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When I introduced Senate Bill 2207 to eliminate the 

manpower ceilings from industrially-funded activities, little did 

I realize the strong support it would receive throughout the Nation. 

I cannot help but feel a deep sense of pride in providing the vehicle 

for the convening of this auspicious conference.

To me, this gathering of delegates and representatives 

here will help immeasurably to focus attention on and, I hope, to 

correct a governmental practice that is uneconomical and counter­

productive to efficient management.

At the outset, I would like briefly to review the legisla­

tive history that created this industrially-funded system.

Since industrial-type functions can be identified and 

separated from purely administrative and military functions, Con­

gress in 1949, added Section 407 to the National Security Act of 

1947. This section provided for the creation of working-capital 

funds in the Defense Department to allow it to carry on certain 

activities in a businesslike manner, similar to a private enter­

prise carrying on a business. These working-capital funds are

established in the Departments and agencies of the Defense Depart-
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meat to finance inventories and to provide working capital for 

industrial and commercial type activities. These funds are 

replenished by payments from those who use the services of the 

industrial fund activities. The capital funds, as of June 30, 1976 

are expected to total $529, 070, 000.

Besides the Navy Industrial Fund, there are the Army, 

the Air Force, Marine Corps, and Defense Industrial Funds.

The activities financed under the Navy Industrial Fund 

include aircraft maintenance, ordnance stations, research lab­

oratories, shipyards, strategic systems project offices, print­

ing plants, public work centers, and the Military Sealift Command. 

These Navy industrially funded activities employ approximately 164,­

600 persons. Since the total Navy FY 1976 direct hire civilian per­

sonnel request is 322, 067, those civilians employed in industrially 

funded activities constitute a little more than one-half of all Navy 

civilian personnel.

As you know, in conformity with Public Law 93-155 en­

acted in 197 3, Congress got into the picture of establishing per­

sonnel ceilings with the Fiscal Year 1975 Military Procurement 

Authorization measure. Prior to that, the ceilings were estab­

lished through executive action by the Office of Management and 

Budget and the Office of the Secretary of Defense. .
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Proponents of industrially-funded ceilings argue that 

these ceilings help prevent uncontrolled growth in Federal employ­

ment, promote efficiency by making managers put their manpower 

resources to tneir greatest use, and result in cost savings as work 

is accomplished with fewer Federal employees.

On the other hand, those who favor removing the ceil­

ing contend that industrial activities, like private industry, should 

be allowed to increase or decrease the number of their employees 

in relation to the work at hand.

Several studies by the General Accounting Office have 

clearly shown that artificially low manpower ceilings result not in 

savings but in the following wastes: (1) increased overtime costs 

to accomplish authorized programs; (2) program delay or cancel- 

lavion due to inability to respond to changes in workforce skills 

needed to accomplish changed programs; (3) increased contractor 

costs; (4) unnecessary reductions-in-force and high separation 

costs; and (5) inability to fulfill commitments to other agencies 

and foreign governments.

Workload in naval shipyards is not always fully reflected 

in the budget submitted to Congress due to the long leadtime required 

in budget formulation and to the fact that work may be funded not only 

by current appropriations, but also by prior-year appropriations.
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At the time of budget submission, the employment requirements 

are estimated on the basis of available workload data. However, 

because of the varied sources of the workload in naval shipyards, 

significant changes can and do take place in the 6 months from bud­

get estimate to beginning-of-year execution, Furthermore, signifi­

cantly greater changes occur in the 18 months from the original 

estimate until the end of the fiscal year.

Another critical problem associated with the fixed per­

sonnel ceiling is the nonavailability of a skilled and trained work­

force to accomplish future programs.

In the late 1960s and early 1970s, due primarily to per­

sonnel ceilings, the naval shipyards were unable to expand their 

apprentice program. This created serious critical shortages of 

pipefitters, marine machinists, and welders in naval and private 

shipyards. These trade shortages are particularly felt in Charles­

ton and Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyards, which do not have large in­

dustrial bases to draw upon. Consequently, this has seriously 

hampered their ability to accomplish funded workload require­

ments.

The continued imposition of personnel ceilings on 

industrially-funded activities will seriously hamper --if not 

completely thwart--the currently planned induction of 1600 to
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1800 apprentices per year in the naval shipyards. The appren­

tice program is seriously needed to offset the anticipated re­

tirement -- over the next five years --of approximately one 

quarter of the current wage board personnel.

