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Senator Stennils, I want to get a figure here as %o
the cost of a Polaris submarine with the full complement
for the missiles, I am sure you have the figure on that.
Could you give it %o us?

Admlral Burke., Yes, sir, the cost of a Polarls
submarine is aboub $100,000,000, a little less.

Senator Stennis. That is all eguipped and ready to go?

Admiral Burke. The missiles cost about a million and a
halil each.

Senator S{;ennis° Yes, bubt the costs you give for the
submarine includes all the complements, the firing apparatus
and all, is that corvect?

Admiral Burke. Yes, siv. The cost of slix submarines
in addition to -~ that is with missiles, tenders, all
the ancillary equipment, every part of the cost, research
and development and everything else is around $975,000,000.
That is with six additional submarines outfitted completely.

Sehator Stennis,  $975,000,000 for six?

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir. |

Senator Stennls. That is over 150,000,000 apiece.

Admival Burke, Yes, sir. That includes the tenders
and everything else, sir, That is everything that goes, the
total business.

Senator Stennis. Admiral, you used the term "sound

military requirements". Just what do you mean when you say
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sound military reguirements? That 1ls not a trap question.

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir,

Senator Stennls. I Just noticed it 1s used from time to
time. Is that a minimum program?

Admlral Burke.

Senator Stennils, A medium program?

Admlral Burke, Well, I suspect the definition varles
a little blt with fthe people who we it. My definltion of a
sound milltary vequlrement is one which is based upon
factors which you are very certain of.

That 1s, for example, take in a limlted war where we might
want to assist a country say in Southeast Asia. A sound
military vequirement would be that we would have to have a
certain amount of gea 11ft to 1ift a certaln number of troops,
and that is a sound mllitary requlrement.

Depending upon the situation, and each one is a little
diffevent, suppose we had to 11ft a division and a half.

We ought to have the sound mllitary requirement for a
division and a half 1ift, the types of ships that go with it,
that would go into that 1ift and those things.

Senator Stennis. It has %o do then with requirements
for carrying your mission out in a military way.

Admiral Burke, That is correct.

Senator Stennls. In general?

Admiral Burke. That 1is correct.
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Senator Stennls. Senator Saltonstall,

(j} Senator Saltonstall. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Admiral Burke, how long mave you been Chief of Naval
Operations?

Admiral Burke. Four and a half years, siv.

Senator Salvonstall. And you have anbtherihree and a
half, God being willing, ahead of you?

Admiral Bupke, No, sirp, God being willing, a year and
a half, six.

Senator Saltonstall. I hope he is willing on what I
say as well as what you said.

Admiral Burke, Thank you, sir.

Senator Saltonstall. Now duxrlng that time you have
been a member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff?

Admiral Burke. Yes.

Senator Saltonstall. And while you have had your
differences of opinion as a member of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, you have as a whole, the Joint Chiefs of Staff as
a whole, have collaborated together and worked oub
a defensive scheme?

Admiral Burke. Yes, slr.

Senator Saltonstall. And the plans that we have today

‘ for the defense of our country and for a retallatory effort
have the unanimousg approval of the Joint Chiefs of Staff?

Admiral Burke, That is a prebty broad question, sir.
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Senator Saltonstall. I deliberately made 1t broad.

Admiral Burke. The Joint Chiefs of Staff consider
literally thousands of problems in a year, and when we
start consldering any individual problem, there are usually
as many differentes of opinion ag there are people present.

But in’the process of exchanging oplnions, we arrive
at unanimous conclusion on a surprisingly large number of
them, There are only a very few on which we do not have
unanimous oninion, perhaps less than 40 I should imaglne
over a year.

Those avre important problems tiue enough, but those
problems deal with fubures nearly always. What does the

O future hold in a partlcular area? ‘The chiefs arrive at
a common understanding, a common belief in what should
be done in most of the cases, in a tremendous number of
them, slr,

Senator Saltonstall, And there 1s one over-all plan,
Therg aren't three different service plans as to what to
do if there was a retallatory efforf demanded.

Admizral Burke., No, sir. There is one plan that we
fight with. That is a plan that is approved by the Joint

C:) Chiefls of Staff, generated by the Joint Chiefs of_Staff,
approved by the Secretary of Defense.

Senator Saltonstall. That plan is based on the

availability and the over-all strength of our combined armed
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services today?
0 Admiral Burke. Yes, sir, that is the total capabilitles
plan of all the services,
‘:> Senator Saltonstall. And the plan 1g based on the

resent Budgeb requests and what it will produce?

Admiral Burke, No, siz. That parvticular plan, the
fighting plan, is based upon -- and T don't want to get too
deeply involved in cuwr planning processes, but that plan
is based upon - ouxr c¢apabilities we either have in hand
or very shortly will bave in hand, that is mostly on
previous budgets, sir.'

Senator Saltonstall, Last year I recall a conversation
with you that what the Navy would like to do or wants bvo
do would bettb put in for an aircraft carrier one year and
then anti-submarine warfare provisions in a substantial
amount next year. Do I remember you correctly?

Admival Burke. That is correct, sir. That was our

bis 4 original idea.
aw(4)
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Senatox Saltonstall. Now last year we gave you
$130 million more, if my memory is right, for ASW than was
in the original budget.

Admiral Burke. That is correct, sir.

Senator Saltongtall. And that money has bheen obligated.

Admiral Burke. The money has all been committed, sir,
in the program.

Senator Saltonstall. That is what I meant.

Adimiral Burke. Yes, sir..

Senator Saltonstall. Now we gave you $3$ million for
a new aircraft carrier, a long lead time item. That was
not obligated.

Admiral Burke. That is correct.

Senator Saltconstall. But this year there is in the
budget an amount for a new aircraft carrier, conventional
type, not nuclear-powered.

Admiral Burke. That is correct, sir.

Senator Saltonstall. aAnd that $35 million will go into
that?

Admiral Burke. Ves. We are asking Congress to permit
us to spend that.

Senator Saltonstall. Now, in this year's budget also
how much money have you got for ASW?

Admiral Burke. A total of about, subject to correction,

gir, I think it is $1.9 billion.
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Senator Saltonstall. I have heard you testify befoie,
the men, the ships and the aircraft in operation have been
cut down, and you are supporting the present budget of the
President, are you?
Admiral Burke. Yes, sir, I do support the budget.
Senator Saltonstall. And if he would recommend more
money in the budget for the Polaris gubs, you will of course
support that?
Adniral Burke. VYes, sgir.
Senator Saltongtall. Your answer was not a surprise.
¥ou believe that the Polaris tests are now sufficiently
successful so that the Polarisz subs and the Polaris on cruisers
will be put into development and operational status?
(:> Admiral Burke. We think that in a very few months
that they will be fully operational, sir. We have overcome -—-
we have passed all big milestones that we have set for our-
selves, and the last few tests of Polaris have been so
successful that we believe that it will soon be completely
operational. We don’t see any difficulty whatever.
Senator Saltonstall. And that is a weapon that, as a
Navy man, you have great confidence in?
Adgmiral Burke. Yes, sir, we have absolute confidence
in that, sir.
Senator Saltonstall. Now, General Power testified that

300 missiles in the hands of the Soviets could wipe us out,
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wipe out all our retaliatory force in a comparatively few
minutes. Do you agree with that statement?

Admiral Burke. I have a very, very high regard for
General Power. I think that he probably was talking about
his own force, although I am not sure. And I am not sure
either whether he meant 300 ballistic missiles on launcher
oﬁ 300 ballistic missiles hitting the target.

Now I do agree, I think he ig right in that a ballistic
missile that hits the target with the accuracy of the Russian
baliistic missiles which will eventually increase, I mean
the accuracy will get better. that is I think what General
Power is saying is that the fixed bases will be vulnerable,

C:) and it doesn't take very many of them to knoclk out a fixed
base, the number depending upon primarily the accuracy of the
missile, but secondarily upon the size of the warhead, but
mostly on the accuracy of the missile.

Senator Saltonstall. Where will the Navy be?

Admiral Burke. We will be at sea, I hope.

Senator Saltonstall. Can you be put out at that time?

Admiral Burke. No, sir. Ballistic missiles are of no
value against targets which are not in a fixed lecation.

Senater Saltonstall. So that your retaliatory effort,
for vwhat it iz worth in the Navy, would still be available?

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir, and we have a significant

retaliatory effdrt, sir. It is considerable.
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We have on our aircraft carriers now, which are in
the Sixth and Seventh Fleets, we have over 200 attack air-
craft. That is significant.

When we get these Polaris submarines, that is goihg to
be a very significant one, because those submarines, as a
system, as a weapons system, are invulnerable, because they
are not vulnerable at all to ballistic missiles, and you
can't hit all the submarines simultaneously. So those sub-
marines will get off their missiles.

Senator Saltonstall. And can you say in an open
segsion how many missiles each submarine carriles?

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir, 16.

Senator Saltonstall. So there will be 16 on each sub~
marine in this coming year. How many of those Polaris subs
will be in operation?

Admiral Burke. There will be two of then deployable,
sir.

Senateor Saltonstall. Two of them deployvable in calendar
year *‘60?

Admiral Burke. This calendar year, yes, sir.

Senator Saltonstall. And then they are going to come
along at the rate that you have already testified to?

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir, about 3 per year.

Senator Saltonstall. What is the retaliatory effort

of the carrier? You state the airplanes. What is their
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maximum distance? In other words, how far could they travel?
O Admiral Burke. It depends upon the type of airvcraft,
sir. We have three types of aircraft, the A3D and the 2A4D.
<:> The A3D has a range of about, a radius of about a thousand
miles. The A4D has a much lesser range, has a lesser range,
and these are approximate.

I don't want to gilve the exact figures here, but it
is a significant range; 600 miles about, more cor less, and
the A3J, which is our new aircraft that is just coming oOff
the line, is a high-speed aircraft which is capable of either
high or low level delivery, has a range of about the same
as the A3D, sir.

C:) Senator Saltonstall. I have time for just one more
question, Admiral.

Are you satisfied that our total retaliatory effort
today in the Arwy, the Aié Porce and the Navy is sufficient
so that no nation will dare attack us becauze of our ability
to retaliate?

Admiral Burke. Of éourse, deterrence is a state of mind
in the enemy, in the‘other man. Nobody can tell exactly what
that is going to be.

C:> But I think that there is no doubt if we were attacked
now, that our attackers would be destroyed. There would be
C:) nothing that an enemy-can'do‘to“knock out our retaliatory

capability to such an extent that he would not be destroyed.
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Senator Saltonstall. Then the problem comes with what
will happen in ‘61, ‘62 and '63, and as Chief of Naval Cpera~
tions you are going to do everythiﬁg in your power ¢o see
that that situation remains as it is?

Admiral Burke. I think it will remain, siz.

Senacor Saltonstall. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Stennis. Senator Symingion, you have ten minutes.

Sepator Symington. Admiral, I have been reading some
of your testimony in the House Appropriations Committee hearing
for 1968l. Congressman Flood asked you about the question of
capabllity as against intention. He said at one point:

*1 am not taking about maximum capabiiity. I agree
with you, that wcuiﬁ be fantastic. You would surrender;

“Admiral Burke. That is what the old gystem was."

Now that is your answer categorically. That is all you
say. Iz your statement correct that we only figured maximum
capability in the past?
| Admiral Burke. twhat he Qas talking about there, I
believe -— I don't vemember it all -~ but I think he was
talking about the missile, the ICEM.

Senator Symington. That is right.

Admiral Burke. And when you f£first get a system like
that, you haven't very much data t© go on.

Senator Symington. Avxe you saying that ﬁefore this

year we figured on the maximur capability of the Soviets? 1Is
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that your statement?

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir. I think when you first get
an ICBM or any other system, and you have only one factor,
you have got to use that factor, and we used that before.

Serator Symington. The maximum capability?

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir.

Senator Symington. And then this year we c¢hanged for
the first time to intentions?

Admiral Burke,. Well, we changed because we have more
data and we have got programs. We have got more programs.

It is obvious she wasn't exercising her maximum capability.

Senator Symington. That is the reason we reduced ouxr

(:) estimate of ICRM proﬂuction”in the Soviet Union, is that
correct?

Adgmiral Burke. Yes, sivr, because our programs indicated
-- hex progréms indicated that she was not going on a crash
Program.

Senator Symington. Thenm vwhy is it that the number of
submarines, that is, the number of ICBM's available to
attack this country as of mid-1960 was given to us as more
this year than it was last year by the Director of Central

@ Inteliigence?
Admiral Burke. I don’t have those. Y«'as.‘f I do.
(:) Senator Symington. Well, I do.

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir, I have them.
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Senator Symington. What I am asking, the implication
of your testimony as well as statements made in the Department
of Defense is that inasimuch as we have changed from capability
to intentions, we have reduced the estimate of what the
Russiang ave doing in ICBM's.

My question i why then does the nationzl intelligence
give us the fact that they are doing more, that they have
more potential instead of less as of, we will say, today, or
let’s be exactly accurate, as of we will say mid-year this
year? |

ﬁdmiral Burke. It is very difficult to discuss this
here with these flgures in open session.

Senator Symington. I am not discussing any figures.

I am asking about the implication that has been given to the
people of the United States that because we were shifting
from capability to intentions, that national intelligence
was stating that the Russians would have less ICBM capacity
than wasg estim ted before.

The truth is, unless Mr. Dulles is perjuring himselsf
before this Commitiee, which I am certain is not t¢rue because
he is one of our firest Americans, that we now estimate they
will have more in the mill in 1960 instead of less. Therefore,
why all this talk incident to intentions as against capability?
That iz my question.

Admiral Burke. Each year we get more and more data on
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every prografi.

Senator Symington. I understand thét. hut I thought
you felt that based on your testimeny this morning,'and based

<:> on your testimony before the Appropriations Committee, that
as a result of changing from maximum capability to intentions,
the Russians were doing less in the ICBM field.

Admiral Burke. What I say, and vhat I intended to imply,
was that when vou make your first estimatés on an enemy
program, you nase it ﬁpcn the only data you have, which is
hexr capability Lo produce that program.

Then thereafter as you get more intelligence, more
data, more information, them you realize what programs they

o are doing, and that may increase, it may decrease.

Senator Symington. I know, but how could intentions
exceed maxinum capability?

Admiral Burke. I don't think it is intentions, sir.

It is based upon the prcérams. These are all estimates,.
These are all estimatgsa

Senatcer Symingtbna I thiank we haveAfinally gotten the
important point to me in all this dlscussion out. Why if
we did figure maximum capability; and you say that is what

<:> the old system was, and if in figuring naximum capability‘we
imply that the estimate was that they were doing more, would
have greater potential in the last intelligence decisions as

to what they are doing, why is it that as of mid-1961 Mr.
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Dulles now tells us that they will have considerably more
capablility in mid=-1961 than he told us they would have last
year?

I mean, what is the point of ralsing intentions as
against capability, if it isn't to imply that they are doing
less? Vet national intelligence tells us that they are doing
more. HNational intelligence tells us that they ave doing
riore by 1%62.

So here for over a period of years the new intelligence
estimates state that they ave doing more. Vet when this
great change in our capabilities -~- and I might point out
that the Central Intelligence Agency states they have always
corbined intention with capability. The implication was
that we had a right to do what we are doing because we had
lovered our estimates of what they were doing.

Admiral Burke. Actually these figures are bracketed,
and on the '6l, mid-1961, last year's figure is not far ocut
from this year's figure.

Senator Symington. - Just a minute, Admiral. I have
got the figuvres in front of me.

Admiral Burke. We must have different figures.

Senator Symington. You bring yours up and let's take
i a look because this is pretty importantc.

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir.

Senator Symington. These are the figures that were given
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this Committee.

Senator Stemnis. Gentlemen, this is an open session.

Senator Symington. I understand that. We are not talke

Cfb ing any figures. We are just talking whether or not they
are lower or higher. My statement stands, Mr. Chairman, and
if there is any disagreement as regards capabiiity, vhy, I
think we ought to seriously consider whether or not we open
that up, because I am certain that Mr. Dulles -- I copied
exactly here what he told this Committee.

Admiral, in the remainder of my time, I would like to
ask a couple more questions.

Are you worried about the offensive danger of Russian

(:) submarines?
. Admiral Burke. You mean their Polaris? Yes, sir,
we are very wcxried.abqut it.

Sepator Symington. Any f£orm of air-breather or ballistic
misslle that can be fired from a submarine?

Admiral Burke. We believe ~~ of course, quite a few
years ago the Russians were very much interested in aix-
breathers -~ we believe that anow they ave interested primarily
in ballistic missiles in their submarines, and we are gery

<f> much concerned about it.
Senator Symington. So you are concerned now about

(f; both, in other words.

Admiral Burke. Yes.
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Senator Symington. Their kallistic missile capacity?

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir,

Senator Symington. What was the total budget of the
Navy last year? Vhat was the total money allowed you?

Admiral Burke. I have forgotten the Ffigure, sir, but
it was about £11.% billion.

Senator Symington. $11.5 billion. How much of that
was utilized for anti-submarine warfare?

Admiral Burke. I will have to supply that for the
record, sir, because I don't have the details.

Senator Symington. All right.

Admiral Burke. Nearly all the ships that we buy, and
a good many of the aircrafe, a lot of our research is on
anti-submarine warfare, sir.

Senator Symington. as I think you remember, I wasg
pretty hot on that seaplane.

Admiral Burke. YVYes, sir.

