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DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DE-
VELOPMENT—INDEPENDENT AGENCIES AP-
PROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1981
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SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM
WITNESSES
JOHN WHITE, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND
BUDGET
ROBERT PIRIE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (MANPOWER,
RESERVE AFFAIRS AND LOGISTICS)
BERNARD ROSTKER, DIRECTOR, SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM
ARNOLD BRODSKY, FINANCIAL DIRECTOR, SELECTIVE SERVICE
SYSTEM

Appropri- Civilian Reserve
ations positions officers

1979 actual........ P AR kL . 17, 830, 000 78 715
U0~ SRR S e SV R : 7, 830, 000 8 715
Program supplemental ' .. .. ... .ocoe.. - 21, 895, 000 23
Pay cost supplemental... .. ..... . : 421,000 .......
Total, 1980, ... . " 30, 146, 000 101 715

1981 estimate. ... ... .. : : : 10, 982, 000 93 715
1981 amendment.. ... ... e 24, 500, 000 189 : -

Total, 1961.... s b . 35, 482, 000 282 715

1 Includes §1,395,000 and 15 positions submitted with the 1981 President’s budget in January 1980,

Mr. Boraxp, The Committee will come to order.

This morning we will start hearings on the :-II[II‘ll‘IIII'lI!:'II request of
the Selective Service System for fiscal year 1980, and the budget for
fiscal year 1981. There is a substantial increase for fiscal year 1980
and a substantial increase for fiscal year 1981.

We welcome Dr. Bernard Rostker, who is Director of the Selective
Service System. Happy birthday on February 1st of this year. How
old are you, 367

Mr. RosTkeR. Yes, sir.

Mr. Bor.axp. You will miss registration by something like 16 years
or s0. So you are in pretty good shape.

Mr. Boraxp. Dr. Rostker is accompanied by Robert Pirie, who is
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Manpower, Reserve Affairs and
Logistics. How long have you been there?

Mr. Pixre. T have been there since last June, Mr. Chairman.

(1)
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Mr. Boranp. We have looked at your background. You have con-
siderable experience in the military.

We also welcome Mr. John White, who is the Deputy Director of
the Office of Management and Budget. You have been serving in that
capacity since November 1st of 1978. You probably have been closer to
this problem than any other individual in the Government except the
President of the United States and some of his advisors. We will place
the biographical sketches of Dr. Rostker, Mr. White and Secretary
Pirie in the record at this point.

[ The biographical sketches follow :]

Dr. BERNARD D. ROSTKER, DIRECTOR, SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM

Dr. Bernard D. Rostker assumed the position of Director of the Selective
Service in November 1979.

Dr. Rostker was born Febrnary 1, 1944 in New York City where his mother
was a teacher and his father was a clinieal psychologist for the Veterans Admin-
istration. The senior Rostkers are both retired and reside in San Diego, Cali-
fornia.

Dr. Rostker attended New York City public schools. He received his Bachelor's
Degree in Economies from New York University in 1904, where he was a Regent's
Scholar. He then continued his study of economies at Syracuse University, where
he was awarded his Masters Degree in 1966 and his Ph. D. in 1970.

From 1968 to 1970, Dr. Rostker served as a Captain in the Army and was
assigned as a staff economist in the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Systems Analysis). He conducted analyses of and advised the Assistant Secre-
tary concerning manpower requirements, the feasibility of the all-volunteer force
concept, and utilization of logisties resources,

In 1970, Dr. Rostker left the Army and joined the Rand Corporation. At Rand
he headed the Project Air Force Manpower, Personnel and Training Program,
conducting research on policy issues including the structure of Air Reserve com-
ponents, training strategies and management systems, health care delivery gystem
options, and alternatives to the officer personnel ma nagement system.

In 1977, Dr. Rostker left the Rand Corporation to become the Principal Deputy
Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Manpower and Reserve Affairs. As such,
he was responsible for the policy development and program evaluation in all
areas of Navy and Marine Corps military and eivilian manpower, personnel and
training.