Due to documented reports outlining the counterpro­

ductive and disruptive nature of personnel ceilings, especially 

those for the industrially-funded activities, an attempt was made 

this year to remove the industrial-type activities from the over­

all DCD civilian manpower ceilings. Unfortunately, an amend­

ment to do exactly that failed in the Senate by a vote of 40 to 50.

Although a similar amendment to the Military Procure­

ment Authorization Act was adopted by voice vote in the House of 

Representatives when it passed its version of the bill, House­

Senate conferees struck out this provision entirely in the final 

version of the bill.

The conferees also expressed the following belief:"The 

Armed Services and Appropriations Committees of the House and 

Senate should jointly study the manner of authorizing and appro­

priating for industrially-funded civilians, with a recommendation 

to be ready for Congressional action next year. ”

In view of this promising statement in the conference 

report, I believe it is more important than ever for all of us to



start laying the groundwork now for next year’s hearings on 

industrially-funded activities. Consequently, what we do here 

at the conference and what we decide to do after the conference 

is adjourned will have a tremendous impact on the way Congress 

responds to the issue next year.

In addition, our strategy must take into account the 

fact that S. 2207 is no longer pending before the Senate Post 

Cffice and Civil Service Committee of which I am the ranking 

Republican member, but has been referred to the Senate Armed 

Services Committee.

although the road ahead is not an easy one, I know that 

you will continue to do your utmost to bring the merits of 3. 2207 

to the attention of your Congressmen and Senators and Members 

of the Armed Services Comrriittee. Cnly then -- and only when 

the bill is enacted into law -- will you be able to fully justify the 

convening of this conference.

Now, my friends, we all agree on the need to remove 

the ceiling on industrially-funded employees. At the same time, 

let me point out, should we win this fight, it will be a hollow vic­

tory indeed, unless Congress appropriates enough funds for a 

strong, modern Navy and a strong, modern defense establishment 

in every respect. Sc we need not only removal of the ceiling, but

also we need money.
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Last February, President Ford proposed a defense bud­

get to increase our defense strength by beefing up our combat units, 

paring our support units, improving our strategic nuclear forces, 

modernizing our major weapon systems, streamlining our head­

quarters commands, and embarking on a major shipbuilding pro­

gram for our aging Navy fleet. He asked for 97. E billion dollars 

to do the job.

Congress cut the defense budget by $4. 1 billion when it 

passed the Military Procurement Authorization bill last month. 

Just two weeks ago, the House of Representatives cut the defense 

budget by another $3. 5 billion, in the appropriations bill for the 

Department of Defense.

If the House cuts stand, this will mean a total reduction 

of $7.6 billion in the President’s Defense budget.

The $90.2 billion total approved by the House of Repre­

sentatives is only $6. 8 billion more than Congress voted for de­

fense in the last fiscal year -- barely enough to keep up with infla­

tion.

So I say to you, a top priority task you and I face is to 

persuade the Senate Defense Appropriations Subcommittee to re­

store the funds the Administration has asked be put back into the 

bill -- $2. 6 billion.
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I am a member of that Subcommittee, and I shall be doing 

my part, You can do your part by making sure each and every mem­

ber of that Subcommittee hears from you and from your fellow work­

ers in the Navy yards.

Then our next priority is to make sure the Senate also 

approves restoration of these funds.

I shall be doing my part. You can do yours by writing 

or wiring or phoning your Senator to vote for a fully funded defense 

budget. Make sure they know your jobs are at stake and that you 

believe America must have strong defenses so you and your children 

and grandchildren can live in freedom and safety against enemy attack.

You should be aware that there are well-financed, well- 

organized lobby groups fighting night and day, week after week, 

year after year, to chop defense spending down, down, down.

You, therefore, must make clear to your Senators and 

your Congressmen that you believe America must spend enough for 

defense to make sure that we can guarantee our survival as a Nation.

We must never let America become second best.

The Chairman of our Joint Chiefs of Staff, General George 

Brown, publicly declared this year that:

"We no longer possess that predominance of 
strategic power which, for over a quarter of 
a century, had protected the peace of the free 
v/orld and the security of the United States. 11



General Weyand, Army Chief of Staff, is struggling to 

provide our Nation with 16 combat divisions and supporting forces 

-- the same as we had before Vietnam -- with only 785, 000 men 

and women in Army uniform.