Senator Symington. And after reading this most able
book by Dr. Morganstern, he has re-heated me about it. He .
thinks a great deal of it.

Why did you cancel that?

Adniral Burke. For two reasons, sir. The costs

<:> spivalled on us. It went way, way up very fast.
Then technically there were technieal defecfs in that

aircraft which were going to be most difficult ©0 overxcone,
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and it would have been putting a tremendous amount of money
O to overcome those difficuliies. S0 we cancelled the

End AW project.

dM (5)
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Cant=5 Senator Symington. Do you think if you put somebody
dm
.CZ% in charge of a supersonic seaplane like Admiral Raybern, that

it would be a move difficult task than to make a ballistic
C:) missile firing nuclear submarine?

Admiral Burke. I have a great deal of confidence in
Admiral Rayboxn, sir, bul o~

Senstor Symiﬁgton. Do you think this would be a little
bit beyond his ability?

Admiral Burke. I think it might, ves, sir, we had a
little difficulty with that.

Senator Symlngton. By golly, Admiral, that is the first
time I have disagreed with you in some time.

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir.

Senator Synington. wa'fast roughly can a submarine go?

Admiral Burke. Submerged?

Senatoxr Symington. Very zroughly, under the water or over
the water.

Admiral Burke. I don’t want to get into any classified
figures. Roughly it can be just sbout as fast as an ordinary
ship, sir. ST

Senator Symington. Is that a figure that is known?

(:) Admiral Burke. No, sir, it is not. That is vhy I am
dodging the question.

Senator Symington. I see. Fine. But we don't know of

any ships that go over 50 miles an hour, do we, 75 miles an
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am2 hour?

Admiral Burke. No sir, bub it keeps going.

Semator Symington. General White -~ Mz. Chairman, my
time is coming to a close, and T will ask a couple more
questiong here to finish this out -- General White is very
strong for the B-70. Did you agree that that program should
be cut down to these two ships?

Admiral Burke. That is in the Alr Force program, gir.

Senator Symington. You would rather not comment on it?

Admiral Burke. I have o get into what happened to that
program,

Senator Symiﬁgton. Falr enough. Are yvou for an air
alext?

Admiral Burxke. No, sir. I am for the capability to £ly
an alx alert; slx. I jumped at that question because T
inferred that ybuAmeanﬁ right now, and I don't think that is
vhat you meant.

Senator Symington. I want to bring this point out with
you. My time is up. That is that it is going to get
increasingly éiffiéult for me to continue to vote for a sea
alert like the Polavis that goes, we will say, ﬁot more than
75 miles an hour, énd cancel out 2all air development in the
way of B-70 which will go according to General White, night
go as high as 7,000 miles an hour.

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir, but --
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‘a3 Senateor Symington. We are eliminating all research
and development on something that, accoxding to him, might
go to mach 10, and putiing billions of dollars of the tax-
payers’ money into something that is only a very small
fraction of mach l. We are going to get Iato scome problems,
as I see it.

Now ¥ have been one who has conslstently supported the
Polaris program, but I just want to point ocut to vou how
coeckeyed this thing is beginning to look to some of us as we
slice off, in effect, all development of planes.

Iz, Chairman, my time is up. I would be glad to hear the
Admirals answer, and I will ask no Further questions,

(f) Admlxral 3u$ke, The speed, the effectiveness of the
weapons system is dependent upon 2 lot more than the speed of
the weapons system.

The effectiveness of Polaris submarines is not dependent
vpon its high speed. That is not what gives it its power.
What gives it its power is that iﬁ is hidden. It can't be
&estxoyed.  | o

It is i.ln.oa*zi'i':c:a’b.”t.e«F if we get Polaris submarines at sea,

there is not anything that Russia can do whatever to prevent

<f> her destruction. Differing from an airplane, the bases of an
airplane can be destroyed.
(i) Senator Symington. I will take the liberty of pursuing

this with you when my time comes back.

Declassified in Part - Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2013/09/27 : CIA-RDP91-00965R000601210001-3



Declassified in Part - Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2013/09/27 : CIA-RDP91-00965R000601210001-3

a4

390

Senatox Saltonstall. Mr. Chairman, for clarification, I
think you sald, Admiral, to prevent this country. You meant -—-
Admiral Burke. I meant there is nothing whatever that

an cneny can do toigxevent their destruction.

Senator Stennis. Senator Wiley, you are recdgnized for
ten minutes.

Senator Wiley. Admiral, vou uéed the phrase “"costs went
vay up very fast." Do you think we cught to have an investi-
gation to f£ind out why the costs went up vexry fast?

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir. 'we have had that investigation.

Senator Wiley. Did vou £ind the answer? |

Admiral Buvrke. V¥Yes, sir. The answer was that the problem
was a lot bigger than the manufacturexr thought it was when he
started the program. His troubles -~ he had a lot morxre
trouvble than he anticipated.

Senator Wiley. While this probably isn‘t exactly
.'rrell.éfvazzﬂ:‘7 you made the statement I think the taxpayer is
mighty interested, after hearing the testimony here of the
tremendous costs involved in the three branches of cur
defense, and I am glad to get your zeaction thalt you made
an investigation.

ﬁo you think that the Congress should make an investi~
gation to £ind out vhether the costs are.justifieé?

'Admiral Buxke., I think Congress can very well investigate

- anyching that it thinks the.costs are going too high on. I
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dm 5 - think that is proper. I think they have. I think they do.
(:D Senator Wiley. I won't pursue that subject further.

Did vou say that in your judgment that the Russians had ébout
400 gubmacines, and that we had about 11207 Did I get those
figures wight?

Admival Burke. No, sir, a little ever 100. We have a
few over a hundred. The Russians have over 400, sir.

Senator Wiley. That figure should be 100?

Admiral Burke. Ves, sir.

Senator Wiley. Then you used the figure 75 per cent of
our Navy was gettiﬁg a little old or worn out. Doesg that
apply to the submarines too?

O Admiral Burke. The percentage is not exactly the
same. This is over-all percentage. But it does apply to
the svbmarines too, six,

Senator Wiley. What would you say, how many of the
suvbmarines are capable of being equipped with the Polaxis
misslile?

Admiral Burke. <You have to build a Polaris missile
submrarine £rom sératch, éir, We had a choice vwhen we f£irst
vent into this progrém whether to try to modify current
svbmarines and put big séils on the submarine and make a
Polaris missile submarine out of it that way, or whethér to
build it from scratch, and we decided it was cheaper and

better and just as quick to build it from the keel up.
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Senator Wiley. Another statement yocu made that
interested we and brought a little light at least to my
beclouded brain, if war should come, the part that the Navy
could play.

In other woxds, if the ships, not matter what they were,
were equipped with the Polaris mlssile, that the ships wouldn't
be stationary, and hence would not be subject to the missile
capability of the Russians, is that xight?

Admiral Burke. That is corvect, sir. They are not
subject to an attack by ballistic missiles.

Senator Wiley. Now how many ships have we got that we
could equip with the Polaris?

Admiral Burke, We have about, in cruisers we have 18
heavy cruisers that could be 8o eguipped, and about half a
dozen light cxuisers that could be so equipped, sir.

In addition, 1f it were an emergency and we wanted to do
it, you could eguip merchant ship types with the Polaris.

You could put more Polarises on them. They would have just
that sole functiom, and vould be of no value for anything

else, but you could probsbly put a couple of dozen Polaris
rissiles on 2 mexchant type ship, and the rest of the equipment,
so that they could be used.

Senator Wiley. Then they would have the same capability
that the bettexr type ship had, if it had the Polaris. It

could get within striking distance of the targets, vhich would
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be anywhere, hoﬁ far3.406‘or 500 miles?

Admiral Burke. No, sir, they would be good for 1200
miles right now.

Senator Wiley. 1200 niles?

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir.

Senator Wiley. What have we got, vhat has the Navy got
in the shape of alrcraft? What is your aircrafc anm?’

Admiral Burke. We have, we will have at the end of 1961
7,800 operating craft. No, 6,800, sir, nearly 7,000. e
will have deployed at sea about 1,300 attack ailrcraft., We
Will have sbout an equal number of fighters.

Senator Wiley. Fighters?

Admiral Buxke. Fighters, yes, sir. Then in addition to
that of course the Marines have three wings of ailrcraft.

Senator Wiley. FHow many?

Admiral Buxke. I have forgotten the number, siﬁ.

Senatox Wiley. Approximately.

Admiral Burke. It is about 3;000; gixr,

Senator Wiley. 3,000, XNow then; how many of them are
equipped with the ?olaéis or the ggnivalent missile? Are
they missile alxcrafic?

Admiral Burke. No, sir. They carry missiles. They
carzy air-to-air missiles, but nothing like Polaris, siv.
They carry missiles like Sparrow and Sidewinders, sir, for

attacking o%her.aircraft, and Bullpup. which is for attacking
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surface targets.,

Senator Wiley. And isn't it a fact that those missiles
can be aimed at a target 150 miles avay from the aircrafe?

Admiral Burke. No, sir.

Senactor Wiley. How close dg they have to get?

Admiral Burke. Well, it varies with the type of
misgile, siv, and I would not like to give you the exact
characteristics in an open heaxing, sixr, but it varies from
just a few miles to -~ well, it ie nothing like 150 miles,
sir,

Senator Wiley. These missiles ave entirely different
from the old type bonib that used to sink ships during the last
war, aren't they?

Admival Burke. Yes, sir. You are thinking about an air-
to-surface missile, sir, not alr-to-air missile, I believe.
Missiles that ave used against ships and surface tavgets.

Senator Wiley. Now what do you mean by your sea iifec?
How many shilps ih your gea lift?

Admiral Buxke, Sea lift we have about 112 ships in
amphibicus forces, sir, vwhich can 1lift a division and a half
of Marines.

Senator Wiley. How many of the ships that you use for --
what do you call them -- carriers, how mwany carviers do you
have?

Admiral Buxke. 14 attack carriers.
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Senator Wiley. Are they in tip top shape?
Admiral Burke. No, sir. The new ones are.
Senator Wiley. How many new ones?
Admiral Burke. We have now four new ones in commission,

sir, and we have two of the Midway class which are in good
shape to00, Sir.

Senacor Wiley. Are any aflthem equipped with missiles?

Admiral Burke. Surface-to-air missiles, yes, sir.,

Senpator Wiley. Surface-to-air missiles for the air~
crafe?

Admiral Burke. No, sir. I will cake it back. None of
them are. None of these ships that ave now in commission are
equipped with missiles.

Senator Wiley. Could they be equipped with Polaris?
Admiral Burke. They could, sir, but it wouldn’t be a
very profltable use of Polaris, because other types of surface
ships can be fitted with Polaris without interfering with

%heif nission at all.

Senacox Wiley. Wlell, in view of all this sea air power,
I will ask this question and then I will go to one other rhase
of it, |

What is our military capability at present? Is it a
aetexrent‘that is adequate?

Admiral Burke. Our military power is tremendous now,

sir. I think that we can destroy ~- if Russia wanted to attack
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am 10 us in a gemeral nuclear war, I think that we wovld destroy

C:) here, and I think there is nothing that she could do to
prevent it.

D But in a limited war; I think that we have a capability,
a demonstrated capability in the last two or three vears, te
meet situations similar to those that occurred then.

Senator Wliley. Now as a military man, car you think of
any othexr deterrents except military that should cause
Knrushchev or the Kremlin to hesitate as they have been
hesitating?

Admiral Burke. Well, the greatest detexrrent of course is
not military. The greatest deterrents --. no man knows exactly

<:> why another nation does the'things that 1t does or why it
doesn’t do things. But Khrushchev has got to thiﬁk just like
this nation has got to think of the psychological effect that
it will have, that his actions will have om other nations.

He has got to think of the economic situation of his
country as we do. He hasg got to thiﬁk of whgt othe: countries
will do as he makes a move. We have a tremendous support from
oux allies in many of these situations that arise.

Cn the other hand, I don‘t know what deters Khrushchev.
Maybe he would not intend to stxike this country anyway.
lMaybe he proposes to take it over, as he says, by peaceful
means, take over the world by peaceful means, as he is trying

to do in Africa and Asia and perhaps other places.
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dm 11 Senator Wiley. There are numerous other deterrents that
are not military that you mentioned that have a particular
value in our arviving at a conclusion as to whether or not
he would make the mistake, is that zight?

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir.

Senateor Wiley. Thank vou.

Senator Stennis. Thank vou, Senator.

Senatoxr Jackson, will you proceed now. Vou have ten
minutes,

Senator Jackson. Admiral Burke, the testimony seems to
be agreed that the problem starting noﬁ and in the next two
or three yeaxs seems to be, one of the main problems, the

O protection of our ability to rétaliate.

I take it that it is.your rosition that you feel that the
Navy., in the strategic missile age, has a contribution to make
in providing protectlon to the retaliatory systcem.

Admiral Burke. VYes, sir, I feel that as ballistic
missiles come into being, as they get more accurate, as they
eventually will do, that any fixed target in a known location
becomes more and more vulnerable, and consequently more and
moxe of our'retaliatory povwer, the invulnerzble part of it

C will go to sea. |

Senator Jackson. The ﬁavy is more vulnerable teo aix

power than it is to missile power, ismn't 1t?

Admiral Buxke. That is correct, sir, with manned air-
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dm 12 araft,
c:) Senavor Jackson. That is what I am referving to. I
can only express the hope that the Navy will press for the use
C:) of Polaris aboard surface ships. Ships are already available
subject to medification.

Just to pursue that point a moment, how long do you
think it would take to modify a vessel? Maybe you won't want
to say this in open segsion, but it shouldn't take too long
to modify ships for the Polaris missile systenm.

Admiral Burke. We could have the first ships ~- I
think it is pzcbably generally know -- we could have the Ffirst
ships coming off the line certainly in approximately '63, if

<:> there was a decision made say right now to build them, to
modify them.

Senator Jacksen. So the lead time is very important, and
this 18 of course based on present information, which still
leaves us in a critical situvation insofar as retaliatory power
is concerned.

(6)
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Admiral Burke. ILead time is important on those ships,

<:> We could ce?tainly have them I %think in !63. Perhaps we
could get them in 162, but I think ?63 is safe,

Senator Jackson., I would hope that some effort would
be made to sgee 1f that modification program couldn't be
speeded up, because we can put SAC on an airborne alert,
but we can't pubt Titan and Atlas on an alrborne alext.

Adwiral Burke., That ls correot, giv.

Senator Jackson. ZIsn't that right.

Admiral Burke. That is correct, siz,

Senator Jackson. I mean the point ig that your ICBM's
are fixed guffer from the same problem as does SAC when 1%

- is on the ground, isn't that right?

Admiral Burke. That is coryect, sir.

Senator Jaekson.. So that what we need ©o do 1ln the next
two or three years (o preserve and telprotect and to defend
our ability to retaliate is To probect obviougly The
launching system, and to protect it from enemy ICBM!'s
that might be elther hardened so as o avold destruction
in a point attack, or to give 1t some moblility. The Navy

L take it ocan do that with the Polaris system.

Admiral Burke. That is correct, sip.

Senator Jackson., Of the 800~0dd ships that are in the
fleet, how many are tied up now roughly on the ANSY

problem, anti-gubmarine warfare problem?
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Admiral Burke, Most all of our destroyer types.

Senator Jackson. Without getting into that, wouldn'i
1t be fair Yo say that it iz over 300?

<:> Admiral BurkeQ Yeg, gir, it is over 300,

Senator Jackson., OFf the active fleet of 800 ships?

Admiral Burke. Yes,

Senator Jackson. And this stems from the fact that for
the first time the Navy has been up against a potentlal
enemy that has some 400-edd submarines as compared with
only about 70 the Nazis had at the gbart or oubbreak of
World War II in ?39‘

Admiral Buvke. Yes, sir. They had 58,

<:> Senator Jackson. They had 58. Well, it is less.

Admiral Burke. Yes, siz.

Senator Jackson, So that your problem is not Just
the one of providing support in a smwall or limited war or
support in a global or general war, but to carry the
heavy load of keeping the sea lanes open and contending
with over 400 enemy submarines.,

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir.

Senator Jackson. How much did the Navy actually ask
for, without the'limitations placed on the Navy, for fiscal
16192 ‘

Admiral Burke. We were given those guide lines, sir,

and we have submitbed our Budget request based on those
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gulde lines, Our budget that the commandant and I bullt,
the regulirements budget, was about 15,000,000,000,

Senator Jackson. About 15,000,000,000, What did
you get?

Admiral Burke., We got 12.073, sir.

Senator Jackson., What is your backlog of maintename
and obgelescence cogt that you are going to have o meet
based on conbinulng and present regquirements?

Admiral Burke. The backlog of sghips, the ships alone,
is roughly about $250,000,000 a year. That is FRAM, and
the inoreased maintenance on the ovher,

Senator Jackson., 250,000,000 a year?

O - Admlral Burke. Yes, sir.

Senatopr Jackson. And you ave not meeting that?

Admiral Burke. No, sir.

Senatoxr Jackson. So that somebody is going to get a
retroactive bill one of these days 6r otherwlse we are not
going o have much of a fleetb.

Admiral Burkee We will Just operate slower,

Senator Jackson. What is happening now is that the
requirements for maintenance of what you have is taking
away from new and modern weapons systems?

Admiral Burke. That was the diffieult thing in trying
to arrive at this origlnal balance that we had, sir, Ve

had %o maintain a present capabllity to do those things which
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we might be called upon within the next year or so to do.