Dr. Rostker was a Department of Labor (Manpower Administration) Dis-
sertation Fellow and a Maxwell Scholar at Syracuse University. He is a member
of Omicron Delta Epsilon, the Economics Honorary Society.

Dr. Rostker is married to the former Louise M. Cowen. They have two sons
David, who is 8, and Michael, who is 6.

JoHN PATRIcK WHITE, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

John Patrick White was confirmed by the Senate as Deputy Director of the
Office of Management and Budget on April 11, 1979. He had been serving in that
capacity since November 1, 1978, on a recess appointment.

From May 1977 until joining OMB, Dr. White had been Assistant Secretary of
Defense for Manpower, Reserve Affairs, and Logistics. From 1968 to 1977, he
was with the Rand Corporation. Santa Moniea. California. where he served as
Senior Vice President from 1975 to 1977. From 1964 to 1968, he was on the faculty
of LeMoyne College, Syracuse, New York. He was on active duty in the Marine
Corps from 1959 to 1961.

Dr. White was born in Syracnse, New York, on Februnary 27, 1937. He received
his undergraduate degree in industrial and labor relations from Cornell Univer-
sity in 1959 : his master's degree in economics and public administration from
i‘-‘gﬂrgcuse University in 1964 ; and his doctorate in economies from Syracuse in

D::. White lives in McLean, Virginia, with his wife Elizabeth. They have four
children.
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Ropertr B. PIRIE, JR., ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DeFENSE (MANPOWER, RESERVE
AFFAIRS AND LOGISTICS)

Mr. Robert B. Pirie is Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Reserve
Affairs and Logistics).

Mr. Pirie attended Princeton University and graduated from the U.S. Naval
Academy. He received a B.A. and M.A. from Oxford University, England, as a
Rhiodes Scholar.

Mr. Pirie was a career officer with the U.S. Navy from 1955-75. He served in
various capacities on nuclear submarines, culminating his service as Command-
ing Officer of U.8.8. Skipjack. From 1966 to 1969 and from 1973 to 1975, he served
on the staff of the Secretary of Defense. In 1972 and 1973, he was on the staff
of the National Security Council. In 1975 Mr. Pirie became the first Deputy
Assistant Director for National Security of the new Congressional Budget Office.
He served in that position until June, 1977, when he accepted the post of Princi-
pal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Reserve Affairs and
Logistics) with the Office of the Secretary of Defense. On February 14, 1979
President Carter nominated Mr. Pirie to be Assistant Secretary of Defense.

Mr. Pirie is a recipient of the Legion of Merit and the Meritorious Service Medal
for his services in the Office of the Secretary of Defense, and of the Meritorious
Service Medal for his work on the National Security Council stafl.

Mr. Pirie, his wife Joan, and three children live in Bethesda, Maryland.

Mr. Boraxp. We are impacted by time. We will continue hearings
this afternoon, and tomorrow we will be listening to outside witnesses.
We though we ought to give the opposition a chance to make its case.
So tomorrow we will be listening to Members of Congress and others
who are for and against the recommendation of the President.

Because we are impacted by time, we will put Dr. Rostker’s state-
ment and Secretary Pirie’s statement in the record at this point.

[ The statements follow :]

STATEMENT OF DR. BERNARD D. ROSTKER, DIRECTOR, SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee: I am pleased to have the
opportunity to appear before you today to present an overview of the Presi-
dent's budget request and his recommendations for Selective Service reform.