General Jones, Air Force Chief of Staff, has some of 

the best trained personnel and some of the finest aircraft and equip­

ment in the world, but he has less of both than at any othei time 

since Vforld War II.

Admiral Holloway, Chief of Naval Operations, must make 

do with the lowest number of ships since 1939, which was two years 

before Pearl Harbor.

The realities of our defense budget are: all the resources 

added for the Vietnam war -- manpove r and purchasing power -­

have been removed from the defense budget -- and more.

The defense burden on our economy measured against 

our gross national output of goods and services is the smallest 

since I960, the year the Korean war began. In terms of our labor 

force, it is the smallest since 1940, when we were woefully unpre­

pared for the war thrust upon us one year later by Japan and Ger­

many.

Earlier this year, after the President had proposed to 

start beefing up our defense forces by spending $6 billion more
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than we spent last year, the Foreign Policy Task Force of the 

Coalition for a Democratic Majority -- whose membership cannot 

be called conservative by any stretch of the imagination -- analyzed 

Soviet military strength and the proposed defense budget for Amer­

ica. They concluded America’s defense budget is much too low. Let 

me quote what the Task Force said:

"In the face of the Soviet military build-up and 
Soviet foreign policy, our defense budget is an 

invitation to disaster. n

That’s what they said about the President’s 97»8 billion 

dollar budget. Yet Congress has already cut that by $4 billion and 

the House has cut it by another $3,5 billion.

Only a few months ago, the Joint Committee on Atomic 

Energy in the Congress issued a unanimous report in which they 

stated the Soviet Union is:

. .. Overtaking the United States in the quality of its 
nuclear weapons.

... Ahead of the United States in all other areas of 
nuclear weapons (quantity, pay load, throw 
weight, etc.)

Only a few months ago, the Senate Armed Services Com­

mittee revealed the following sobering facts in an official report;

"1. From 10 years ago the Soviet Union has increased 
its military manpower by about 750, 000 to almost 
4 million. The U. s» # on ihe other hand, has re­
duced its military manpower by 585,000 to about 
2. 1 million men. ■
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"2. The U.S. S.R. within the last 10 years has main­
tained about the same number of major combatant 
ships and submarines. The U. S. compared to 10 
years ago has reduced this category of ships by 
about one-third, "

About that same time, Secretary of Defense Schlesinger 

testified that the Soviet Union outspent the United States by 25 per 

cent in military procurement; by 20 per cent in over-all research 

and development; by 20 per cent in general purpose forces; and by 

60 per cent in strategic nuclear offensive forces.

An August report, published by Jane's Fighting Ships, 

had this to say about Soviet-U.S, naval strength:

"... the Soviet Union has spent 50 per cent more 
than the United States on naval shipbuilding in the 
last 10 years and is currently expending one-third 
more than the United States for this purpose. 11 

This authoritative report pointed out that the Soviets 

have 15 more nuclear submarines and 179 more conventional sub­

marines than we do, and their fleet is growing. Further, Jane’s 

pointed out, by the end of 1975, the Soviet fleet may include a 

dozen huge £,000-ton Delta nuclear-powered submarines. Each 

of these is capable of launching 12 nuclear missiles 4,200 miles 

from the Barents Sea against any part of the United States.

In July this year, Lt. General Vernon Walters, Deputy

Director of the C. LA., said:
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"Not since Valley Forge has any foreign country 
had the ability to destroy or seriously cripple the 
United States. That capability exists today. "

There is no doubt what country he meant -- the Soviet

Union,

The alarming truth is, for a decade America has been

whittling back its defense forces, while the Soviet Union has been 

arming to the teeth.

If America is to survive as a free Nation, we cannot

continue to disarm unilaterally in the face of the obviously grow­

ing forces that could be marshaled against us.

Detente is not a security shield for us. Only our mili­

tary strength can shield us.

If the American people are given the unvarnished truth

-- and it is up to you and me to tell them the truth -~ I have every 

confidence they will support a bigger defense budget.

Convince our fellow Americans of the need for stronger

defenses, and I am confident they would willingly support the extra 

margin of funds needed to safeguard our country.

So, my friends, you and I cannot confine our efforts

solely to the objective of your conference to remove the ceiling

on industrially-funded personnel.
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We must be equally diligent in our efforts to win 

approval in Congress of additional defense funds, not only for 

ship maintenance and overhaul, but for the whole array of de­

fense forces.