Senator Jackson, That is right, but -~

Admiral Burke., We couldn't cut too much,

Senator Jackson. Bubt the survivability of what you have
is your firat consideration, because you have specific
day to day commibtments o meet, and this eats into your
new congtruction funds to the.point of just providing for
replacements and modlfication of exiééing ships, you cantt
ask Por enough in the way, for example, of ballistic
missile submarines?

Admiral Burke. Well, 1% is @ifficul$ --

| Senator Jackson. You are glving gulde lines

<:> and the ceiling; and you break it down and there is so
much in there, what is it, a billion and a half for new
construction?

Admiral Burke. Yes,‘sir.

Senator Jackson. This lmmedlately erbdes the amount
of money that 1is avéilable for new constructlon, because
of your continuing commibtments to maintain what you have,
isn't that right?

Admiral Burke, Yes, sir, that is correct.

- Senator Jackson. I am concerned, Admiral Burke, on
| the research and development funds. The only way surely
O that you can out down on the number of ships eventually

assigned to ASW is to come up with some answers on detection,
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Admiral Burke., Yes, sir.

Senator Jackson. T mean you mave this large fleet
commitﬁea and tied up betause you have not been able to get
some bough answers. This involves baglc research, ocean-
ography, for example.

Isn't it pretty bard © come up with any answers, 1
you are going to be stuck with the ceiling that you have in
the currenﬁ budget, which 1s the same I believe as last year
for vegeanrch and development?

Admiral Burke. Yes, slrn. Wehave increased our ASW
gffort this last yeaﬁ, sir, and we have made congiderable
progress in the last year on ASW.

Senator Jackson. Bub at the expense of other programs,
too. |

Admiral Burke. At The expense of other programs, true
enough. |

Senator Jackson. So your over-all RD requirements
are less, I mean funds available are less.

Thank you, NMpr, Chalrman.

Senator Stennis, Senator Martin.

Senator Martin. Are those estimates based on surface
shlps or submarines, those estimates?

Admiral Burke. Is this a cost?

c Senator Martin. I am talking about the general plan
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you have for coming up wlth Polavis equipped ships.

Admiral Burke, Elther submarines or surface ships
or both can be made availlable in 63, gir, if a decision

O were made soon to start thelr manufacture.

Senatvor Martin. Your estimates were based on both
rather than elther one?

Admiral Burke., Yes, sin, thatvis-correctﬁ However,
if you cut out one, it will not increase the speed of the
other. It just takes that long. We might be able %o geb
some of each in 162, but we certainly could get them in '63,
yes.

Senator Martin, Do Russian submarines have long

<:> range crulsing capablility withkout detection?

Admiral Burke. They are not nuclear'powered, s8ir, that
ls the ones that are at sea now. They are difficult to
éetect, but they can be detected just like our own
conventional powered submarines can, sir.

Senator Martin, They have nothing on our forces as far
as detection 1s concerned?

Admiral Burke, We don't think so, no, sip.,

Senator Martin, Do the Bussians have the equivalent

(:) of our Polaris missile at this time?
Admiral Burke. No, sir. Weestimate that they bhave a
(:: missile which is probably a much shorter range missile than

our Polaris, but we think that they do have a balliséic
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missile which can be put aboard submarines, sir.
(f) Senator Martin. Awve the Russian submarine crews highly
trained and highly gualified?
» Admiral Buxke. Yes, sir, they are., They are the elite

force of Rugsian services. They are well trained. OF
coursge the degree of tréinﬁng varies a great deal among
ships, but they are much hetter than they used to he, sir.
They are emphasizing 1t 2 great deal.

Senator Martin, Are the Rugslan submarine crews expert
marksmen with ballistic misslles?

Admiral Burkegv We don't know, sirn, We know that
Russian military people have been {rained in ballistic

CTD missiles, and they should be able to do all right with them,
gir, Just like we do.

Senator Martin., You have no xeport on thelr pro-
ficiency?

Admiral Burke., No, slr.

Senator Martin. I have always stresszed the matter of
gxpertness of crews handling These ships as a very real
factor in determining our own policy in meeting any threat.
I think 1t Is Just as much a part of our consideration as
is the matching of ship for ship.

Am T wrong in that?

Admiral Burke, Well, 1% decpends uph?l how many ships

you have, sir. You have got to have numbers of ships
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sometimes. If you need a destroyer or,patrOI in the Yellow
Sea and anothexr one on patrol in the Taiwan Strailts, having
one wonderful sghip won't do the two jobs.
<:> - But certainly training and proflcilency of people iz one
of vhe most important things in handling the Navy, sir.
Sengtor Maxtin, Yes. The place where and the range
capability and the detection aveldance and the experiness
of the crews all add into this, so that I can not Just
say that becauge they have seo many ships, 300 submarines,
for instance, to ouxr 100, I éanft svbmit to the conclugion
that they are necessarily three times as powerful as we are,
Admiral Burke. That is correct, sir, but --
<:> Senator Martin. I 4id not want this hearing to go all
in one direction. I think there are other factors we have
got to bear in mind, and I think you are bearing them in
mind. _
Admiral Burke, Yes, 'éir.
Senator Martin. If I can size the situation up.
Are you developing now an answer to the capability
} of the Russlan submarines as you have presented their
capability here todaqé
Admiral Burke, | That 1s one of our blg problems, sir,
and one of our big jobs.
We are doing a great deal of vesearch on ASW, as Senator

Jackson pointed out. One of our blg problems is getting
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detection.

We have increased our range of debtection quite a bib
since World War IX. We do have new equipment which is now
coming off the line, haw_Sonars, which are much better than
the Sonars that we developed even since World War IT.  We
are working very hard on several new Techniques of trying
%o detect Russian submarines.

Perhaps one of them will turn out to be satisfactory,
but we need to develop long range detection.

Senator Martin. Ves.

Admiral Burke. We have also developed long range
kill capability, once they are-detécted.

Senator Martin, I commend you on your presentation
here today. I c¢an't help but make an observation that
our Chiefs of Naval Operations in peacetime generally
request ships to meet thelr maximum anticlpated needs, and
sanetimes those needs are affected by other factors that
must be given congsideration.

When you do find yow estimated needs or regquests
modified by superior authorlty, then as the Chlef of Naval
Operations you, anﬁ very properly, go ahead and do the best
you can with what you have.

Admiral Burke, ‘That is corxect, sir.

Senator Martin. I think you sband for that principle

in a very grand way, and I commend you for it.
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Admiral Burke. Thank you, sir.

Senator Stennis. Thank you, Senator Marbtin.

Senator Young, you are nexbt. You have 10 minutes,
gir,

Senatox .Younge Thank you, Mr, Chalrman,

Admiral, you tvestified, as I recall i%, and correct me
if T am wrong, that instead of the Soviet having 300
submarines, that the Sovieb has 400 submarines plus, is that
note dorrect?

Admiral Burke., Yes, sivr, she has over 400.

Senator Young. Over 400,

Admiral Buxke. Yes, silr,

Senator Young. The figure 450 is frequently used is
it not?

Admiral Burke. Yes, slr, That was the figure used
lagt year, sir,

Sena¥r Young. ~ And we have 100-plus submarines?

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir, that is correct.

Senator Young. How many over 100¢

Admiral Burke. 116 I believe the figure is right now,
8T,

Senaﬁor Young, Nowvyou mave also testified, Admiral,
that you are pleased over the tests of the Polaris missile,

and that you have great confidence in it?

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir.
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Senator Young. May I ask does the Secretary of
O Defense share your confidence in the Polaris missile?
Admiral Burke. I am not sure thabt he does yeb, sir,

O Senator Young. You hope he does?

Admiral Burke, I hope.

Senator Young., Bub yuﬁ are not sure?

Admiral Burke. I am not sure, no, sSir.

Senator Young. I will go furthér than that. Does the
'President share your confidence in the Polaris?

Admiral Burke. I don't know thabt at all, sir.

Senator Young. Well anyway apparently as the funds
provided by Congress were withheld, that is we provided
in 1959 funds for Polaris. |

Admiral Burke, Yes, sir.

Senator Younge1 And that was wlthheld?

Admiral Burke. Yes, slxr.

Senator Young. So that doecsn't appear then that your
confldence is shared, does it. Or would you care Lo comment
“on that?

Admiral Burke. well,xwe have had a lot of tests since
then,

Senatdr Young. And the teéts are successful?

Admiral Burke. And the tests are successful, sir,

Senator Young. Well, then, why was Polaris limited to

three submarines only in 19619
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Admiral Burke. | Well, partly due %o the fact that thé
tests, the firlng tests, full guidance tests have Just
ococurred in the last couple of monthas, the last month or
S0, and partly due vo The budget guide lines, sir.

Senator Young. And in view of the success of the
vests, you are now regrétful that limit was only three
submarines in 1961, is thag right?

Admiral Burke, Yés,'sir.

Senator Young. May I go to anbther subject
momentarlily. I don?t want %o use up all of my 10 minubes.

You testified, Admiral, that the retaliatory capabllity
of the Navy could not be knocked out based on the premise -

O that the Navy ships were abt sea.

Admiral Burke., They were hot vulnerable to ballistic
migsiles.

Senator Young. Your language was also, was it not, that
significant retaliatory effort would be available by the

~ Navy? | |

Admiral Buxrke. That is correct, siv. .

Senator Young, Provided and based on the premise that
the naval ships are at sea?

O Admiral Burke. Tﬁa’s is correct, sin, ahd would not
be hit by . enemy ballistic missiles.
<:> Senator Young. And that fixed targets are becoming

more and more vulnerable as tlme goes on.
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kml3 Admiral Burke., That is correct, sirn,
Senator Young., Of course ships in a harbor, in any
harbor or in drydock, thelr pogltions are fixed?
Admiral Burke., That is cne of the reasons why, in
periods of tension, we send our fleetsto see.
Senator Young. Yes.
Admiral Burke, They are in position and they go to sea.
Senator Young. Yes. That is the practice now, is it?
Admiral Burke. Yes, sir.
Senator Young. Now at the present time we are not in
a period of tension. Are you able to tell us the percentage
of our naval ships that are at sea at the present time?
Aqmiral Burke‘ As of thls morning? No, sir, I can't
because 1t varies greatly from day %o day, and we operate
on a randam gcale go that we don!t have any system which
the enemy can predlct how many ships we have at sea.
But I would guess wroughly it 1s probably from one-third to
one-half are at sea at the moment .
Senator Young. At the present time?
Admiral Burke. Yes, sir.
Senator Young. - And 1if In your Jjudgment a period of
. danger or tension were to arise such as a renewal perhaps
C:> of the Berlin crisis, you would ‘direct that a larger
percentage go to sea, That would be your expectation, would

(:) it not?

Admliral Burke. Yes, slr, We have done that many times in
(7 the last several years.
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Cant-7 Senator Young. Now; of the fleet, you testified I
nyn believe that 78 per cent of the present United States Navy
was built duving Wbrld4War IX.
Admiral Burke. Yes, sir.

' Senatoz ¥Young. Ave any of the present gships on active
duty in the Navy, are any of them ships that were built before
the start of World War XI, before we were involived?

Admiral Burke. I would have to lock that up and give you
a categorical answer, but I think there are, but I am not
positive of it. |
If S0, they were built just béfore World War II, and
those would be prcbably the support ships.
C:> Senator Young. And that might be how much of a percentage?
Can you estimate that?
Admiral Burke. No, sir, I wouldn't like to estimate it,
Siv.
Senator ¥Young. ‘It would probably be a small peréentége,
perhaps 5 per cent or less, would it not?
‘ Admiral Burke. Yes, sir.
Senator Young. You can‘t estimate it very accurately.
But then that would mean tha£ pmobably more than 80 per cent
(2} of the ships on active duty in the Navy at the present time
date f£rom World War II or:just befoxre World Waxr II, is that
(:> correct?

Admiral Burke, 78 per cent.
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dm2 Senator Young. 78 per cent date from World War IT.
You know that?

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir, or before.

Sepator Young. Or before. 2nd of those, are you able
to tell us what percentage you would consider obsolete?

Admiral Burke. They aren‘t obsclete, sir.

Senatoxr ¥oung. Not one of them?

Admiral Buxke; Mo, sir. They aren't obsolete. What is
going to happen here is that some day those ships are going
to veach a stage where they are no longer repairable, they
are no longer operable, and at that time they are going to be
incapable of going to sea.

C:) Since it takss a long time to build a ship, and since
there are guch large nunbers of ships required, that puts us
in a guandary.

Senator Young. ¥Yes. And I assumg that it depends on the
character of the ship how long it takes before it costs more
€0 keep it in repailr than it does to scrap it.

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir; and sometimes safety reasons.
A gubmarine lasts about 13 or 14 years., A destroyexr lasts
about 16 ox 18 years.

Senator ¥Young. A carrier lasts what?

Admiral Burke. B caxyrier 1asts 22 years.

Senator Young. Admiral, of the 78 per cent built in

Woxld War II or before of our ships, you say you feel that
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none of them are obsolete at the present time. What
percencage would you consider obsolescent at the present
time?

Admiral Burke. It is probably something in the neighbor~
hood of 50 per cent. For example, we have new sonars now that
axe coming coff thexline that are capable of being produced

which are very excellent sonars, and they will do much betier

‘than the older ones.

Those ships, those o0ld ships, can't take these new sonars.

'Ships‘have got to be built for them.

Senator Young. So about 50 per cent you say is
chsolescent?

Admiral Burke. It will be.

Senatoxr Young. It will be by the end of this yeax?

Admiral Buxke. Their usefulness gets less all the time.
There is no_chdp off point where a ship is of nc value,
Something is of valve up to that point and then is of no
value beyond éhaﬁ point.

Senatoyr Ybung; And the usefulness becomes less and less
untlil the time comes very soon then‘éhat it doesn't pay to
repair cthem and bring them up.

Adniral Bﬁrké; That is correct, sir.

Senator ?oung, Thank you very much.

Senator Stennis. Thank you very much, Senator.

Senator Case, you have ten minutes.
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dmé Senator Case. No questions.
Senator Stennis. Senator Engle, you have ien minutes.
Senator Engle. Admiral., I regret that I missed some of
your testimony. This may have'been c&vered. If it has, will
tell me. I want to ask when you sit with the Joint Chiefs of
staff, do the Joint Chiefs undertake to determine the
prlorities of the programming of weapons systems inside of the
Defense Department as distinguished from the priority in
respect of sexvices? Do you see what I mean?
Admiral Burke. V¥Yes, sir, I see what yvou mean. Not as
a complete whole p:ogram, it isn‘t done, but we have priority
lists which the Departmeﬁt of Defénse has, and sometimes the
C:) Joint Chiefs of Staff submit recommendations as to what goes
on that priority list.

Senator Engle. What I would like ﬁa know is who decides
what comes first. Now the Navy comes in and it has some
very good weapons systems. Along comes the Air Force and it
has some. The Azmy has some things that it things are of
very great importance.

Now what I would like to know is do the Joint Chiefs
ever sit down among themselves andAinside of a room say
"Now we are just going to put all of this in one ball of wax
and decide what the Nation needs most in the Fform of priority
of weapons systems, without xespect to which serxvice happens

to beneflit"? Is that ever done?
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Admiral Buxke. The Joint Chiefs of Staff certainly

sit down in a room, and try to decide what is bgst for the
Nation, but it is not always possible to say what comes
prioxity one, what comes priority two, what comes priority
three, because things don't £it in priorvities lots of tiﬁeso

That is, foxr ewample, for a man to live he must do many
things, and you can't put a priority on whether it is more
important for a man to breathe or a man to eat. What is most
urgent for him is what he doesn't have. If he is deprived of
food, that is the thing he heeds. |

Senator Engle. I lisﬁened to Congressman Mahon on the
televisionlyesterdayr and he made the stétemen& that he
couldn’t see how you could be building a‘carrier i€, in ordexr
to build a carrier, vou had to give up something in the
intercontinental ballistic missile Fieid.

In other words, from the standpoint of priorities for
the benefit of the Nation, he thought the carriers were
preéty weil down the line. I am not asking you to comment
specifically on carriers. ‘

But what I am trying to find ocut is whether or not the
chief military advisers to the Secretary of Defense inside
the room and as a unit ever undertake to say to the Secretary
of Defense, "We believe that in the national interest the
yriorities for the mllitary program of the United States

gshould be missiles; and this and this and this right down the
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i line.®
Admiral Burke. It can't ke done that way, sir. The
Joint Chiefs of Staff sit in there and they do decide on the
military programs, but it is impossible to determine the
priorities of weapons systems by that kind of a method any
more than by illustration of what is important to a man,
what is the number one priority. You can't determine it that
way. It is not that simple, siz.
Senator Engle, Aamiral@ gomcbody has to determine it.
Otherwise we are all over the lot.
Admiral Burke. No, sir.
Serator Engle. And who is better qualified to do it than
C:> the chief military advisors to the Secxetary of Defense, to
sit down and come up with é program that they regard as the
wop priorities?

For instance, I can’t remember whether it was General
Tayloé or who it was on the witness stand here, nmaybe it was
Secrecary Gates, and I asked what their priorites were. Wag
it intercontinental ballistie missile Ffivst, and what came
second, whether it was limited to the capability of fighting
limited waz.