On January 23, 1980, the President of the United States, while reiterating
support for the All-Volunteer Force (AVF), called for the revitalization of
the Selective Service System and said that he would send legislative and budget
proposals to the Congress “so that we can begin registration and then meet
the future mobilization needs rapidly if they arise.” The President also an-
nounced, on February 8, 1980, that he will ask Congress to amend the Military
Selective Service Aet (MSSA) to provide for the registration of women, that
Selective Service will start the registration process later this spring, that the
process of revitalization will include the selection and training of local board
members, and that he would request additional funds from the Congress of
$20.5 million in fiscal year 1980 and $24.5 million in fiscal year 1981 for the
Selective Service System to carry out this program.

Mr. Chairman, I ask that the President’s statement be placed in the record
at this time. (See page 218.)

The decision to revitalize the Selective Service System and to review regis-
tration will substantially improve the Selective Service's ability to respond.
While the System will still be in “standby”, there will now be an actual reg-
istration. rather than a registration contingency plan. As the Committee is
aware, the President would have to seek additional authority from the Con-
gress before anyone in the pool of registrants could be inducted into the Armed
Forces. He has no intention of doing so under present circumstances.

To register, an individual will fill out a simple form (name, address, sex,
birth date and social security number) at a local post office, under the super-
vision of postal employees. After the Selective Service receives the form, the
registrant will be sent an acknowledging receipt. No draft cards will be issued.
No classification or examination of the registrant will be required.
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In order to process the initial registration of two vear of birth groups, Se-
lective Service will make use of the keypunch capacity of the Social Security
Administration (88SA) and/or the Internal Revenue Service (IRS). Current
plans, reflected in our budget requests, provide for the short term contracting
of an interim computer adequate for registration processing and for the use
of the U.S. Army Management System Support Agency (UUSAMSSA) computer
fo support any contingency that may arise. In fiscal year 1981, a computer
center shared with the Department of Defense's Military Enlistment Process-
ing Command will be developed and will expedite the entire registration-
induction process. Registrant records within this computer center would, how-
ever, be accessible only to authorized Selective Service System employees, In
the event of mobilization, the Emergeney Military Manpower Procurement
System assures an orderly process from registration through examination and
classification to induction and training.

Other components of the Selective Service System will also be improved.
To plan for the availability of trained loeal boards, should mobilization ever
be necessary. the Selective Service Svstem will work with the Governars dnr-
ing fiscal year 1980 to develop a process for selecting and training a cadre
of citizens, who in the event of an emergency would allow us to reestablish
local boards. Local board members will be recruited in fiseal vear 1981 to serve
on a standby basis only. The boards will be prepared in the event of mobiliza-
tion to process claims and appeals. This would insure the equity of any future
draft.

The local boards would have to be supported by area offices. but creating and
staffing these at the time of mobilization would be extremely difficult. Henee. we
have provided that the Selective Service System wonld use space in 434 military
reerniting serviee offices upon mobilization. Recruit command personne!, eoupled
with Selective Service System Reservists and National Gunardsmen, wonld initi-
ally angment the System with a pre-trained staff ready to administratively snp-
port loeal board operations.

Carrying out these steps requires that the President's FYS0 supplemental and
1981 amended budget requests for the Selective Service System be enacted, Mr.
Chairman, I endorse and am fully committed to earrying out the President’s
recommendations. I am prepared to answer any questions you and the members
of the Committee may have,

STATEMENT OF ROBERT B. PIRIE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (MANPOWER
RESERVE AFFAIRS AND LOGISTICS)

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, T am pleased to appear here today
to discuss and amplify some of the issues raised in the FY 1980 Defense Author-
ization Act with respect to Selective Service which directly affects the Department
of Defense,

The Defense Authorization Act for FY 1980 called for the President to send
to Congress a plan for the reform of the Selective Service System. The Congress
asked for a review of ten issues. These issnes cover the following four topics:

Induction authority ;

Meeting the Armed Forces' personnel requirements ;
Revitalizing the Selective Service System : and
National Service.

To review these issues, the Administration convened an interagency task forece
that examined initiatives to maintain and improve our active and reserve forces,
and our capability to mobilize trained and untrained manpower in the event of a
national emergeney. The President's report presents the findings of the inter-
agency task force.