We who will next year celebrate our Nation’s 200th 

Birthday must insist that America have sufficient defenses to 

deter war from any possible source and, should deterrence 

fail, to overcome any adversary. Until the millennia arrives 

when there is real disarmament throughout the world, only 

through military strength can America ensure our survival as 

a free and independent Nation.

What our first President, General George Washington, 

said two centuries ago is as true today as it was then:

"To be prepared for war is one of the most 

effectual means of preserving the peace. " 

Another President and victorious general on the battle­

field, Dwight D. Eisenhower, said:

"The first of all firsts is our Nation’s security, 11

I agree, Don’t you?

Thank you and Aloha.
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When I introduced Senate Bill 2207 to eliminate the 

manpower ceilings from industrially-funded activities, little did 

I realize the strong support it would receive throughout the Nation. 

I cannot help but feel a deep sense of pride in providing the vehicle 

for the convening of this auspicious conference.

To me, this gathering of delegates and representatives 

here will help immeasurably to focus attention on and, I hope, to 

correct a governmental practice that is uneconomical and counter­

productive to efficient management.

At the outset, I would like briefly to review the legisla­

tive history that created this industrially-funded system.

Since industrial-type functions can be identified and 

separated from purely administrative and military functions, Con­

gress in 194-9, added Section 407 to the National Security Act of 

1947. This section provided for the creation of working-capital 

funds in the Defense Department to allow it to carry on certain 

activities in a businesslike manner, similar to a private enter­

prise carrying on a business. These working-capital funds are

established in the Departments and agencies of the Defense Depart-



- 2 -

me nt to finance inventories and to provide working capital for 

industrial and commercial type activities. These funds are 

replenished by payments from those who use the services of the 

industrial fund activities. The capital funds, as of June 30, 1976 

are expected to total $529, 070, 000.

Besides the Navy Industrial Fund, there are the Army, 

the Air Force, Marine Corps, and Defense Industrial Funds.

The activities financed under the Navy Industrial Fund 

include aircraft maintenance, ordnance stations, research lab­

oratories, shipyards, strategic systems project offices, print­

ing plants, public work centers, and the Military Sealift Command. 

These Navy industrially funded activities employ approximately 164,­

600 persons. Since the total Navy FY 1976 direct hire civilian per­

sonnel request is 322, 067, those civilians employed in industrially 

funded activities constitute a little more than one-half of all Navy 

civilian personnel.

As you know, in conformity with Public Law 93-155 en­

acted in 197 3, Congress got into the picture of establishing per­

sonnel ceilings with the Fiscal Year 1975 Military Procurement 

Authorization measure. Prior to that, the ceilings were estab­

lished through executive action by the Office of Management and 

Budget and the Office of the Secretary of Defense.
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At the time of budget submission, the employment requirements 

are estimated on the basis of available workload data. However, 

because of the varied sources of the workload in naval shipyards, 

significant changes can and do take place in the 6 months from bud­

get estimate to beginning-of-year execution. Furthermore, signifi­

cantly greater changes occur in the 18 months from the original 

estimate until the end of the fiscal year.

Another critical problem associated with the fixed per­

sonnel ceiling is the nonavailability of a skilled and trained work­

force to accomplish future programs.

In the late 1960s and early 1970s, due primarily to per­

sonnel ceilings, the naval shipyards were unable to expand their 

apprentice program.. This created serious critical shortages of 

pipefitters, marine machinists, and welders in naval and private 

shipyards. These trade shortages are particularly felt in Charles­

ton and Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyards, which do not have large in­

dustrial bases to draw upon. Consequently, this has seriously 

hampered their ability to accomplish funded workload require­

ments.

The continued imposition of personnel ceilings on 

industrially-funded activities will seriously hamper --if not 

completely thwart--the currently planned induction of 1600 to
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1800 apprentices per year in the naval shipyards. The appren­

tice program is seriously needed to offset the anticipated re­

tirement -- over the next five years --of approximately one 

quarter of the current wage board personnel.

Due to documented reports outlining the counterpro­

ductive and disruptive nature of personnel ceilings, especially 

those for the industrially-funded activities, an attempt was made 

this year to remove the industrial-type activities from the over­

all DCD civilian manpower ceilings. Unfortunately, an amend­

ment to do exactly that failed in the Senate by a vote of 40 to 50.

Although a similar amendment to the Military Procure­

ment Authorization Act was adopted by voice vote in the House of 

Representatives when it passed its version of the bill, House­

Senate conferees struck out this provision entirely in the final 

version of the bill.