.It seems to me that the Joint Chiefs of Staff ocught not
to sit around in a room by themselves and each nember, whether
he represents the Navy, the aixr Forcg, the Army or the Marine

Cozps, honing‘an axe for his particulax sexvice, instead of
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tiying to determine what is for the benefit of amexrica in
& defense program on the basis of whe priority that ought to
be established for the best interests of our counitery.

Now do I understand you to say. that the JdJoint Chiefs of
Staff not only don't do it but aren't capsble of doing it?

Admiral Burke. No, sir, I didnte say anything like that,
sir, |

Senator Engle. You éorrect mé, Admiral,

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir, I would like to. What T do
say is that the priovity svstem which simplifies the problem
and oversimplifies it to such an extent that it doesn‘t .solve
the problem.

You cannot devise a prioxity system which, by itself,
will solve the problem. Ybu put it in this slot and then
forget it, that is the number one priority. It can‘t be done
that way. |

What the Joint Chiefs do, and they do this many times
during the year, and this is the problems that we are usualiy
engaged upon, is to try to determine what is essential, what
we must have for the various contingencies which this countxry
may face.

We don't know what we are going to have to face exactly
in the future. We don't know vhere a limited war might breaﬁ
out. We can't determine what we will have to use ocur forces

for exactly three yveaxrg from now.
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But what we have got to make sure of is that the ecnemy
cannot devise a system and leave us completely uncovered,
leave us so that we are helpless. We have got to get those
things which will péxmit this countxry to continue to be the
leader of the world. And those are the things which we do.

Senatoxr Engle. I understand that, but -~

‘Admiral Burke. Now you couldn’t possibly establish a
priority say for Polaris submarines, and have that number cone,
and then have limited warfare number two.

And supposing you sald that in using that priority system,
let’s go all out for Polaris submarines, and after we got
Polaris submarines, then ve will put some money into limited
wazr.

It is no good that way. You have got to have some
Polarlis submarines and scme limited war capability because
you might need either one. ,

Senatory Englee- In any case you are setting up an order
of xeqﬁirements of the Nation, and you may end up with a lot
of cats and dogs too +that you don’t need so much.

For imstance, you take the Polaris. I put the Polaris
in the retaliatory strike force, because that is where it
belongs. Maybe you won't agree. But you decilde whether you
are going to have a retaliatory strike force or not and whether
or not that is nuwber one.

If it is, you decide what oucght to go in it. Cextainly
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the ICBM's ought to go into it, and cexrtainly the Polaris
cught ¢o go into ik.

Adwiral Buxke. I disagree.

Senator Engle. I have no doubt that you disagree, but
vhat I am trying to find out is the procedures.

(Discussion off the xrecord.)

Senator Engle. What I mean to say is that the only
fellow who tries to solve thase problems from an over-all
standpoint is the Secretary of Defense, and he is pulled and
hauled by these various service chiefs, whereas you fellows
ought to sit down there in a joint meeting and come up with
a recommendation. I asked you whether or not you do it, and
you say you do not.

.Aamiral Burke. I say that we do not come up with a
priority list, siz., I say we do come up with a lot of
recommendations on the various things that need “o be done,
lots of them. |

Senator Engle. I apparently haven't got my point across.
It seems to me that the Joint Chiefs of Staff, operating as -
the chief military advisors to the Secretary of Defense, ought
to walk in with a program that is one ball of-waxvand say
"Now this is the way we think this program ought to be handled
fzxom a national defense standpointa"fand not from a particular
service standpoint. What I cbject to is the procedure, sir.

Admiral Burke. I think our procedure is very good. We
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dm 10 do discuse these problems., We do submit to the Secretary
of Defense recommendations on that.
Senator Engle. I suppose if I read from General
Taylox“s book, it won't resound very well in this particular
atmosphere.
Admiral Burke. These problems are very complicated, sir.
. Eenator Engle. But there ls a growlng body of opinion
in this countzy that the Joint Chlefs of Staff have simply
failed to exercise the function that they ought to exexciée
as the chief organization advising the Secretary of Defense.
And the reason that is true is because the Joint Chiefs
of Staff do not operate to look ait the over-all prcblem, but
O operate primarily as xepresen'i:a'b:i.ves on the Joint Chiefs of
Staff of theix particular‘service.

That is why I asked vou if they couldn't sié down there
and come up wlth some kind of a program for the whole defemse
posture xather than what is good for the Navy, what ls good
for the Air Force and what is good for the Army.

Adniral Burke. Wé do; sir. We submit jointly approved
plans. We consider all. of these problems,. air defense'and
othex things; and ﬁe do submit these recommendations to the
Secretary of Defense,

Senator Engle. I would like to think they were in terms
of an established priority that viewed the problem from the’

top and fzom the whole defense posture, rather than from that
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of individval services.
| My time has explred. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Stemnis. Thank you very much. Senator Bush;
we are glad to recognize you, sir. You have ten minutes.

Senator Bush. Mr. Chairman, may I yield to the Minority
leader.i

Senator Stennis. You want to yieid?

Senator Bush., I would like to yield to the Minority
leadex,

Senator Stennis. i wasn‘t overlooking vou, but Senator‘
Bush, as you know, is on the Commititee¢. Senator Dirksen, you
have ten minutes.

Senator Dlrksen. Admiral, how long have you been in the
service?

Admiral Burke. Since 1919, sir.

Senator Dirksen. 41 years.

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir.

Senator Dirksen. That is a good long time.

Admiral Burke. yés, 8ix.

Senator Dirksen. I should disqualify myself at the out~
set by saying that in this heawring I am no expert. I once
held the exhalted rank of private, private first class,
corporal, sergeant, and I got out as a shavetail. I thoﬁéhtv
I knew a good deal of course, but I still would disqualify

myseltf.
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I chink I think like, oh, 120 millicn other Americans
of the age of discretion who just want %o be sure that we do
have a good national defemse and a good security system.

Now as the »adio says. you are going to have nine
uhinterrupted minutes to tell me why you think we have an
adequate defense. I based that on the statement I saw in the
press of General Twining that he thought out defenses were
good.

Admiral Burke, I aéxee wlth Gemexal Twining. We have
a powerful natlon here, sir. We have developed a lot of vexry
fine things first.

We have the a2bility now, zight now. to destroy any enemy
that wants to attéck us or who does attack us, regardless of
what it does or vhen it does it or how it does it or anything
else.

We have the ability to wreak sufficient destruction upon
that country se that it will not zise again.

Now something new has been added in the last three ox
four years that wasn’t there before. We have this capability
all along. But what is new is that Russia is now developing
a capability which she will have sone day of being able to
destroy significant portions of this country.

She can also wreak destruction on this country, and we
can‘t do anything about 1t either; because she will be zble

to develop ICBM's, and thelr accuracy will increase in the
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dm 13 Euture untlil she will have the capability to wreak heavy

O

destruction on this country. But we can also do exactly the

gane thing to her.

Cey
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Now there is nothing that she can do to avoid it.

There iz probably nothing that we can do if ghe uants to
stary such & thing,

Consequently nations that stavt a general nuclear war
wmder those conditions commit suicide. She wipes out her
nation. She can wreck heavy damage on the other country .,
but she herself is destroved, And evan a mad man I think
wouldn't do that.

Now that does give her tThough a cepabllity which, if we
are not careful, that she may be able to blackmail us inve
saying that, "If you don't do what I would like %o have you
do, then you ave subject o destruction,”

&nd then she puts pressure on in other ways,; psychological~
1y, economically, politically and perhaps by limited war
gituations.

Now that is the reason that I think that limited warp
is mueh more apt %o occuwr in the next three, four, or five
years than general nuclear war, because she has nothing o
gain by general nuclear war except her own destruction. She
can't gain anything.

She can destroy us perhaps sometime in the future, but
she hergelf will be destroyed. She can't gain anything,

But that doesn't stop her one bit from trying to dominate
the world, which I think she will try %o do. And in trying

to do that, she 1y going %o use every trick in the book, and
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that is why I think that it is possible, I don't kmow that
it is, but I Tthink that iﬁ is possible that Russla and China,
Red China, may have an agreemenﬁ thaﬁ Russia iz vexry nice
now while Red China goes off on a rampage and Russia tries
to guiet her down on the gurface.

I think that there has been no evidence whatever that
Rugsia is trying, intends to slow down her progress in trying
o dominate the world. She is going to ¢ry. She 13 going
to conbinue, She ig doing it economlcally now,

She is getting more and more people into more and more
new counbries, a lot of African countries. She is sending
teachers into Ghana. It is reported, and certainly there
is evidence of Mikoyan, who is now in Cuba, being received
by Cuba. She is exerting greater Influence even in countzies
right next %o our ocun doorstep, and that I think she will
continue to 4o,

Senabor Dirksen, Neow do you want %o tell us the rest
of it. I am thinking particular of course about our defenses.

Senator Wiley, A 1little louder, please.

Seravor Divksen, I am thinklng particularly of our
defenses, and how you think they stack up in balanced form
to do the»job that must be done for this country under present
and future conditions, as you foresee them,

Admiral Burke., Well, our defensive capability against

ICBM's or against ballistic missiles is non-existent., We have
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no defense against ICBM's, and neither does anybody else,
There isn't any defense against them,

Our defense agalnst manned bombers is extremely great.
We have spent tremendous sums on defenses against ménned
bombers, and it is very unlikely that the enemy could geb
through with significant numbers of them, just those alone.

Sengtor Dirksen. Well, then the whole problem resolves
itsell as one of deterring ana deterring fovee?

Admiral Burke, And retallatlon, yes, sirv,

Senator Dirksen., Yes. |

Admiral Burke, The ability to destroy no matter what
the enemy does %0 us,

Senavor Divksen. And you shave the conviction of General
Twinning that we do have the deterrent and vetaliatory force?

Admival Burke. Yes, sira |

Senator Dirksen, Under present conditions?

Admival Burke., VYes, sir, I do, sir,

Senator Dirksen, I don't know that there is anything
more I need to ascertain from you.

Senaﬁdr Stennis. All wvight, Senator Cannon, you are
recognized for ten minubes,

Senator Cannon, Thank ﬁou, Mr. Chairman.

Admival, ag I understénd it, there lsn't much dispute
today as to the eondiﬁian this country is in right at the

present moment, There 1ls not much dispute betuween our nmilitary
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ush leaders, is that right?
O Admival Burke, No, sirz,
Senavor Cannon. And the problem is in the fubure as
<:> Russis has more missiles coming into the inventory, is that
correct?

Admival Burke, I don't think thexre is a dispute ameng
the military people on that, sir.

Senator Camnen, I am sorry I can't quite agree with you
on vhat from the ﬁestimony thet has been presented by some
of our military lecaders here before this commitiee.

AGmiral Burke., Yeg, sir,

Senator Cannon. But you at least think the problem is

<:> in the fubuve as‘Russia hag move missiles comingvintw the
inventory?

Admirél Burkegh Yes, siv,

Senator Cannon. Becauvse they would be in the position
then by blackmall or by making an actual atvtack to strike
at some of our‘fixed positions which you state would become
increasingly move vulnerable as time goes on, is that
correct? |

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir, but at the same time if she

<:> does strike us, I belleve that we will have the capability
to destroy her.
<:> Senator Cannon. Then you believe that we have that

capabllity nou?
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Admiral Burke., I believe we have it now, Siv,

Senator Cannon., Now getting to General Power's state-
ment, I think you made the comment that you thought perhaps
General Pouer was talkling about his own forces,

As T recall, he stated to us that he wag considering
the over-all forces of our country as of a fixed date, which
I believe was Januvary the 19th of this year, and he stated
in his talk, and also before the commitvtee, that if Russia
launched an attéek, assuming 300 mispiles, ICBM's, half of
those being IRBM's, that they weuid in effect destroy our
retaliatory capability.

I take it that you don't agree uwith that analysis,
is that correct, as of thav date?

Admiral Buvke, Fox two reasons. First, Russia couldn'i
have 150 ICBM's and, second, I don't think if she 4ild have
tha% she could destroy our total retallatory capability.

I believe that there is a considerable number of SAC
aireraft in the air. OFf course he imows more about that than
I do,

Senator Cannon. Genmeral Power wowld be the one to lnow
that, would he not?

Admiral Buﬁke, He should know, yes, sir. But it is
nearly impossible for us to get even one missile fired at
2 speclfic time, so getiing 150 or 200 nissiles fired all

simultaneocusly to arrive at all places simultaneously is a
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wsb tremendous number,

Senator Cannon, However, I think we arve Sort of
begging the question, I am just referring nou, assuming
that capability on the part of the Russisng which they
may or may not have, and I think they do nob have it, bub
agsumlog their capability as of J&nmary 19th, is it your
impression that thgy would not be abhle to knock us oub
effectively as of that date with the capability of firing
simultaneously 300 missiles, half of them being ICBM's
and half of them IRBM's?

Admiral Burke, What you are really saying there, siw,

is that if 150 atomic weapons, nuclear weapons are exploded

<:> in this countwy, we are going %o be in a terrible mess, and
that is certainly true.

We are golng to have terrific destructicn in this
country with that number of missiles., And that proves tuo
points: That 1t doesn't take very many missiles to wreck
very heavy destruction on a country, and 1t doesn't take very
neny to wreck similar destruction on Russia,

And the second point that it proves iz that we have to
have the power so that 1f those migsiles ever do, if she

<:> ever dees get into positlon where she can launch tThat many
migsiles, we ha& better have reteliatory power in such a
O position where it will not be destroyed.

Senator Cannon. That is one of the reasons that you
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recommend Pelaris, because of the mobility, the so-called
change of address of the target, is that corvect?

Admiral Burke, Yes, sir, that ls corvect.
<:> Senator Carncn., And thot would éls@ apply as ©to the
reqguirement for an alr alert, would it not, because of the
importance of moving the addvess of the airplaenes with the
so-called ratallatory capahility?

Adniral Burke, Wall,.the air alert of courge -~ I
agree with vhe declsion that has been made on the air alert,
that we ought to have the capabimity o lawnch an air alert,
But an air alert that is flomn‘on a sustalned hasis now I
think would be a waste of money. |
<:> Senator Canneon, I am talking about a future situetion
nBowW,

Admiral Burke, In the future in periocds of great tension,
of courge we ought %o do what we have &cne in che past, We
send fleets to sea. We get our forces wready, and that is
true with all forces,

Senator Cannon. Now Admiral, ybu made the comment that
you believe that limited war was more likely to occur within
the next three or four years than an all-out wafe How would
you use Polaris in a limited war, Adnivral?

Admiral Burke;v ¥You wouldn't use any Polaris or ICBM's
or IRBM's in most situations in 1bmited war, It is eonceivablé

that you could use them sometimes, but it is very unlikely that
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us8 they would be used,

O Senator Cannon, In other words, you don't anticipate
any use for Polaris in a limited war, s¢ that we would have
O to g0 to other capability, is that correct?

Admiral Burke, That is correect, sir,

Senator Cannon, Now Admivel, you made the statement
here T believe, T am sure you did, that you reconmend that
we put move Polavises into the program that we have under
way at the present time, is that corrvect, 1n essence, Polarls
gubs ?

Admiral Burke, Yes, sir,

Senator Cannon, That we acquire meore, and more than

O were recommended in the present budget, is that correct?

Admival Burke. What I stabe there, sir, is that we
expect o submit a request to the Department of Defense.

Senator Cannen. Bub you do recommend more than are
presently programmed under the present budget?

+Admiral Burke, Yes, sir, because of 1lts iavulnerability.

Senator Cannon, But you say that you aupport the

1 President's budget 23 it new 1s?

Admiral Burke, That is correct, sir,

Senator Cannon., And i3 that correct even though you
might be denied additlonal Polaris on your recomnendation?

o Admiral Burke. Yes, sir, because the President has

much greater responsibliities than I have, and he has to judge
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<:> he has to make Judgments and he hag to meke decisions,
Senator Cannon. So if he ruled against you, you
<:> would be savisfied with that ruling because of hig --

Admiral Burke. I might not be satisfied, sir.

Senator Canmnon. You would be willing to accept it?

Adniral Burke, I would accept it.

Senator Cannon, A8 a matter of fact, if you did not
accept it, you pﬁbbably couldn’t remaln in your present
posicion?

AGmiral Burke., If I did not accept it, sir, I wouldnit
remain in my present position.

Senator Connmon, And your feeling is now that you will
make a very strong vepresentatlon that the acquisition of
additional Polaris is a necessity for the safety of this
country?

Admiral Burke, Yes.

Senator Camnon, Do you think it wouid he dangerous to
thils country not to acquire additional Polaris in addition
te those presently programmed?

Admiral Burke. It depends entively vpon the assumptions
that you make on that, sir. IZ Russia does have in a couple

<:> of years from now a great number of missiles, if those
misslles become accurate, then the only solution is %o get
o ' invulnerable retaliatory forces which those missiles cannotb

knock ouvt.
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Senator Cannon.‘ Well, both of these if's that you
prefaced are things that you recognize as being probabilities
in the fubure, ave they not?

Admival Burke., Sometime, yes, sir. Now we are getting
Polaris suvbmarines at the rate of three g year now, slr.

Senator Cannon. Do you think that that rate ig presently
enough to insure the elimination of the danger to this country
from attack?

Admiral Burke, You will never be able to insurve the
eliminatlon of danger %o this country from atvack, sir, no
matter what we do.

Ye live in a world of competibion, and there will be
ne vay that we can guarantee the securlty of this country,

All we can do is Yo make it very tough for an enemy to
decide to attack va,

Senator Cannon. Your recommendation is that we do make
1t tougher than we are presently making it, is that correct?
You say the only thing we can do ig make it very tough for
an enemy?