INDUCTION AUTHORITY

Congress asked that three questions be examined concerning Presidential
authority to induct people into the Armed Forees : The desirability of legislation
to provide the President with induction authority in peacetime : whether there
should be an Individual Ready Reserve (IRR) draft; and whether registration
and eonseription shonld extend to women.

With respect to the first question, the need for induction authority has been,
and should continue to be, a matter of mutual agreement between (‘.fmgress and
the President. In any mobilization, the Administration would immediately sub-
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mit legislation to amend the i\llilit,a.l'yhSell_(.*iriti\f'e Sri-r:'icetAct to allow the Presi-
«in inductions from the existing list of registrants. )

de'ljl.‘lhtéu :‘::{?uud question relates to manning our ff:rc(-s‘ The _Indlvidual Ready
Reserve is the primary source of pretrained individuals to bring forces to war-
time strengths at mobilization and to provide replacements for casualties if
war cannot be avoided. At present, our 1RR strengths, i:; llm‘cuse_ur the Army,
are considerably short of expected requirements. This is pra!nurll_v t_he result
of reduced accession requirements and longer periods of active service under
the all volunteer force. The issue we face is how best to rebuild the IRR, or to
reduce our requirements for it. Although a draft for the IRR is a possible way
of correcting the shortfall, the Department of Defense has (‘mmluded_ that the
most appropriate response is what is recommended in our fiscal year 1981 but}g&t,
which concentrates on strengthening the Selected Reserve units so fewer Iud_lvid-
ual Ready Reservists would be needed to fill out these units in time of mobiliza-
tion or war. Steps are also being taken to strengthen the IRR to correct the
eurrent shortfalls. These measures, as reflected in the fiscal year 1979 and 1980
pudgets, are already reversing the decline in reserve strengths, which until last
vear had been seen each year since the beginning of the AVE.

The third induction authority issue the Congress has posed is whether women
should be subject to registration and induction under the Military Selective
Service Act. The President has decided to seek authority to register women for
service in the Armed Forces. There are 150,000 women serving successfully in
the Armed Forces today, and by 1985, it is estimated that there will be approxi-
mately 250,000 women in the Armed Forces, It is fair to say that the work
women in the Armed Forces do today is essential to the readiness and capability
of the forces. In case of war that would still be true, and the number of women
doing similar work would inevitably expand beyond our peacetime mamber of
one quarter million. Perhaps sufficient volunteers would come forward to fill
this need. Perhaps not. Having our young women registered in advance will put
us in the position to call women if they do not volunteer in sufficient numbers.
The vast majority of people called in the first few months would be men, pri-
marily for places in the combat arms. But this does not at all rule out calling
women for duties not involving direct combat.

MEETING THE ARMED FORCES' PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS

The Administration has taken several steps with respect to the active forces
to ensure that we maintain our strength. Over the past three years, in spite of a
difficult recruiting market, enlistment of volunteers has remained high, first-
term attrition has declined, and retention rates at the first reenlistment point
have increased. In 1979, the Services achieved a personnel level of 98.5 percent
of authorized active duty strength. This is in line with levels achieved over
the past five years. However, the Department of Defense remains concerned
about its ability to continue recruiting enough people of high mental ability
and educational attainment. This is particularly true for the Army because
it fares worse than the DoD) average with respect to both of these rough meas-
ures of recruit qualitv.

Sustaining the AVF is not only a matter of attracting new recruits, it also de-
pends on the Services' ability to retain personnel of high quality. Reenlistments
must provide for a force of experienced career military personnel in order to
operate and maintain an increasingly complex force, Service members who joined
the AVF in the early years are remaining beyond their initial obligation at a
satisfactory rate. First-term reenlistment rates have inereased substantially,
from 24 percent in 1973 to 37 percent in 1979. An even greater increase in first-
term retention—particularly in critical skill areas—is the keystone of our strat-
egy to reduce the need for new recruits.