The conferees also expressed the following belief:"The 

Armed Services and Appropriations Committees of the House and 

Senate should jointly study the manner of authorizing and appro­

priating for industrially-funded civilians, with a recommendation 

to be ready for Congressional action next year. n

In view of this promising statement in the conference 

report, I believe it is more important than ever for all of us to



start laying the groundwork now for next year's hearings on 

industrially-funded activities. Consequently, what we do here 

at the conference and what we decide to do after the conference 

is adjourned will have a tremendous impact on the way Congress 

responds to the issue next year.

In addition, our strategy must take into account the 

fact that 3. 2207 is no longer pending before the Senate Post 

Cffice and Civil Service Committee of which I am the ranking 

Republican member, but has been referred to the Senate Armed 

Services Committee.

Although the road ahead is not an easy one, I know that 

you will continue to do your utmost to bring the merits of S. 2207 

to the attention of your Congressmen and Senators and Members 

of the Armed Services Committee. Only then -- and only when 

the bill is enacted into law -- will you be able to fully justify the 

convening of this conference.

Now, my friends, we all agree on the need to remove 

the ceiling on industrially-funded employees. At the same time, 

let me point out, should we win this fight, it will be a hollow vic­

tory indeed, unless Congress appropriates enough funds for a 

strong, modern Navy and a strong, modern defense establishment 

in every respect. So we need not only removal of the ceiling, but

also we need money.
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Last February, President Ford proposed a defense bud­

get to increase our defense strength by beefing up our combat units, 

paring our support units, improving our strategic nuclear forces, 

modernizing our major weapon systems, streamlining our head­

quarters commands, and embarking on a major shipbuilding pro­

gram for our aging Navy fleet. He asked for 97. £ billion dollars 

to do the job.

Congress cut the defense budget by $4. 1 billion when it 

passed the Military Procurement Authorization bill last month. 

Just two weeks ago, the House of Representatives cut the defense 

budget by another $3. 5 billion, in the appropriations bill for the 

Department of Defense.

If the House cuts stand, this will mean a total reduction 

of $7. 6 billion in the President's Defense budget.

The $90.2 billion total approved by the House of Repre­

sentatives is only $6, 8 billion more than Congress voted for de­

fense in the last fiscal year -- barely enough to keep up with infla­

tion.

So I say to you, a top priority task you and I face is to 

persuade the Senate Defense Appropriations Subcommittee to re­

store the funds the Administration has asked be put back into the 

bill -- $2. 6 billion.
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I am a member of that Subcommittee, and I shall be doing 

my part, You can do your part by making sure each and every mem­

ber of that Subcommittee hears from you and from your fellow work­

ers in the Navy yards.

Then our next priority is to make sure the Senate also 

approves restoration of these funds.

I shall be doing my part. You can do yours by writing 

or wiring or phoning your Senator to vote for a fully funded defense 

budget. Make sure they know your jobs are at stake and that you 

believe America must have strong defenses so you and your children 

and grandchildren can live in freedom and safety against enemy attack.

You should be aware that there are well-financed, well- 

organized lobby groups fighting night and day, week after week, 

year after year, to chop defense spending down, down, down.

You, therefore, must make clear to your Senators and 

your Congressmen that you believe America must spend enough for 

defense to make sure that we can guarantee our survival as a Nation.

We must never let America become second best.

The Chairman of our Joint Chiefs of Staff, General George 

Brown, publicly declared this year that:

"We no longer possess that predominance of 
strategic power which, for over a quarter of 
a century, had protected the peace of the free 
world and the security of the United States. ”
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General Weyand, Army Chief of Staff, is struggling to 

provide our Nation with 16 combat divisions and supporting forces 

-- the same as we had before Vietnam -- with only 7g5,000 men 

and women in Army uniform.

General Jones, Air Force Chief of Staff, has some of 

the best trained personnel and some of the finest aircraft and equip­

ment in the world, but he has less of both than at any other time 

since VZorld NT ar II.

Admiral Holloway, Chief of Naval Operations, must make 

do with the lowest number of ships since 1939, which was two years 

before Pearl Harbor.

The realities of our defense budget are: all the resources 

added for the Vietnam war -- manpore r and purchasing power -­

have been removed from the defense budget -- and more.

The defense burden on our economy measured against 

our gross national output of goods and services is the smallest 

since 1950, the year the Korean war began. In terms of our labor 

force, it is the smallest since 1940, when we were woefully unpre­

pared for the war thrust upon us one year later by Japan and Ger­

many.