Admiral Burke., That is correct,

Senator Cannon. I am asking you is it your recommendation
théﬁ we make it Gvougher fer the enemy, prospective enemy,
then we are nou makiné it at the present time?

Admiral Burke, We are because ag these fubure things

come along, 1t gets tougher for them.,
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Senator Cannon. I think you are sort of begging the
question, Admiral. I am just asking you if it is your
recommendation that we make it tougher Than we are now
programming, than we are now doing?

Admiral Burke. }I donit —=

Senator Canncen., In other words, are we doing enough
in your opinion right at the moment?

Admiral Bﬁrkeo In my opinion, I think that so far as
general war is coricerned, that what we need 18 the retaliabtory
forces which arve less vulnerable,

Now whether'or not the security of the country is
jeopardized if we don't get an increase is dependent entirely
upon what Russia daés in the future,

Now T Think that the intelligence estimates that have
been presented are rairly accurate, and I beliecve as estimates
shon, nobedy knows for SEre, but I think that the day will
come when mlgslles get move and more accurate and then'at that
time we have got to have some rebaliatory forces at sea,
and we will have tuo ﬁhipa'at sea thisg year, |

Senatoyr Cannon. Do you think two ships at sea is
enough to take care of the threat ot the moment?

Admiral Burke, No, sir, and they will be increased.

Senator Cannon. Let me restate my one question again,
Admiral, and I will preface 1t by saying you 8ay you are

coming in now to recommend that we get additional Polarlses,
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that we put them inbo the program in a supplemental buy.

Now I am asking you if you feel at the present time
we are doing enocugh Lo provide for tin safety and security
of this country, at this time, and vou have not yet presented
any supplemental reguest.

Adnival Burke, That i3 corrvect, sir,

Senator Cannon. At vhis time do you feel that we are
doing enough in your opinion to provide for the éafety and
security of this country? I think that can be answered yes
0L NO,

Admival Burke. Yes, 1t could, and give the wrong
impression. I can't answer it yes or no .

Senater Cannon. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Stennis. Excuse me Junt & minute. Did you
ansuer or did you gay you eguldn’ﬁ?

Admiral Burke, No, six,

Senater Stennis. All right. Senator Bush, you are
receognized for ten minutes,

Senator Bush. Mr, Chairman, I would like to go on with
the subject gf Polaris for a few moments, Admiral.

I think I feel very much ag you do about the importance
of this weapon. I think most of us do. But as I understand
it, we have %wo Polaris submarines coning inte belng this
year,

Adniral Buvke, That is correct, slr,
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Senator Bush. And next year it is planned %o add
three more, is that correct?

Admival Burke., VYes, sir.

Senator Bush., In '61?

Admiral Burlte, VYes, sir.

Senator Bugh. And do I undergtand that in 162 an
additional three Polaris submarines should be complebed?

Admiral Burkéa Yes, sir.

Senatorlsmsha So ﬁhat at the end of the year we would
have eight completed, ready for action?

Admival Burke, Yes, glv,

Senator Bush, Now 1t is true’that each one of these
carries sixteen migslles, is That correct?

Admiral Burke, Yes, siz, that is correct,

Senator Bush. 3o that twe of them would carry 32,
five of them which we would have at the end of '61 would
carry anm additional 48, and the additional three we would
have in '62 would carry an additionsl 48, so that at the end
of the three-year period we would have eight subs capable of
carrying and firving 128 missiles, 1f ny arithmetic is
correct, and I think it is., Do you follow me?

é;? Admiral Burke, Ves, sir,
jb £1s

O
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Senator Bush. Now 1t 1s true that each of these missiles
has many times the destructive power of, let’s say, the bomb
that shattered Hiroshima in Japan, is that correct?

Admiral Burke, Yes, sir,

Senator Bush, That 1is correcé. Is it not possible,
then, that even at that time and our Polaris program would be
going ahead at that time, but with 128 of such missiles in the
mobile and concealed launching pads, so to speak, that the
Polaris will supply, and the great .range of locations which
it will supply, that the Polaris system alone might provide
a sufficient strategic deterrent that would make the Russians
hegitate, even fail tothink of making, an all out attack upon
the Unlted States.

Admiral Burke. I think it is wrong to rely upon any
single --

Senator Bush. I didn't say we should rely on it.

Admiral Burke. Upon any single systenm,

Senator Bush, I didn’'t say we should rely on it.

Admiral Burke. It could have a significant effect, sir,
but I still think that we should have 1€¢BM's ashore and that
we should have IRBM'S and manned aircraft.

Senator Bush. I do too; and I was not suggesting that
because of this powerful system of weapons that we should
abandon the others., But I was trying to get your estimate of

the value of this weapon in a rather dramatic way.
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I asked if, with eight submarines roving the seas with
128 misgsiles, with the destructive power, or with the de-
structlive power that each one of them has gol, wouldnit that
seem t0 be a deterrent, a sufficient deterrent, tb make the
Russians think twicé about ativacking us?

Admiral Burke. That is a significant destructive capa-
bility, that in cranking in such things as reliability of
the missile, that is about 100 targets that would be in danger.

Senator Bush. Yés.

Now, going on from Chere to.this question that has been
raised about why we are not building still more Polaris
misslles, I ask you if this isn't true, that we actually have
not fired a Polaris missile from an atomic submarine yet?

Admiral Burke. We haven't, sir, but we have fired
missiles from submerged launching platforms, not the regular
misgiles, but the dummy missiles and we anticipate no diffi-
culty whatever.

It is just a question of putting the systems together
now which will ﬁake a couple more months. But our tests have
been excellent so far, sir. |

Senator Bush., It would seem to me, before we went ¢oo
far with it, it might be a precauvtion to make sure that it
did go from a submarine submerged. Do you consider that the
tests that you are making and have made are sufficient to

substitute an actual test from a submarine?
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Admiral Burke. They are not sufficient to substitute an
C:) actual test from a submarine, but we don’t anticipate any
difficulty whatever from that.
c:) The tests that we have made already are tougher ones,
We have got 1t behind us. We are confident that this missile
will work, sir; that this missile system will work.

Senator Bush. I hope that is right. I think a great
deal depends on that being right, as a matter of fact.

You mentioned a little while ago, earlier this afternoon,
that you have on the aircraft carrilers now some 200 attack
alrcraft.

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir, on the deployed 1n the Sixth
and Seventh Fleets, sir,

Senator Bush, Are these all capable of carrying atomic
weapons?

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir.

Senator Bush, They are. Admiral, one thing that concern
me very much about these hearings that have been going on this,
year 1s the fact that we are inclined to make public all of'
our problems, all of the locations that we have for strategic
weapons, almost the exact size of our forces and striking
power,

We seem to have no secrets whatever from the world. And
then, also, we seem to have a tendency to disclose most of

the information that we get through Intelligence sources very
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freely. Frankly, that has dlisturbed me very much indeed.
Now, I don't think there is any doubt about it that the

Congress should know 21l the information avallable on the

subject of our armed forces, T think that every year we
should find out, as we do, but I believe that the situation
being as tense as it 1s in the world today, and you and other
members of the Joint Chiefs have not hesitated to say how
serious it is, Jjust as General Power and others, (neral
Taylor did last week, I Just wonder whether it is wise for
us to disclose very much information, practically everything
about our military posture and our Iintentlons and our plans.
Is this something that the Joint Chiefs_of Staff have
C:) ever considered or not?
Admiral Burke. Yes, sir., This is one of the most ser-~
ious problems confronting us in this country and there is
apparéntly no way that we can keep the information from going

out.

We have %o put out contracts for things. They are all =~

published. We can't keep anything, any of our own equipment,
secret for very long. Everybody knows the locatlon of what
we plan on doing, let alone what we have done. It is a very
(f) ' serious problem, sir, and I do agree with Ceneral Twining
in his very strong feelings‘bn thls, sir.
Senator Bush, i am glad %o hear that. I think it is

a very serious problem and I think that the Congress should
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be more cooperative with that point of view, frankly.

I don't think that we should fail ¢o get the informa-
tion, but I do think'that too much of 1t is given out publicly
for our own good,

We have to work very hard to get the informatlon we
get about the Soviets and thelr capabilities, and it seems
to me that we should make it Just a&s hard for them to find
out about what the situation is in our own armed forces and
preparcdness situations,

Admiral, would you discuss for a moment your own estimate
of the Navy'!s defenses against air attack while thelr ships
are at sea, our alrcraft carriers and 80 forth which are
armed, a&s you say, with these 200 attack planes? How do

you estimate the ability of the modern aircraft carriers that

we have at sea now to @fend themselves against alir attack or

submarine attack?

Admiral Burke., Against air attack? #®irst, sir, our
capabillity is increasing and has increased quite a bit in the
last few years. We have better radars, we have better com-
munications systems, better computing mechanlsms and better
surface-to-air missiles and alr-to-air mlssiles.

In the tests that we have run, we have run some of them
with our allies, our defense capabllity has increased a great

deal and it is very difficult for a manned aircraft to get

- into a carrier.
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our formations are entirely different from what they
<:> were in World War II. An alrcraft that sees on 1ts radar
scopes a series.of blips, & series of points, all of which
might be a carrier or our ships, can tell whether they are
. the kind of ship that is there because we have counter measures
. which will confuse him,

So he has got to invesbigate, and on coming in to inves-
tigate, he has got To go Through our own alrborne CAP combat
air patrol; he haa.got to go through a radar screen of sur-
face ships, surface ships equipped with surface~to-alr missiles
which are very accurate, And I Think he would £ind 1t a most
difficult job vo actually attack a carrier. He has got to do

<:> i% in great force,

Senator Bush. I think that is very reassuring. Thank
you, Admiral,

| My %time is up, Mr.Chnalrman.

Senator Stennls. Thank you, Senator,

Gentlemen, Just taking a 1ittle inventory now of our
time, and we a1s80 have.General Shoup here,without any Iinten-
tlon whatever of limiting anyone, we could be polinting our
questions or observations to the Admiral to be as brilef as

O we reasonably can, consistent with completeness. Maybe we
can finish up and have Utime for everyone to ask questions too.

Mr., Welsel estimates he will need something like twenty

minutes so I recognize him now,
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Senator Symington. WMr. Chairman, would the counsel

yileld to me for just one observation?
Senator Stennis., All right, Senator,
Senator Symington. Admiral, I agree with you that we
.o ought to keep all information, as much of it as will not help
the possible enemy, to ourselves. But in & democracy the people
have the right to know.

Last January a statement was made in high positvion that
we were rapidly closing the missile gap. I stated that that
was not true and stated if 1% wasn't correct that I would
give the percentages of how we planned vo have the mlssile
pap widened., And that was done by the Secretary of Defense

<:> shortly thereafter, le said we planned to allow the Russians
to get a lead of three ©o one in IGBM®s.

I thought that the 1éad wag considerably more than that,
put we made the point and so I dropped it. Iater on, after
the testimony before the commlittee, that our IRBM situation
in England was"sittlng there ready Vo gol I found out on a
‘t»ip that that wasn't true, and the British chiefs were
stating it wasn't true publicly in the British papers.

Now we get a lot of information here in the Congress

<:> and to the best of my knowledge since I have been on this
committee, there has never been & legk out of this Committee.
<:> put, on the other hand, if the implication o the statement

about intentions, as against capabllities, lmplies that the
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Russians are doing less in ICBM's according to natlonal
intelligence given to the Congress this year, as against
what wag given to the Congress by national intelligence
last year, hat is ncﬁ; correcs,

Therefore, ag long as my friend, the distinguished senilor
Senator from Connecticut, has raised the point, I will state
that the national intelligence missile estimate on missiles
available for launching against the United States has in-
creaéed considerably this year as against last year, as glven
to the Congress.

Wow, 4if this is disputed, I am goling %o release the

percentage of increase given to us by Mr. Dulles because the

s oo o

<f> mest important thing in the world to me, as thilis discussion
contlnues, 1is that if any information is given %o the COngreTs,

or glven to the people rather, 1t be the »right information,}

The people’s right to know, the strength of a nation,

,e depends upon the will of the people and in the democracy
form of Government that will can only function if the people
are informed.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Stennis. Proceed, Mr, Weisel.

My, Weilsel., Admiral, what I read to you was read from
documents that were made pubiic by Navy officers, not by
me, lsn?'t that correct, those quotes that I gave?

Admiral Burke, Yes, sir,'all hands, everybody knows
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the numbers of ships that we have, and there 1s no way of

keeping it secret,

Mr., Weisel. And 1n all ny conversations with you prior
to your testimony, I told you not to answer any question thét
would be classifled; isn't that true?

Admiral Burke. That is correct, sir.

Mr. Welsel, ©Now, we have had a lot ~- air? I don't Xknow
what you were driving at, Senator Bush,

Senator Bush, I wasn't driving at counsel,

I am surprised that he thought I wae.

I am making a2 general observation, and I s8till hold that
I think we give cut entirely too much informstion about our
military posture, I agree wlth the Sepator's general obser-
vation about this right to know,

But we have a representative’government here and one of
the advantages of it is that the representatives of the people
can tend to the business of the people, and we don't have to
teli all of our military secrets and all of our plans for the
future to the whole world, especially at a time when we are
faced wlth the grave dangers that we are faced with in this
country,

Now, I do not have in mind anything. I think Mr. Welsel
hef ~onducted these investigatlons in as fine a fashion as

could be done. He hag been very particular to try to avoid

bringing out secret information.
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So T want him to understand that I did not have him

in mind. I do belleve -~ I object to the fact that I think
too much political influence has goﬁten into this whole sit-
uation, and I don't think that we are any better off for it.

Senator Stennis., All right, Mr, Weisel.

‘M?. Welsel, Admiral, we have talked avout Polaris
missiles on cruisers and on merchant ships and so forth.

You agree with Admiral Cooper's statement, do you not, that
if you want %o get things done next year or the year after,
you héve got to do them now or you won't get them done then?

Admiral Burke, That 1s correct.

Mir, Welsel, Isnit that right?

O Admiral Burke., YVes, sir.

Mr, Welsel. You can't get missiles on cruisers and m
merchant ships even 1n 1963 unless you make certain plans
now; 1is that correct?

i Admiral Burke.  That is correct.

Mr, VWeisel. And those plans have not been made now,
18 that correct?

Admiral Burke. That 1s correct, sir.

Mr., Weisel. And as far as you know, there has been no

indication that those requirements will be made.
| Admiral Burke.. Well, we will mmve an opportunity to

submit them.

Mr. Welsel. We talked about a deterrent force in a nuclear
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war., I don't know of a single person who testified that

Jb

we were in any danger now.

The only testimony related to the danger that we might
be in two or Three years from now if we didn!t take certain
steps now to create the kind of a deterrent that the Russlans
would consider unacceptable; isn't that true?

Admiral Burke, That is correct, sir.

Mr. Welsel., And it is true that the Russians lost
fifteen million men in the last war and had 3ixty per cent
of Thelr industries destroyed, and s¢till survived.

Admiral Burke, Not in a couple of days tThough, sir,

That was during years,

Mr. Welsel. They lost 1t during the year; but there
is a certain amount of retalilation that the Russians might
consider acceptable to them if they could knoek us out.

I am not saying they can or they will,

Acémiral Burke, Of coursge, there is some amount and we
are trying to read somebody else's mind here now, and it
is very difficult %o do.

But I think that we will be able to wreck severe damage
on Russia this year, next year, and the year afterwards.
Now, it will be very severe,

Mr, Weisel. I am merely bringing that up because you
make the statement that she hasnit got 150 ICBM's,. I don't

know whether you know that she hasn't or not, or whether you
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know when she will get fthem or not.

Admiral Burke. I do not know, sir, and neither does
anybody elise know absolubely.

Mr. Welsel. That is right, and, Ctherefore, we must be
careful sbout making those'guesstimates”, don't you think?

Admiral Burke, Of course., But also it 1is equally true
that we can over emphasizelone aspeét of war, one dangen,
one danger to our nation, and lose by some other danger, some
other actlvity of the enemy.

Mr., Weisel. Agreed. Therefore, it may be that we willl
reach a state where both of us will have sﬁfficient deterrent
to deter the othef from a nuclear way,

But it was pointed out here that we have 48 military
commitments around the world and that we havenﬁt the require-
ments to meet those commitments in any reasonable fashion

in a limited war, should the enemy choose to go by limited

war rather than by nuclear war,
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I would 1like your ccument about the part that the Navy
will have %o play if we are called upon to meet these
military commitments avound the werld with limited wmar
capacity, Tell the commibbee whether you are sabisfied thas
you can do it under The present plang, not under the plans
you would like or the plens that you ask for, but the plans
That are now in being, Avre you satisfied that we can meetb,
that ihe Navy can meev its linitved war commitments arownd the
vorld? |

Admival Buvke. In this situation there is no specific
limited war that you can conceive of l1limited wars where we
do not have the capability, er several limited wars cccurring
at the some time vhere we cannot do all the things that we

would have to do, But the probability of several of them

happening at the same Vime is not great. Thewve is a possibility

of iv.

Now right nou we have the capability of 1ifting and
protecting a division and a half of Marines, We have the
capability of defending Talwan., We have the capability of
defending our allies overseas, but mot all at once.