While retention of first-term personnel is encouraging, retention of career
personnel is a matter of growing concern, especially in the Navy. To aid in
recruiting and retention, the 1951 budget includes an inerease of 3500 million
for larger enlistment and reenlistment bonuses, expanded bonus authority, im-
provements in pay and benefits and increased travel allowances.

As for the Ready Reserve, Selected Reserve strength inereased over 19,000
during 1979, for the first net gain in total Selected Reserve strength since 1974,
None of the Reserve components declined in strength, Most of the overall
strength increase was due to improved retention; however, the Naval Reserve,
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Army Reserve and Army National Guard experienced significant inereases in
new recruits. Use of full time recruiters and other actions taken to improve both
recruiting and retention are expected to produce further increases in Army
Guard and Reserve strength in 1980. Continued increases in unit strengths are
projected in 1981 and beyond. Emphasis is being placed on better utilization of
trained personnel and on more intensive and effective unit training programs.
These include proposals to allow Guard and Reserve units to participate in major
training exercises and overseas tactical deployments for training,

Finally, the Individual Ready Reserve strength of the Army increased by 16
percent in 1979, and is expected to continue to grow.

It is clear then that manpower requirements for the Armed Forees are, by and
large, being met by the present system. I would argue that adjustments within
the existing framework offer the best chance of continued efficient procurement
and allocation of Defense manpower.

Mr. Boraxp. Let me make just a brief statement before we proceed,
Mr. White. The purpose of the Selective Service System is, and you
say in your statement, to be prepared to supply the Armed Forees man-
power adequate to ensure the security of the United States. Since the
transition to an all-volunteer force, the size and structure of the
Selective Service System has been a subject of recurring debate. With
the end of peacetime conscription and registration, it has been re-
duced to a caretaker operation.

Two years ago, this Administration took the position that the deep
standby posture of the SSS was unsatisfactory because it did not pro-
vide adequate assurance that it could meet the wartime induction
requirements of the most demanding scenario, a conventional war in
Europe. At that time the Administration requested an increase of
$3 million in the fiscal year 1979 to bring the Selective Service out of
the deep standby position. This Committee rejected the additional
funds on the basis that it did not believe that the Selective Service
could accomplish what they indicated was their goal—inducting the
first individual within 30 days and the first 100,000 inductees with-
in 60 days. It was the view of the Committee that that could
not be accomplished within those time constraints without formal
registration.

st year, the Committee was approached with a budget request—a
$2,041,000 supplemental for fiscal year 1979 and a $9,825,000 level for
fiscal year 1980—that purported to be able to deliver the first inductee
within 30 days through the use of the state election machinery. The
Committee recommended a $600,000 supplemental appropriation in
1979 to allow the Selective Service to upgrade its data processing
system. Funds requested to expand the field structure were not
approved. The amount approved for 1980, $7.830,000, was sufficient
to continue Selective Service activities at the 1979 level, including an
ongoing level to upgrade computer capabilities.

On February 12th of this year, the SSS formally submitted a re-
vised 1980 supplemental request in the amount of $21,895,000, and a
revised 1981 request in the amount of $35482.000. These additional
funds are proposed by the Administration for the revitalization of
the SSS, particularly through the registration of both men and
women age 19 and 20 years old.

Under existing law the President currently has authority to initiate
registration of men between the ages of 18 and 26. If this appropria-
tion request is nltimately approved, it is expected that such registra-
tion will take place sometime this year. Congress, on the other hand,
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would have to approve the registration of women before the President
could undertake that action, and it looks like that is down the drain.

With that background, Mr. White, we would be pleased to hear you.
And if at any time Dr. Rostker or Secretary Pirie want to chime in,
we would be glad to hear them, too. After yon complete your state-
ment, there will be a number of questions that we will address to the
panel. .