Earlier this year, after the President had propcsed to 

start beefing up our defense forces by spending $6 billion more
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than we spent last year, the Foreign Policy Task Force of the 

Coalition for a Democratic Majority — whose membership cannot 

be called conservative by any stretch of the imagination -- analyzed 

Soviet military strength and the proposed defense budget for Amer­

ica. They concluded America's defense budget is much too low. Let 

me quote what the Task Force said:

"In the face of the Soviet military build-up and 
Soviet foreign policy, our defense budget is an 

invitation to disaster. "

That's what they said about the President's 97.8 billion 

dollar budget. Yet Congress has already cut that by $4 billion and 

the House has cut it by another $3. 5 billion.

Only a few months ago, the Joint Committee on Atomic 

Energy in the Congress issued a unanimous report in which they 

stated the Soviet Union is:

,, , Overtaking the United States in the quality of its 
nuclear weapons.

.. . Ahead of the United States in all other areas of 
nuclear weapons (quantity, payload, throw 
weight, etc.)

Only a few months ago, the Senate Armea services Com­

mittee revealed the following sobering facts in an official report:

"1, From 10 years ago the Soviet Union has increased 
its military manpower by about 750,000 to almost 
4 million. The U. S» , on the other hand, has re­
duced its military manpower by 585,000 to about 
2, 1 million men.
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u2. The U.S. S. JR. within the last 10 years has main­
tained about the same number of major combatant 
ships and submarines. The U. S. compared to 10 
years ago has reduced this category of ships by 
about one-third. 11

About that same time, Secretary of Defense Schlesinger 

testified that the Soviet Union outspent the United States by 25 per 

cent in military procurement; by 20 per cent in over-all research 

and development; by 20 per cent in general purpose forces; and by 

60 per cent in strategic nuclear offensive forces.

An August report, published by Jane’s Fighting Ships, 

had this to say about Soviet-U.S. naval strength:

”.. . the Soviet Union has spent 50 per cent more . 
than the United States on naval shipbuilding in the 
last 10 years and is currently expending one-third 
more than the United States for this purpose. "

This authoritative report pointed out that the Soviets 

have 15 more nuclear submarines and 179 more conventional sub­

marines than we do, and their .fleet is growing. Further, Jane’s 

pointed out, by the end of 1975, the Soviet fleet may include a 

dozen huge S,000-ton Delta nuclear-powered submarines. Each 

of these is capable of launching 12 nuclear missiles 4,200 miles 

from the Barents Sea against any part of the United States.

In July this year, Lt. General Vernon Walters, Deputy

Director of the C. L A. , said:
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"Not since Valley Forge has any foreign country 
had the ability to destroy or seriously cripple the 
United States. That capability exists today. "

There is no doubt what country he meant -- the Soviet

Union.

The alarming truth is, for a decade America has been

whittling back its defense forces, while the Soviet Union has been 

arming to the teeth.

If America is to survive as a free Nation, we cannot

continue to disarm unilaterally in the face of the obviously grow­

ing forces that could be marshaled against us.

Detente is not a security shield for us. Cnly our mili­

tary strength can shield us.

If the American people are given the unvarnished truth

-- and it is up to you and me to tell them the truth -- I have every 

confidence they will support a bigger defense budget,

Convince our fellow A.mericans of the need for stronger

defenses, and I am confident they would willingly support the extra.

margin of funds needed to safeguard our country.

So, my friends, you and I cannot confine our efforts

solely to the objective of your conference to remove the ceiling

on industrially-funded personnel.
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We must be equally diligent in our efforts to win 

approval in Congress of additional defense funds, not only for 

ship maintenance and overhaul, but for the whole array of de­

fense forces.

We who will next year celebrate our Nation's 200th 

Birthday must insist that America have sufficient defenses to 

deter war from any possible source and, should deterrence 

fail, to overcome any adversary. Until the millennia arrives 

when there is real disarmament throughout the world, only 

through military strength can America ensure our survival as 

a free and independent Nation.

What our first President, General George Washington, 

said two centuries ago is as true today as it was then:

"To be prepared for war is one of the most 

effectual means of preserving the peace. " 

Another President and victorious general on the battle­

field, Dwight D. Eisenhower, said:

"The first of all firsts is our Nation's security. ”

I agree, Don't you?

Thank you and Aloha.