Mr. Welsel., Are you satisfied; can you tell us wnder
eath tThat you are satisfled as the chief naval operational
officer of the United States Navy -

Admiral Burke, No ==

 Mr. Welsel, Walt a minute now, with the present plans,
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with the present programs, you can discharge your duly to
meet the commitments that you might bhe called upon for limited
war?

Aémiral Burke. tha&y'is ever satisfied with hig
capabilley. |

My, Weisel, I am net asking you «-

Admirval Burke. I am not satisfied either, I am nof
savisfied, and I am concerned about our abllity to conduct
limited war in the fusure. Mostly due to the apge of ships.

Mr, Weisel, The question is can you meet your commit-
ments? Are you satisficd That you can meet the commitments
that you may he called upen to meet?

Admiral Burke., Not if they all ocour all at once,
pir, you can't do it?

Mp, Welsel. I am not %alking aboub them cccurving all
8t once, ILet me get doun to specifilces,

Last year you vtestified that you were spread pretty thin
when you had ﬁaiman and Iebanon, isn't that true?

Admiral Bufke; Yes, -ir. |

Mr. Welsel, Suppose you had move than Talwan and

‘Iebanon?

Admixral Burke., Well, we couldn!t do any more than that.
Mr. Welgsel. Do you think the Russians and the Chinese
and thelr satellites are just going to create limited wars

in two places where you can meet them, or don't you think
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they might create more than two limited wars at ocne time?

wa3

C o Admiral Burke ; They might, sir.

Mr, Weisel., Are you satisfied?

Acmiral Burke., I am not satisfied that we can meet
all of the commitmenis i1f they all cecur ab once.

You can’t do ib.

Mr, Yelsel. I am not talking about meecting 48 commit-
ments all at once., I am talking abowt meeting those commit-
ments that could reascnably, that you could reasonably be
called upon to meet.

Admiral Burke. We have difficulty, we will have great
difficulty In doing more than we did during the Taiwan and

- the Lebanon erlses, bub - |
| Mr. Weisel, Do you think the greabest counbry in the
world should be only able to meet the Taiwan and Lebanon
criges at once in & limited waw?

Admiral Burke, If I felt that the security of our
country was jeopardized, siv, by our not having greater
capability, I uwould ndt be here, I don't think the security
of the countyry ig,

Mr, Welgel. I kmow that.

Admival Burke, I think we do not have the capability
of ceourse to meet some limited war situations which can be
<:> . envisaged.

Mr. Weisel. Could we have that ability if we made the
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plans non?

Admiral Burke. VYeg, slir, you could,

Mr, Weisel. Don't you think we should.

Senator Saltongéall. Mz, Chairman, I most respectiully

N -~ T have the ubmogt vespect for the counsel, but as I
interpret that gquestlon you are asking, Mr. Counsel, M7r,
Wc-a:i.:s,el,E an imposgible guestlon for the Admiral to answer
in detail,

You first put on an indefinite number, a reasonable
number of possible wars. Then you ask him have ue got
enough defenge for thab,.

O ~HWe don't know what a reasonable number of wars is, We
hope an@ pray there will be none, I most reapectfulxy
sey that I would interpret thab quesbion so it would be
impossible to answern.

Mr, Weisel. That may be, I would ask Admiral Burke
whether he vhinks it is lmpossible to answer,

Senator Symington, Me, Chaivman, I would say that
whether a2 question is impossible %o answer or whether it
isn't imposaible to angwer ig a subject for the counsel and
the witncsé and not a member of the comittee,

Senator Stennis., The Chair rules that the witness is
an expert, All right, let's proceed,

Admiral Burke, We can handle about two sgituations at the

same time of zboub the size of Lebanon and the gupport that

Declassified in Part - Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2013/09/27 : CIA-RDP91-00965R000601210001-3



Declassified in Part - Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2013/09/27 : CIA-RDP91-00965R000601210001-3
459
uweb |
has to go to something like That, ond that is aboub all.

Mz, Weizel. Then I ask you whebther in your study of
this situation and our commitments around the world, whether
you don't think it is reasonable that the Chinese and Russians

rnight chooge to have more than Lebanon and Taivan at one

&,

ime?

kY

Admiral Burke, They might.
Me. Welsel., And if they do, we are not prepared to
meet it?
Admiral Burke. That is right, gir, if they have tuo or
moze, we can't do it, more than tuo,
Mr. Weisel, Now we have talked aboub the Polaris
<:> submarines as missile carrying submarines, and you testified
that you belleved the vests wovld all come out well and
properly, but we have never had a full scale test of the
Polavis misslle ag yet, have we, Aﬁmiral?
Admiral Burke, No, sir, we have n@t; but we have had
tests. All the big milestones we have passed, and there is
- ho reason €0 expect that we will not be able %o pass the regt
of them easily. We don't anticipate any difficulty,
Me., Wéiﬁel. Then you talked about having full operational
O capabillity. When deoes a sub mariner think that & new
submarine with & Pelaris missile is fully operatiocnal?
® - Admiral Burke, When he is ready to go o war,

Vir. Weisel, Would you say these two submarines you
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nill deploy ©this year you will be ready to go to war?

Admiral Burke. Yes, slr,

Mr. Weisel. And the next two or the next three in 161
<:> will be ready to go to wawv?

Admiral Burke, Yes, siv,

Me. Welsel. anG the other three in 1622

Admiral Burke, Yes, iy,

Mr, Weisel., What happens afier 1622

Admiral Burke, You mean absut the overhaul though?

Me, Welsel, Yes, |

Admiral Burke. UWell, after we get ebout these nine
submarines on station, they will of courde have to come
back for 6verhan1, and théreaféer about 55 per cent of the
votal submarines; Polaris submarines, will be on stavion,
There will be abeﬁt ton or fifteen per cent that will be under
everhaul,

In %iﬁea of tenglon you can put all of those except
those under overhaul on station, which 1s what of course we
would do.

Mr. Weisel., Yes, and all of the migsiles onboard will
not be rellable, willl they?
0 Admiral Burke., Oh, yes, Sir. OFf course there may be

gome of them that won't be vellable, bub we anticlpate that

<:> They will be, Those miselles will be capable of heing

neplaced when they come back to the tender, se 1t would be
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very unusval if we have unreliloble missiles in any sigaificant

nunber,
Mr, Weisel, I¢ has been estimated by General Power
wvhen he made his stabement that it would takb 150 ICEM's
and 150 IRBM's to Mnock us all oub, that 1t uwould take three
misgiles on one target %o knock.a target ouk.

Admiral Burke. There are many diffevent kinds of

reliability: and there are addicional factors in that

étaxement, 8ir.

The reliability to launch, the reliability of a missile
to be fired would probably be very high with a solid propellant
type of missile, We have held qur missiles for great, long
times, and they have been launched very well,

The number of missiles that it takes %o knock out a
specific target 1s dependent vpon the hardness of the target,
the yield of the warhead, but mostly upon the accuracy of
the missile,

Mr, Weisel. But you don't contend that 16 missiles
would knook out 16 targets, do you?

Admiral Burke, It depends upon what the targets are,
gir,

Mr, Weilsel, That is wight.

Admiral Burke, If the tavgets are great, a great area,

like a city, like Hiroshima, probably -

Mr, Welsel, That is true of Russian missiles too., If
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usd they want to kncck out a city, they don't care where they
hit,

Admiral Burke., They could hit within several mlles,
that is correct,

Mr, Weisel., Busslan industry is not on the seacocast
as our indusiry, s 1t?

Senator Swminéteng Will the counsel yileld?

Did you gay that the Russians could hit within a couple of
mileg?

Adnival Buvrke., WNo, I sald -- he s8id that you don't
have ©o hgve a pinpoint tarvget.

Senator Symington. JDidn't you say the Russians could
hit within a couple of miles?

Admiral Burke, Can hit a clty.

Senator Symingbon, Thank you.

Mr, Weisel., We wewve talking aboub Russilan industry not
being on the seaccast. You don't contend that the Pelaris
miggile could hit all parts of Russia, do you?

Admiral Burke. Nearly all of them, yes, sir,

M, weisel; What percentage, what parts of Russia on
the map could you hit with the Polarls submarine?

Admiral Burke, With The missile you will hit anything
wlthin -- you éan figure 1% out on a 1,200 mile radius.

Mr. Weisel, Can you hit behind their Ural Mowmtains?

Admiral Burke., Yes, 8ir.
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My, Weisel, You could?

Adwmiral Burke, Yes, sir,

Mr, Weisel, UWhen you say you can pubt all the submarines

<:> on pration except thoge under overhaul, are you assuming
you will have strateglic warning?

Admiral Burke. Pewiods of tension.

Mr, Welgel. How do you know that 1t won't be a surprige
attack?

Admiral Burke. Vou don't, for sure, but it iz awlfully
difficult To lauvnch a surprise attack. You don't know for
sure, but 55 per cenv of those submarines are on station
day in, day oub, year in, year oulb, and as soon as there is

<:> 8 period of vensilon the others can be ordered out, Some of
them can be launched perhaps frem the tenders,

My, Uelgel, UWhat happened at Pearl Hacvbor?

Admiral Burke. That is right. We got cauvght. Pearl
Harbeor is possible.

Mr, Weisel, Couldn't we get caught again withovut
warning?

Adnmiral Burke, I doubt it, nob now. If we didn't
learn that time, we never wlll learn,

O Mr, Welgel, Do we have any waraing at all against
ballistic missileé?
<:>  Admiral Burke. Against ballistic misailes in flight?

Mr. Weisel. Yes,
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Admiral Burke, No, slr, very little.

Mr, Weisel, Have ue &ny?

Admiral Burke, Well, BMEWS gystem, and the Mldas
systen,

Mr, Weisel, Is BMEWS operational nom?

Admiral Burke, No, sir, not pperational yet, but uwhen
it comes in it will be,

Mr, Weisel. You have given us sgeveral examples in
vhich the Navy did not ask for the Tunds 1t regulred because
of budgetary guidelines., UJid you ever gubmit to the
Secretary of Defense your military requivement for 19612

Admiral Burke, As I explaine& before, we had a directive
to submit our budgetary request for 161 in two amounts. One
vas for baslc budget and one was for the basic and add on,
and we followed our directive,

Mr, Weisel., Then you did not submilt your requirements?

Admiral Burke, Not as 1v has been conceived heretofore,
ne, siv.

- Sengtor Stennis. Admiral Burke, we are trying te
arrange sc you will not have to come back tamérrom. Ye
also have Genefal Shoup here,

I understand you'weré on the sband over in the House
all morning., You certainly_have been here since 2 o'‘clock,
Do you wish to take a little recess and let usAask General

Shoup some guestiong, ov do you wish to proceed?
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Admiral Burke, Jumt.as you like, sir. I am availgble,

O Senator Stennis, In other words; you are not asking
for @ long coumt?

Admlval Burke. No, sir.

Senator Sténnise I have a very few questions that I
will ask, gentlemeno

Admival, when you say operational, to my mind it carries
the idea that everything is complete and 1% is réady to
operate fully. Do you use the term that way uhen you said
Polaris would be cperational this year? Deoes that mean you
are ready to shoot at a varget?

Admiral Burke, Yes, sir, it'ia fully ready.

<:> Senatgy Stennim. In anger, if‘neeessary?

Admiral Burke. In sageyr, if necessarﬁ.

Senator Stennis. Is that correct:

Admiral Burke, That is correct.

Senator Stennis. As I wnderstcod it, you said in a
very few months you wounld have the Polaris submarines
operational; ls that what you sald?

Admiral Burke, We will have one operational in the
£all, slv, and we will have a total of two this year.

(:) Senator Stennis. Is it proper to ask you if you have
filred this nmigsile now with the warhead on 1t as you would
be firing it if you wers in angenr?

Admiral Burke. No, sir, we can't fire a warhead, We have
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had tests of the warhead by itself, but we are not nou
permitted to fire any more warheads. We have got dunmy
varheads,

Senstor Stennls. I asked you the gquestion in open
session., If it is nob proper; I am not trying ¢o croud
you.

But when you say in a very few months you will have the
Polaris subnmarine operational, to my mind that carries the
ldes, and I believe it does to the average American, that
ig saying we ulll be ready to hit them?

Admiral Burke, That i3 correct.

Senator Stennis. In war?

Adgmiral Burke, That 18 exactly what I mean,

Senator Stennls. With 2 nuclear warhead?

Admiral Burke, That ls exectly what I mean, yes, sir.

Senator Stennis. I don't see how you can say that,
Admiral, when yeou haven't fired one yet, a complete firving,
as I understood you %o gay you haven't,

Admiral Burke, We have fired the warhead. I mean the
warhead has heen tested,

But there has been no nuclear test for about a year and
a half, and there is no warhead, I don't think we have fired
any warhead in the misgile itsel?,

Senator Stennls., That is vwhat disturbs me, This has

not yet been flrved from a submarine, and nelther has the
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nissile with the warhead been fired.
CZD Admiral Burke. That is true with Atlas, Titan, A1l
the gervices, all the missiles.
<f> Senator Stennis, I am not trying to discredit Polaris,
I am for it.

But my point 1s if it hasn't been fived from a submarine
yet, and there has been no £flring of thls warhead as tied
¢n to this particular missile, I don't see how you can just
gay with confidence that in a very few months we will have
it ready to go and can knock out the enemy, if it need be
to five in anger?

Admiral Burke., We have tested this missile, We have

<:> fired this missile from variocus types of launchers., We

have {ired the missile body from undor waters sc that we
know what 1t will do. WYWe have tested the tubes. We have

(11) tested the warhead., We have tested all the components.
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Three years ago, four years age we Laid down a plan,
a‘schedulea and we were to fire this first missile in 1963,
We were to be operational, ready with the firss boat in
1263,

Then Sputnilk came along and we pushed it up, and we
puzhed it up just as much as we possibly could. AL that time
we laid out a schedule.

We have met everyone of those important points on that
schedule, and now we have fived, we have conducted so maxy
tests under so many differemt conditions that ¥ am confident
that this missile will work, and that the system will work.
The warhead, the gulidaance system, the control of the mechanism,
everyeching I am coﬁfiﬁamt will woxk.

Senator Stemnis. I don't want Lo prolong this exemination
on this point, but it seems to me that 1t is so vital wvhen
you get this o the ¢perational stage, do you propose then
to five it, to see that it will work, all put together?

Admiral Burke. Not the warhead, sir, not the warhead,
not unless we get a 1ift on the ban‘bn testing warheads. We
are not permitted to €ire any nuclear device nou, nobody.

Senator Stennpis. It has been pictured to us that we
are going to have these weapons ranging the seas capable of
fiving on any target anywheré at any time if the demand comes.

Admiral Purke. And chat will be true, sivr,. that will be

THEUR,
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Senator Stennis, I cextainly hope it will. But I still
am a little lost, at a greac loss to know how you can be so

confident that in a few months you are going to have this

wrapped up.

 Admiral B&xke, Because we have done all the significant
tests. We have completed them all, sir.

Senator Stennls. You are geing to have orne. Will you
have wore than one in this year that will be opevaticnal?

Admiral Burke. VYes, sir, we will have two cperatlonal.

Sanator Stennis. Two?

Admiral Burke. Ready for deployment, yes, sir.

SQnatcr Stennis. That is the Polaris.

Admiral Burke. Yes, sirx.

Senator Stennis. I think you have done a might good
job on this. I commend you for hastening it. But I was
disturbed there.
| One more questiwn now. The gentleman herxe told me that
all your submarines that are going te be Polaris equipped
are nuclear powered,

Admiral Burke. Ves, s8ir,

Senactor Stennis. Is that coxxect?

Admiral Burke. Ves, sir, they are all nuclear powered,
and they all have sconars and other equipment.

Senator Stennis. Freguently we call this, we say some-

thing about the Polaris missile as being a small one or having
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dm3 a small or a little warhead. I dom'’t know just what that
(:) means.
But we have a memorandum here that last year the
C:) Secxetary of Defense made the statement that one Polaris

submarine carries as much destructive power as all the bombs
dropped by both sides during World War II.

Admiral Buxke. That is corxect.

Senator Stenmnis,., Is that corvect?

Admiral Burke. VYes, sir. This missile, warhead, will
be many times the size of the bomb dropped on Hiroshima. It
is not a small one.

Senator Stennis. ueﬁ. I want to check and see.

c:) Admiral, there was a witness here last week -- I am not
going into this at great length now, as there are others here
to ask questions, but -- Admiral Rickover impressed me very
very much by many things he said.

He said one thing about cducation. I had closely followed
him, and I have some austerity in me I suppose; and I think
he is right sbout a lot of his points on education.

But that is not what I am referring to here. Mr. Welsl
asked him last week:

"Getting back to your particular field of atomic
propulsion, what have you been doing in the last two or three
months 2"

Admiﬁal Rickover replied:
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“Duxing thé lagt two or three months I have been writing
reports. I have been defending my Program, not only myself
but all my leading pecple have become involved in this.

“Mr. Weisls Why is it necessary for a man who has
accomplished what you have accomplished to spend zo much time
away from your technological duties writing reports and
defending your program? Letfs get to the nub of that.

“Admiral Rickover: Well, T don’t want to be parochial
or persoﬁal in this matter. I would prefer to talk about it
in a general way. I can be more helpful that wéyq

"We have too many adminiaﬁxaiors and staff people in the
Executive Branch of our Government. I am not saying this in
a manner let's clean house or anything such aé that. But it
ie a fact that‘when there are too many people, work stops.
The Parkinson lLaw takes over."

I want to say I don‘t think that he was trying to throw
rocks at anyone or txying to be clever. I was very much
impressed with his sincerity.