Mr. Warre. Thank you. Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcom-
mittee:

I appreciate your invitation to appear today. I regard this oceasion
as an important opportunity to discuss the President’s decision on
registration, and the specific nature of the actions to be taken to re-
vitalize Selective Service, including registration. On behalf of the
President. I would urge your careful consideration and support of the
additional funding requested for FY 1980 and FY 1981 for Selective
Service reform.

THE PRESIDENT'S DECISION

The President’s decision. In late December, the Soviets sent their
forces into Afohanistan. This was the first time since World War IT
the Soviets have introduced their own forces into the territory of a
neighboring, nonaligned country. In light of the consistent build-up
in the Soviet armed forces over the past two decades, the Soviet desire
for a warm water port on the Indian Ocean and instability in that
region, the invasion of Afghanistan must be regarded as a serious
threat to peace in an area of the world where we have vital interests.

President Carter announced his determination to protect our vital
interests in his “State of the Union Address” on January 23. To under-
line our resolve and commitments. the President has placed an em-
bargo on grain, refused the Soviets permits to fish in our coastal
waters, called for an Olympic boyeott, worked together with our al-
lies to deny technology to the Soviets and continued the Administra-
tion’s policy of making major improvements in our defense posture
by proposing an increase of over five percent in real growth in defense
programs and over three percent in outlays in the F'Y '81 budget.

In addition to these actions, the President called for the revitaliza-
tion of the Selective Service System. The President made his deci-
sion in light of the Soviet aggression and as part of the Administra-
tion’s overall policy of reinforcing our commitments and resolve.

The Administration is convinced that we must have a SSS that
could respond with a high degree of certainty in the event of a future
emergency. The elements of revitalization include:

Registration using the facilities of the 1.S. Postal Service:

Key entry of registration data on the equipment of the Social Secur-
ity Administration;

Computer processing on equipment dedicated to the Selective Service
mission and sized to handle it ; and,

Field structure improvements via the selection and appointment of
loeal board members this year.

The key aspect of Selective Service revitalization called for by the
President is registration. This will accelerate the process of systems
development and planning and. most importantly. will remove the
great uncertainties inherent in waiting until after mobilization to
register.
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I would emphasize that he has called for registration only; he is
not seeking anthority to induet, nor will anyone be classified or ex-
amined. To carry out this registration the Administration is seeking
$20.5 million in a FY 1980 supplemental now and an additional $24.5
million in excess of the President’s budget for FY 1981,

Let me now move to a discussion of a Selective Service reform.
The Administration began studies to define the problems and develop
solutions to SSS capability issues long before the recent increase in
tensions. In 1977, President Carter commissioned a major review of
the issue. Our studies made us very aware of the problems and diffi-
culties involved in moving from a stance of low capability to one on
which we could rely. The Administration program was directed to-
ward long-term improvement of data processing and other key ele-
ments of the SSS work flow.

What must be emphasized is that Selective Service issues are at
bottom national security issues. When the question of peacetime regis-
tration was raised last September in the House debate on the Defense
Authorization Act of 1980, the Sonthwestern Asia crisis had not
occurred. Secretary Brown and OMB Director McIntyre were on
record that registration was not necessary—and 1 highlight—at that
time. The Administration’s position as stated on August 1, 1979, was
that the President will not hesitate to use his present authority—to
require registration—at any time he sees it as a necessary step to
preserving or enhancing our national security interest.

As you are aware, in lieu of peacetime registration, the Congress
mandated a study of ten questions dealing with Selective Serviee
reform, military manpower issues and national service. We convened
an inter-agency study team consisting of SSS and DoD staff supple-
mented by senior officials and staff of the Departments of Justice.
HEW., State, and Postal Service. IRS, FEMA. Labor. and ACTION
to review these issues. The work was done starting in October and
running throngh January.