Resuming his testimony:

“"These pecple are émaxt. They bhave administrative jobs
to do, and in so doing they take up the time of the very few
beople who do the real productive work. Over the last ten
years there has been a constant increase in difficulty in
getting a job done. In fact, it has gotten to the point now
where 1t is almost impossible to de a good job.
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ém 5 "It ien‘t money. You don‘t get jobs dome with money.
In fact, you can slow jobs with too much money, because it
takes time to gpend money. The situation is compavable to
a fire department with one fire station and many fire alarms.
We have only one fire stabtion, but we keep on having more
fire alarms and more people ave ringing alarms."

I will skip over::

"Similarly a few people doing the actual technical
work are being overbuvdened by constant requests for information,
Jjustification, rejustification, and so on."

Now as his commanding officer and chief naval officer,
what is your impression of that testimony? I am not referring

‘:3 to him personally but that situation; And what have you found
along that line, and what can yoﬁ do about it?

Admiral Burke. I have great sympathy for Admiral
Rickover, sir, because I am in exactly the same position, and
that is sericus.

We are answering questions all the time. We are justify-
ing a lot of things. That come:z about because people are
curious and they have a right to know; and they ought to
know. And the man that has got to justify a program is the
man who knows the most about it; and that is the way up and
dowm the line.

Senator Stennis. But that is a very serious complaint

here. I think it is tyue with many others too, of your men
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in the other services., That is why the few military places
TgoX send_wcrd ahead no honors, I don't want to tie up the
machinery of the place and have ztaff mambers ceming‘to brief
me, great nuibers of them, and seo foxth. I think they are
suppose to have more important things te do. |

But I know it is a constant drain on them in time.

Is there something that you gentlemen that are Ghiefs, Chilefs
of Staff I mean, that you can do? Couldn’i you formulate some
kind of a plan togethar with the.Executive Branch of the
Government, the more direct Executiﬁe Branch, civilian side,
o protect this giltuation?

Admiral Burke. Perhaps we haven't been able to devise
It yet. This comes about paxtly because of the tremendous
technological advances pade in the last few vears. There
are many changes. |

Senator Stennis. Senator Saltonstall.

Senator Saltonstall., Let me ask you this. Our deterrent
abilityAis dependent upon a mix of weapons, submarines, carrviers,
SAC Aix Forcee missiles, the army and all that goés with all
ouxr component serxvices, deces it not?

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir.

Senator Saltonstall. And we are not dependent on any
ore.

Admiral Burke. That is corxwect, sirv.

Senator Saltonstall. and your statements here today as
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to our deterrent abillity to stop any war from starting is
based on that whole general mix of weapons as well as the
Navy.

Admiral Buzke. That is corzect, sir.

Senator Saltonstall. And you have great confidence in
the Navy and lts ability to do its pazt.

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir.

Senator Saltonsiall. Aand if, as Mr. Weisl has said,

& reasonable nurker of wars are started, difficulties or
problems are started like Taiwan and Lebanon, you cerxtainly
will advise the authoritiles to give you the inmediate
cpportunity to increase yoﬁr personnel ox to increéase what
you believe is necessary for the Wavy to continue to take its
parc.

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir. However, in fairness you can
supplement your dapdbility then, but you can’t add very much
%o it in the time when the danger is upen you.

Senator Saltonstall. I understand that. But our whole
national security, if our national security is involved, begins
to becore involved with the situations avound the world, you
certainiy would do your utmost to see that the Navy takes its
paxrt in our defense.

Admiral Burke. ©Ff course.

Senateor Saltonstall. Now Semator Bridges was not able

to be here today, but I know he is interested in this question,
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dm 8 and I am too, and I am sure we all are. Do you believe in
& single Chief of Staff? |

Admiral Burke. No, six.

Senator Saltonstall. Arxe you satisfied with thelpresent
system of Joint Chiefs of Staff?

Admiral Buﬁke. I am gettling so I react to that not
satisfied question, sir, automatically.

Senator Saltongtall. I leave out the word "satisfied.®
Do you believe that that is the best syétem?

Admiral Buxke. ¥es, sir., The present system has some
tremendous virtues which the single Chief of Staff system does
not have. I don‘t think that any one man will have the knowledge

‘:D to make the decisions which will be necessary in a single
Chlef of Staff gystem.

Now txuve he will have a staff which should advise him.
But in advising him, there is always the tendency‘to get a
single group avound him, and sooner oy later it would be very
bad.

The advantage of this system that we have now ig thé£ if
something 1s wrong, or we think that something is wrong, we
are heard as individuals. I have the uemost respect for
General Twining. He is one of the most wonderful people T
have ever met. But we don‘t always agree. And sometimes e
disagree pretty strongly.

But I can now disagree, and he can listen and he will.
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dm @ And then 1f necessary we can take it up before the Secxetary
O of Defeﬁsee We can lay our problems out before him.
Senatox Saltonstall. Do you balieve from the recent
C:> oxder of the Secretary of Defense that he comes in on it
eavliy?
Admiral Burke. He comes in on it earlier and I believe
that is going ©o be a great help. |
But I believe a single Chilef of Staff or anything similar
thereto will ruin the effectiveness of some fundamental element
of our military sexvices, and it could be anyone of them, and
I think that wvhen that happens, it will generate a weakness,
and I think our countxy will be in serﬁ.eurs danger .
C:) A single Chief of staff, one of the advantages of it
iz supposed to be economy, the elimination of duplication.
We have very little duplication now left in the services,
but what could happen is to eliminate one whole element, so
you .don‘*t have that element at all, and thereby leave ycurself
wide open, betting that just cnhe thing is going to happen.
Senator saii:onsta.llo Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator Stennis. Tharzk you, Senator., Senator Symington.
Senatorxr Symington, Adniral, just one question on what
O you have jﬁst sald. Are you saying if there ie a Chief of
staff, you wouldn't have the right to disagree with him?
Admiral Buxke. I Adonft think I would have to. It

depends of course on who is the single Chief of Staff.,
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am 10 Senator Symington. If yvou were the Chief of Staff,
would you let a subordinate come to you and present a
disagreement, or would you tell him not to tell you what he
thought?
Admiral Burke. I would do that ~-
Senator Symington. Just answer the question.
Admiral Burke. Certainly I would,
Senator Symington. You implied if there was a Chief of
Staff, that you wouldn’t dare disagree with him. I think
you are un&erxaﬁing yourself based on your record.
Admiral Burke. No, that is not quite what I said.
Senator Symington. What did you say? You said if there
- C:> wag a Chief of Staff that the other people couldn‘t disagree
with him.
| Admiral Burke. What I said was, sir, if thexeAwas a
single Chief of Staff, sconer or later you get that single

Chief of Staff when there is only one element avound him, and

da

hat is a group of people who support him and his ideas, and
that ig just as natural as the day is long.

Senator Symington. I think you underrate yourself, and
| I think you undexrxate the;peopla vwho sexve under the Chiefs,
C:) and I thirk you underrate the whole concept of how to manage

a business in the countxy and %halbiggest business in the
(:} world is the Pentagon.

But so much for that. I want to ask you the question
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again that was asked you by the Chairman. Are you saying
that we will have two Polaris submarines fully coperational
this year gt full range with the migsiles on board?

Admiral Burke. VYes, sir, it will be two Polaris
submarines operaticnal this year with the missiles on boaxd.
Senator Symington. Do you know why the figure was

changed in the last few weeks from one to two?

Admixal Burke. It has been two so far as I khow ali
along, sir.

Senatoxr Symington. Now regardless of what General Power
gaid about ICBM's, whether he was ricght or he was wrong, if
you add the Rusgian missile capabilility on the submarines,
which you have dlscussed at length; and as usually intelligently
at some length, wouldn't that increase whatever capability they
had for attack?

Admiral Burke. Cextainly, ves, sir.

Senateor Symington. VYou alsc said yau thought limited
vwar was more likely than general war; didn't you? |

Admiral Burke. Yes, gir,

Senator Symington. But the manned airxrplane is a better
unit for a iimited waxr than either the ICBM or the IRBM or
the Polaris, is it not?

Admiral Burke. That is correct, yes, sir.

Senator Symington. You at one time gave us the theory

of ovexr-kill, that we didn‘t need to have to do the job over
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and over again, is that right?

Admiral Burke. Yes, siv.

Senator Symington. Do you still stick to the theory of over.

kill, and the theory of a lot more Polaris submarines?

Admiral Burke. VYes, sir.

Senator Symington. Because you have got more tavgets
than there vwere last time?

Admiral Buxke. No, sir, becaﬁse nissiles are going to
take the place of mamned aivcrafi against lavge fixed targecs
in knoun 1ocationé:f and it is a question of changing weapons
systems.

Senator Symington. I don't want there to be any gecret
about what worries me, and I know you waat me to give my frank
opinion.

I have supported, every time anything has every come up
before the CQnQXess about the Polaris. and one of the chief
reascns that I have done it is because of ny respect for you.
You recommended it.

But ybu apparently didn‘t approve of the B-70, based on
the testimeny of General White. The implication was that he
wés the one that voted fo# it and possibly one other, and that
was the testimony we had., It worries me that we are going to
stop the development of manned aircrafc for the Air Force
which can be used in both all-out war and nuclear war, and at

the same time put many billions of dollars into a unit which
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you can have an argument as to whether at certain altitudes
and speeds and so forth it would be the hardest to detect,

But what worries me is if you carry this out, you are
going to sece the end of the manné& airerafic and the Congress
ils being asked, apparently with the approval of the Joint
Chiefs, to end research and develcpment on additional manned
aireraft in the Alr Force at the same time we are being asked
to put & great many billion dollars into the Polaris.

You yaurself testified that whereas the Polaris is only
good for nuclear var or all-out war, that the B-70, especially
with the Hound Dog and this new veapon that General White
spoke about in his speech, certainly that could be used for
either all-out war or for limited war. So I can‘t see the
logic of the split.

I am not txying to be contentious. I am just trying to
be sincere in vhat worrles me. If we are going to give up »
the Aixr Force, we ought to face it and give it uwp. We are
cextalnly going to give it up.ultimately; and all naval air
with it, unless there is a continued development of manned
aircra%t. |

.:Anything that came out of the B-70 from the standpoint
of progress that you would make beyond the heat barrier of
course would be prampﬁmy applied to all airplanes andvall
services and the commercial airplanes too. |

Admiral Burke., I agreed with the decision that was made
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cn that, sir, and the reasor is this: that the B-70 will not
be available unkil 19266 ox thexeabouts. It is a mach 3.air«
plane,

Senator Symington. Excuse me, General White said it would
go to mach 6 or 10 vexy posgibly. That was his testimony. |

Admiral Burke. I don't know that, sir. I guess he is
right, I don't know. |

I always undevstood it to be a mach 3 airﬁianes siv, and
that iz vhat we wvere discussing was 2 mach 3 aixplane¢‘

But in competiticn of that manned aircraft which must
have the same control mechanism as a missile, that meauns a
corputer in 1t just like a missile, that that manned aircrafe
ig doing exactly the same thing as avballistic missile, and
does it not so well and more expensgively.

- In other woxrds, the B-70 as a mach 3 airplane carrying
nuclear weapons can't deo the job in that time period as well
as balligtic missiles should be abie to do.

Senator Symingtom. Can you recall a missile once you
have f£ired it and it has gone ocut say 50 miles?

Admiral Burke. No six, and so you have got to have
missiles which you don't £ire im a hair trigger response.
That is another reason for Polaris.

Senator Symington. But yvou could send out a B-70 for
5,000 miles, and then decide you didan‘t want to fire anything

or £ire a missile for ancther thousand miles, and it would be
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dm 15 & ballistic missile.
O Admiral Burke. Sure.
| Senacvor Symington. and you haven't yet gotten into the -
O relative ICBM and B-70 and Polaris missile capability from the
standpoint of blast, which I don't think we should get into.
Admiral Burke. That iz quite vight. You could do that,
burt why do it that way? Way not £irze the ballistic missile
right from the area underneach?
Senator Symington. Because it is stationary and a B-70
ig not gtationary. I am specking not for the Air Force. I
an speaking for alli alzmen.
Admiral Burke. Yes, sir.
O Senator Sym:é.ngi:eﬂ This business of putting billions of
dellars into something that goes along at the speed of 2 ship
at sea and no faster than the fastest ships at sea go today
and cubkting out completely ali manned alrcrafii that can go
at speeds of many thouszands of miles an hour, maybe much
nore c;han mach 3, ¥ den’t undexstand the split.
Admizal Burke. I am not talking against manned aldrcraft
because I am all in favor of manned alrcrati.
Senator Symington. Why stop the development of them?
Admiral ‘Bmi:ke. Z don't want to stop the development of
it. I am in favor of the develcopment of the thing, but not as
a veapons system. I think as a weapons system it is true

that the development of the engines will have offshcots.
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Senator Symlngteon. You have stopped the development of
the engine.

Admiral Burke. Mo, there is money in this as I understood
it. There is money in the Air Force budget for the develop«
ment.

Senator Symington. But for no reconnaigsance, RO
electronics, just the engine and the frame.

Admizai Burke. This B~70 as a wéapons svstem I don't
think can do the jcb any better than a ballistic missile, and
it is going to cost a lot more. That is nrot a cheap airplane..
That costs a couple of billior dollairs hefore you get the
first one. It is a tremendous number.

Senator Symington. How much have you got in Polaris
tbday?

Admiral Burke. 8ix?

Senator Symiugton. How much have you got in Polaris and
planned o have in Polarig?

Admizal Burke. But that is for more than one. We have
got a couple of biliion dollars in it.'

Senator Symington. But the B-70 can be used for either
cenventional or auclear war. |

Admiral Burke. A mach 3 airplane, sir? It is a vexry
expensive way.

Senator Symington. ALl I am telling you is what has

been the testimony before this Commitiee.
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Admiral Burke. I am sure that aixplanes will be used,
but I doubt if a mach airplane will be used.

Senator Symington. This is going to come up, this
business of buying billicns of dollars worth of something going
well under a hundred miles an hour, and we can shade “haf
considerably, in caﬁceling cut all future for mamned aircrafi,

We canceled the fighters on {he ground the B-70 would do
the job, and now in effect we are 6ancéling the B-70,

Admiral Buxke. ‘Thiwm Syeed of~the subnmarine, sir, which
you referred to, it doesn‘t have to have speed. It is 6h
station,

Senator Synington. That is a matter of oplnion, Admival.
My oplinion is that you can detect anything in the world if
You tzry hard encugh, and oane of the things that makes it moxe
difficult to detect is speed. |

Now again T am for‘theaﬁolaxis, but I am amazed that
that here all of a sudden ou£ of a clear sky the United States
Aiﬁ ?erce; which frankly has meant a lot to me as to a lot of
other Americans ~-

Admiral Burke. Certainly.

Senator Symington. 2Aud from the standpoint of a bomber as

a paval alxr arm, they are not going to have any larger alrplanes

in developmental vesearch, and this is going to wash it out.
I think the sky is going to de texrxibly imporiant, menned as

well as uamanned.
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Admiral Burke. That is true, sir, x agree o that,
Senator Symingﬁona et me ask you one more question.

Did you say that we haven®t the least idea whethex Russia

has any missile Biteg? bid ¥ou testify to that?

Adwniral Burke. No, sir. Z think what 7 testified to,
iEf ¥ said that, it can he niginterpreted., What I mean iz we
do nct know of vhere any missile Sites are cthoy than their
test missile sites. I know vwe know where the test sites are.

Senator Symington. T thought you said we haven't the
least idea where Fussia has any missile sites, not whether.

Admiral Burke. I didn't imeend to,

Senator Symington. I thought vou wanteq that clear for
the record.

Admiral Buzke, Thank yvou,

Senator Symington. Because it would be in opposition to
other testimony that has been given in this field.

Adwmiral Burke. Thank you, gir. I would,

Senator Symington. Mg, Chairzman, I congratulate the
Admiral again., He ig always a fime witness. Ever since I
have known him he has fought for his own service and fought
for the country, and it is always a privilege and a Pleasure
to listen ¢o him testify.

Admiral Burke. Thank you, Senator,

Senator Stemnis. Senator Martin, you are recognized for

ten minutes,

: - 000601210001-3
Declassified in Part - Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2013/09/27 : CIA-RDP91-00965R
e



Declassified in Part - Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2013/09/27 : CIA-RDP91-00965R000601210001-3

- 486
dm 19 Senator Martin. Admizal, a moment ago in your discussion
O with Mr. Weisl about brush-fizre wars, I more or less came to

the conclusion that the location of those brush-firve wars
O had gomething to do with the nunber we could expect o f£ight
similtaneouvsly, ig that true?

Mmixal Burke. That is c:om:ec@ sir. If they are in
vwidely sepavated parts «-

Senator Martin. We can't coumt om just so many brushe
£ire wars and wrap them up iv one package. It depends a little
on who they arxe.

Admizval Burke. Where they are.w'-\#ha thesy are, vhat is
involved, how bit it is and a lot of cother things, sir.

Senator Martin. Our Nation has been described as
incapable of fighting more than two brush-fire wars of a
certain zize and location simultaneously. How many brush-
fire wars of slmllar size and location is Russia capable of
conducting simulianecusly?

Admliral Burke. Not very much, sir, except on her own
borders. Russiz hasn't fought recently very much small wars.
She gets her satellites or Commmnist China to launch these
attacks, |

Senator Martin. I am not talking about launching. I
am talking about fighting them %o 2 conclusion.