The Congress did not require us to review post-mobilization regis-
tration, but we did anywav. A Selective Service staff analvsis in
draft form dated January 16, 1980, which we have made available to
you, recommends post-mobilization registration on the basis of costs
and responsiveness in meeting the System’s delivery requirements.
The applicable section states:

Our analysis of the various face-to-face registration options suggests that
the post-mobilization plan is preferable—the post-mobilization option should
substantially exceed Defense requirements, employs the fewest number of full-
time personnel, and costs the least. While costs and staffing should not be the
determining factor, the reduced delivery time provided by the other options
is redundant and unnecessary. The post-mobilization option, subject to field
testing later this year and the international situation at any time, is recom-
mended as the basis for an effective Standby Selective Service.

This recommendation must be understood in the context of its
underlying assumptions. What is at issue is the assurance of respon-
siveness of pre-mobilization registration as compared to post-mobil-
ization registration. The staff analvsis suggests that responsiveness
might not differ markedly provided all registration forms were in
place at the appropriate postal facilities. that at mobilization they
could be distributed to the individual post offices and then completed
by the registrants.
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A second assumption is that under the great stresses of a mobil-
ization, the registration would be carried out without problems and
the forms would be delivered to the key entry facilities, key entered,
and a valid computerized data base created. This last step assumes
the availability of a large scale and complicated computer system—
machines, facilities, programs and staff.

In sum. the SSS stail analysis supposes that this very complex
system will be able to handle transactions in the multi-millions,
but—and this is the key—only if the supporting work is done before
mobilization and all goes well after mobilization. Under standby
peacetime planning and programming this would take anywhere
from a year to a year and a half. The resulting system would be a
contingency plan.

But the President made his decision in the larger context dis-
cussed above, including the heightened need for an effective SSS. In
suminary :

First, to signal the resolve of the American people to deter aggres-
sion, and to defend our vital interests:

Second, to accelerate the process of revitalization of the Selective
Service System. The issues of system capability will be settled in
peacetime; and,

Third, to improve readiness by including as the key element of
revitalization, registration. Having the Selective Service data base
and system functional and working in peacetime is the best way to
assure its responsiveness in an emergency.

I am convinced that the President’s decision was the right one
and urge your support for the Administration’s FY 1980 supple-
mental and additional requests in FY 1981. These funds are needed
now in order to begin this vital effort and assure registration in the
near future.

We would be happy to answer questions.

Mr. Boraxp. I assume, Secretary Pirie and Dr. Rostker, that you
agree.

Dr. Rostrer. Yes.

Mr. Prie. Yes.

Mr. Boraxp. Are there any differences in your opinions of it? Is
this explanation of post-mobilization registration satisfactory to you
now, or has it always been so?

Dr. Rostker. It always has been satisfactory.

PRESIDENTIAL AUTHORITY TO RESUME REGISTRATION

Mr. Boraxp. Let me ask you, Mr. White, with respect to the Presi-
dent not hesitating to use his present authority to revitalize the SSS
or to have pre-mobilization registration, how does he implement
that? Is that done through a declaration of a national emergency
or through an executive order, or how does he do it?

Mr. Warre. Short of registration, Mr. Chairman, that can be done
under current authority and does not require any specific steps other
than directions such as we have had from the President in order to
begin doing it. It does require cooperation of Congress because it
requires funding.
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With respect to registration, when we have determined the appro-
priate time and place, the President will issue a proclamation calling
upon people of specific age groups to register.

Mr. Boranp. You have no idea when the proclamation may be
1ssued ?

Mr. Warre. We can't say until we receive an appropriation.

Mr. Boraxp. Is there any indication on the part of the Administra-
tion that it would delay registration, even if the funds were provided
in a fiscal year 1980 supplemental ¢

Mr. Warre. No, sir. None whatsoever. Qur current intention is to
conduct registration in June.