Admiral Burke. It depends upon the size of the brush-

five war.
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dm 20 ' Senatot Martin., I dislike very much to have to Ggo out
' of this heaving any inmpression that Russia has unlimited

capability of carrying on imnumerable brugh-fire wars regard~
O less of locatlon, whereas we are limited in brush-£ires to

possibly two of the size and type that were then named.

Admiral Burke. You are quite right, sirx, that she must
Eight her wars on her pPerviphery, I mean on the Communist
pexiphery, vhereas we can exert force in those locations too.
We have a great capability, and it is true thal Russia is
also limited in her capability. |

Senator Maxtin. Yes. The impression firse struck me
that we might get out of this hearing, that wvhereas the testimony

here has indicated that we can hold our own as of now against

Russia, veb Ruséia has an unlimlited capability of waging
brush-£fire wars, and we have a very limited capability of
fighting thosze same brush~fire wars.

I wanted to clarify that point a little bit. That is
all I have in mind.

Admiral Bxgrke. Thank you, sis?.

Senator Stenmis. Thank you very much. Senator Cannon,
Jou are recognized for ten minutes.

O Senator Cammon. Thank you very much, Mr. Chalzman.
Admiral, you wonld not want to leave the impression that
O Rusaia and her sateilites do mot have the capability of

conducting more than two brush-fire wire at one time, do you,
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talking about Communist-dominated countries?

Admiral Burke. That depends entirely upon the size and
vhere she wants them to kreak out.

She can cxreate a lot of troukle without actually conduct-
ing a limited wav, Tﬁat is she can create a lot of trouble
by local Commumnists in an avea, in vhich her own txoops are
not involived at all.

Senator Cannon. In other words, she micsht project a
runbexr of brush-five type wars and not be actively engaged
herzself at all.

Admizal Burke. She night sponsor them.

Senator Cannon. ¥Yes, New you made thé'statement earliexr
that you were not sure that the Secretary of Defense shares
your confidence in the Polaris. I wonder if you could state
wvhether or not the Joint Chiefs of Staff shave your confidence
in the Polaris,

Admizal Burke. I think there is a difference of opinion
of course on the degree of confidence in the Polaris, but I
think they all do, yes, sir. |

Senatoyr Cannocn. When yvou say thexe is a difference of
opiniocn, is that as to the ~-

Admiral Burke. What you are asking me, sir, is what
ancther man thinks, and that is awfully difficult to answer
unequivocally.

Senator Cannon. I am prompted by the fact that you have
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already said you weren't sure whether the Secretary of
Defense shared your confidence, and also by the fact that
you indicated or you testified that on numerous occasions in
the past there have been splits in the view of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff,

As I uvnderstand it, on some gccasicons you come ocut with

ackbually a split decision, do you not?

¥

Adniral Buxke. Yes, air, submibted to the Secretavy o:
Defense. | \

Senator Connon. And that has happened on many occasions
during the 4-1/2 years you have beén on the Joint Chiefs, has
it aot?

Admiral Burke. Yes, sir. I don‘t want to give the
impreagion that most of our papers are split, bacause they
are not. HMost of them agree.

Senator Canron. Well, give us some example, Would you
sey 40 or 50 times in the 4-1/2 vears you have been cn the
Joint Chiefs?

Admiral Burke., Probably. 30 or 40 papers a year.

Senatar Cannon. And those hawve been matters that have
been important encugh to submlt to the Secretary for decision,
is that right?

Admlral Burke, Yes, sir, although sometimes they are
comparatively swall matiters.

Senator Cannon. But on this cccasion you don’t know
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vhether there would be a split decision on this. It hasn’t
cone that fax,.

Adwiral Burke., The supplemental has not been submitted
©o the Joint Chiefs of staff; |

Serator Cannon. I don't believe I have any further
questions, Mr. Chaixmén,

Senator Stennim. Mr. Weisl, do you have fuxther
geustions?

Mr. Weisl. Just oné question, in éidax to clarify the
record. How many divisions do the East CGermans have for
limited war? N

Admiral Burke. I think the LEast Germans have a total of
eight divisions, but I am not sure of that.

Mr. Weisl. I think the testimony was that they had 21
dlvisions.

Admiral Burke. Operational? 1 think it is the Russian
divigions in East Germany may be 21, sir. Maybe it is a
total of 21. |

Mr. Weisl. How many divieions do we have?

Admiral Burke. We have five in Germany, siz.

Mr, Welsl. How many divislons do the Chinese have?
Anyway, they have a great many divisions.

Admiral Burke. They have a great many. I think it is
about -~ I don‘t know the nurmber. It is sbout 100 divisions.

Mr. Weisl. I think you have testified this morming that
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dm 24 they were very capable soldiers and learmed quickly as fliers,
CfD aaﬁa learned to use new weapons quickly, did you not?
Admiral Burke. VYes, sir.
C:) | Mr. Vieisl, Aané how many divisions does the United Arab

Republic people have? They have a substantial nunber.

Aémi&al Burke. They have a gubstantial number; ves,
Bix. | |

Mr. Weisl. B2And haven't the Russions supplied all of the
satelliites with modern arms?

Admirxal Burke. Yes, sir, they have supplied a lot of
nodern axms. .

Mr. Weisl. Haven't they supplied some of the Chinese

O naval forces with svbmarines?

Admirval Burke. Yes, sir, they supplied the first ones,
and the Red Chinese are now building Russian-designed
submarines.

Mr., Weisl. So that when we talk about limited wars, we
don't talk about Russla‘s capability alone, but Russia plus
China plus other satellites.

Admiral Burke. That is cozrect, sir, and similarly, sir,
we count our allies in too.

<:> Senator Stennis, Admiral-suxke, is there anything vovu
wish to say now kefore we proceed?
C:) Admiral Burke. WNo, sir.

Senator Stennis. aAnything further you wish to say?
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am 25 Admiral Burke. I think I am said out, sir. Thank you
(:> very much,
Senatox Stemnis. I will thank yvou later for attending
cur sesszion today.

{13)
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Can{13) General Shoup, will you stand, please. UWe are certainly
w8 £1s dnm
e glad to have you here., You are a man of great patisnce as

well asg obher virituves, I have found out,

It is customary, as you kmou, for our witnesses to be

O

| be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing bub the %trubh,

sworn, Do you golemnly swear that your testimony here will

80 help you god?
General Shoup. I do, sir,

| Senator Stennis, My, Weisel, willl you proceed, please?
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TESTIMONY OF GENERAL DAVID M, SHOUP,
COMMANDANT , UNTTED $TA$ES MARINE CORPS
Mr, Welsel. Ceneral Shoup, I believe in your remarks
bo your staff when you took command, you stated ag follows,
and you corvect me if I don’t quote you correctly:
"Our budget estimate for 1961 is for funds to SUPPOTt
& 175,000 man Marine Covps. The percentage of our three
divigion wing‘teams that may simuvltaneously be committed to
combat and the leocation, intensity and &uratieh of the
conflict could be such ag %o broperiy require a ready Marine
Corps of 200,000, 215,000, 235,000 ér even more, Neverthe-
less, our most lmportant job 1s always to think and weork
hard, to ge% as much fight from our plight as we possibly
can," :
Is that your statement?
General Shouwp., Exactly.
Mr, Welsel, Would you like to enlarge on it or comment
on 1t further, General?

General Shoup. If there are any parts of it that are aot

- elear, I would be'glad“too

Mr. Welsel. The only thing that wasn't quite clear to
me as an amateur was Lo get as nuch £iight from jour plight,
Did you censider the 175,000 Marine army a plight?

General Shoup. If T may just leave out the word "army".

Mr. Weisel. Leave that out. I apologize.
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Generel Shoup. I referred specifically ¢o a situation
thet ig very eagy to esplain withovt going into too nmuch
detall.

We have o number of misslons set forth by Congress, and
then such 2p the President may dirvect, and then essenvially
thet 15 three combab divisions, three uwings, the development
of amphiblous technigues in cperations end such cther things
a8 the President mey direct and supportive forces to produce
thege dlvisions. .

Wow in additicn to that, we have 8 requlrement for
general war, We hove a function to perfomm in mobllization
plan, and when my predecessor and everyone talks about
200,000 Marines, they ave valking about being able to do
our envire nission, and that includes this business, if you
can lmagine the limited war situvatlidn in which a1l of our
divisions and wings were commitbed, and we were Ilghting
and we have to conbtinue to fight, and during that period
of time, becauge of cuvr shortage of people, we have had o
asend people from our posts and statlons td keep them fighting,
which we can do, aud we have 45,000 of the finest trained
Mavine Reserves that we have ever had, we can use them too,
because the ?reaiﬁeﬁt can gall them, |

Well, them if ab that moment géneral should start,
shen we are in the predicament of having taken people from

our posts and stabions which people are reguired ¢oc help us
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mobilize and perform this mission that we ave requirved to
do during mebilization,

Nou Thet is exactly the rigk we take, and that is the
piight we are in. The mission of mobllization and expansion
relebed therete and deployments related therets is wriitten
with the same color ink on the same ¢olor paper as to have
three combat divisions and three wings. So with that absolube
of 25,000 people, the risk you take is that if under the
corditions I enumerated you should then have general war, we
would not be in a position to expand and pérticipate in our
general war plan,

At the game bime I.wauld like to malkte the cbservaticn
that annual budgets do ﬁéﬁ fund for general war or-other
getual combat cpera&i@nﬂa ner do they provide funds fox
deployment anticipabting combat operatlons like the Talwan/
TIebanon situation. Oyr budgets do not provide for that.

My, Welsel. You budget does not provide for thét?

-General Shoup. No, sir,

lv, Weisel, What does the limitation to 175,000 men
do to your.staying povwer in case of war? |

General Shoup. I would llke to point out that dur
staying power would be Just as good as 1t weuld wish 200,000
wen, except we woﬁld have to empty our pésts and stations
to do it. |

Senator Stemnlf. General, it may be that those in the

e S < -
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rear of the room cannot hear you., Suppose you pub your

microphone a 1ibtle closer to you and I think it will carry
vetter,

My, Welsel, May I aplk this gquestion, General, 1In the
event of a cenﬁmntional war, do we have sufficient conven-
tional weapons such as bombs in  your opinion?

Genevral Shoup. In my cpinicn, ag far ag the Marine
Gorps is concerned; and I conferred with the staflf officers
of mine and ghould know, I am satisfied with the number of
conventional bombs that we will have availablie ln Fiscal
151 Yo carry on & canventiaﬁal war that we could participate
in with the foree we have,

Mr, Weisel, I8 sufficient provision being made now for
the development of conventional bombs and other weapons in
your opinion?

General Shoup. I believe that that problem ig brought
8o forcefully to the attention of the people responsible
during the Taiwan situation, that I_can ansver wequlvocally
yesa

Mr, Weisel, Goneral Shoup, Senator Saltonstall asked
me ¢o ask you This guestion.

You testifiecd before the Appropriations Comittee
that you could get aleng vnder the budget with 175,000
men, but if & general war should start, which you donit

foregsee this year, you would need 200,000 men to £ill the

Declassified in Part - Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2013/09/27 : CIA-RDP91-00965R000601210001-3



Declassified in Part - Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2013/09/27 : CIA-RDP91-00965R000601210001-3
L o8

usb responsibility of the Marines as lald oub, is that correct?

General Shoup., I8 that a question?

My, Weisel. That ip the question that Senator
Saltongtall wished me to ask.

General Shoup. I 4id gtate that.

Mr, Weigel. ﬁm you care to expand on that?

General Shoup., I Just did,

Me, Weisel, You did, that is »ight. I think, General
Shoup, those are all the questions that coungel can think
of asking vou. If there is snything thet you would like %o
tell the commibtee, I wovld appreclate it if you would do
80,

G General Shoup. As I can observe here, 1t is well knouwn

¢6 many that our part of the Defense Department budget only
amounts to 2 little over tuwo per cent, bub with that tue |
per cent I believe that the Amewican public is geolng %o get
a pretty goed package,

Mr., Weisel., You sertainly do more than two per cent
of the fﬁghting.

General Shovp. Well, I never made any representation
predioting vhen and vhere the fight will stars, but T
prediet the Merines will be there.

Senator Steanls., General, as I understand now, you
have an alrlift %hat is capable of teking one and one~half

divisions?
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waT General Shoup. No, sir.

Senatcr Stennis., Yes, sir, I belileve «~

General Shoup. That is ship-lift, amphibious combatant,
emphiblous forces.

Senator Stennis,., We have been talking about the airlift
the other dsy uith reference to the Army, and T did not think
you had an alrlliv to take care of a divigsion and a halfl,

Geneval Shoup. No.

Senator Steunis., OF your oun men, Now what do you
have in a way of an alrliift, General?

Genexral Shoup. The alr wnlt that we have for our
gpecific use within the theatérs amounts to enough airplanes,
and that 1g intratheater, not trans-oceanic, and we can
carry about 2,088 troops for a thousand mile leg, I mean
ebout 2,000 mile leg, and gbout 3,000 troops for a thousand
mlle leg.

Now we do have in previcus budgets 16 ¢V-1lt!s, or
CV=-19's, and we have in.this budget under naval appropriations
of course for The Marine Corps 20 of this type aircraft,
vhich will give ug the capability, dual capability insofar
a8 carrying fuei, refuelers for aircraft as well as carrying
troops and equipment,

Senator Stennis. Do you have a full complement of your
aiveraft, other aircraft like your fighters, your tactical

alr a3 I believe you call it?
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General Shoup. I think that we have on hand those
that are scheduled, yes, sir,

Senator Stennls. I8 that enocugh to go with this 175,000
strength that you have?

General Shoup., I think that it is, under the plan that
we are operating. And of éourse you realize that this is
just not just the Marines, because all of the naval air
oucfls is backing us u@ also.

A1l the planes thaﬁ arve on thelr carriers and that they
have.,. |

Senator Stennls, You have your ouwnr wing, and then the
Navy wing too. 1s supplemental for your purposes, that is it
ig available for your purpose?

General Shoup. In an assauwlt opevatlon, yes, sir,
and to protect the landing forece.

Seﬁaﬁcr Stennis., A1l right, Senator Martin, do you
have questions?

Senator lMartin., I have no questions,

Senator Stennis., Senator Cannon?

Senator Camnon., General Shoup, you do have enough
personnel and enough equlpment and ma%eriel under the present
p?ogramming to, in your opinion, carry out the roles and
nlssions assigned to'your organization for this year?

General Shoup. With that one exception, Senator

Cannon, the misasion to be ready to mobilize and expand and
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ws9 continuing to fight in a general war, if we di¢ all the
other missions that we have, and we were engsged in them
znd had no additlonal people except our Reserves and what
we have budgeted for here, uwe would have to push the people
out of our posts and stations, and they are veady to Light
t00,

They are Marines, and we can send them from our posts
and stations. But then if at that time general war should
come, then of coursé the very people that we need there to
moblilize and get prepared for expansion would be considerably
reduced, and that is the only area that I foresee that we
can't do everything that we could be expected to do with
200,000 HMarines,

Senator Cannon. And if Admiral Burke is correct in
his analysis that the prime danger for tThe next few ysars
is that of limited war, then in accordance with your
assigned roles and nissions in that cocnnectlon, you consider
your orgenization to be adequately provided for?

General Shoup., VYes, sir, and I must conclude that we
are not budgeted for general uar, If ue were, I would say
42 piliion would expand to 542 billion.

Senator Camnon. Thank you very much, Mr, Chalmnan,

Senator Stennis., You are not even budgeted as I under-
stand i{ for trouble spots or limited encounters,

General Shoup. We are dbudgeted to be ready for them.
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Senator Stennis. Ves.

General Shovp. Like ILebanon. If we have to go, then
we chew up more material, we use more stuff, we lose more
of i%, and so then we have to £ind out how much it costs to
do that, becauge we have never been permitted to budget for
a contingency,

Senator Stemnis. I Just want to commend you again,
General Shoup, for what I thought was 2 very fine 3tatement
Thatl you made soon after Jou assumed your responsibilities
and dutles, in your statement to your officers and men,

I think_that our country as 2 whole is certainly not
going down hill, the very opposite,but I think in some ways
Wwe are growing soft, in some ways.,

I think your statement and your attitude is the very
opposite. T like the austerity and steel, the austerity in
Jgour appreach ané the steel that you have in ‘your oun
backbone, and that which you expect to keep instilled into
your Corps. I think it is a veny encouraging statement.,

Generai Shoup. Thahk you, |

Senator Stennis. Admiral Burke and General Shoup, we
certvainly do thank yeou and your staff members too, from whbm
we have heard so0 little,

You have had a very fine session here, and you have made
a splendid imp?ession~and a strong presentidn of a wonderful

Service., On my first trip to Asia last fall, T didn't knou
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wsll what satisfaction I would get out of seeing your men out
¢:> there in force, seeing your naval forces, I went ©To Suble
Bay, and then I had the chance, the privilege, of seeing
rart of your fLleet way out in the ocean, I just happened
to £ly over them by pure chance, and I came in contact with
many of your fine oificers and men too. I commend each of
Jou.
Nouw becaugse of a certain disparity herve uith respeet
to Polaris figures, it will be necessary for us €o hold a
brief executive session. With that understanding, I am
going to ask those of you to retire from the room that are
not cleared.
O (Whereupon, at 5:45 o'clock p. m., the committee

went into executive session,)
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