REGISTRATION OF WOMEN

Mr. Boraxp. The fiscal year 1980 supplemental request is for some
$21.9 million, which the Congress will not entirely approve, of course,
because you have over $8 million in there for women, as I understand it.

Is that correct?

Mr. Warre. Yes, sir.

Mr. BorLaxp. You don’t expect to get registration of women? Con-
gress has to authorize that.

Mr. Warre. While we are seeking authorization to register women,
we recognize that it has not been approved by the Congress and there-
fore if the Congress voted funds for us to register men, we wouid
proceed with that as soon as possible.

Mr. Boraxp. So, if $13 million were provided for premobilization
registration by the Congress within the next few weeks, would you
expect that the President would issue that proclamation ?

Mr. WraiTE. Yes, sir. And our planning would be that we would
register probably early in June.

REVITALIZATION OF 888

Mr. Boranp. Does the Administration feel as solidly as it did in
January when it made its recommendation for the revitalization of the
SSS?

Mr. Wrarre. Yes. No question about it. Our continued planning en-
hances the need to do the revitalization.

Mr. Boranp. Is it conceivable that the events that are now taking
place in Afghanistan, and if they continue—if the situation in Af-
ghanistan deteriorates, as it clearly is under the invasion—deteriorat-
ing as far as the Russians are concerned—is it conceivable that regis-
tration would not be necessary ?

Mr. Warre. I wouldn’t anticipate that is the case, no. I think the
world has changed. We have got increased uncertainties of which I am
sure you are aware, and we intend to go forward with this program.

Mr. Boraxn. The invasion of Afghanistan was one of the elements
that sparked directly the statement by the President with respect to
the revitalization of the SSS, is it not ?

Mr. WaITE. Yes.

Mr. Boraxp. That situation seems to be falling apart for the Rus-
sians at present. The Russians expected that they would have the sup-
port of the masses in Afghanistan, which they do not have—not even
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at Kabul. Actually, there is rather effective opposition within the
Afghanistan military to the Russians. And at the present time, the
only areas which the Afghan military are controlling are areas which
don’t give them a problem. The Soviets arve controlling those areas at
Kabul and other areasin the larger cities. X

You talked about the draft proposal that was submitted by the SSS
with respeet to post-mobilization and pre-mobilization registration. In
order to highlight it a bit. because I think it is important, let me ask
vou a few questions with respect to that area—that problem.

Last year the Armed Services Committee recommended that we re-
turn to peacetime registration in order to ensure the security of the
country. During most of last summer, this Administration opposed—
and rather vigorously opposed, as I recall, because they weren’t in
here for additional funding for it—any return to peacetune registra-
tion. What was the Administration’s rationale at that time for opposi-
tion to registration for men and women ?

Mr. Waore. At that time, Mr. Chairman, we did not think it was
necessary, although as you are totally aware, we thought it was im-
portant to upgrade the SSS. We did not think it was necessary to go
directly to peacetime registration.

And as we said at that time, we would think it was necessary if the
world changed in particular ways, if that happened, and then the
President would exercise his authority, My earlier testimony states the
precise langnage used at the time.

Mr. BoLaxp. Let me ask whether or not the invasion of Afghanistan
was the only recent event explaining the change in the position of the
Administration? Is it to send the message to the Soviet Union and to
indicate the resolve of our country, not to permit this to happen with-
out serious consequences ?

You have named a number of areas in which the United States has
taken action, and some have become very effective. But is the invasion
of Afghanistan the only reason explaining the change in the position
of the Administration or OMB?

Mr. Warre. There is no question. As the President has said, the in-
vasion of Afghanistan was a trigger in this sense, and that is very
important.

At the same time, we have been experiencing problems of heightened
tensions which I think go beyvond Afghanistan. Finally, we have be-
come convinced as I indicated earlier, that in order to assure ourselves
that the system, if it were called upon, would work, we need to revital-
ize it, A eritieal, perhaps the most eritical part of that is registration.

We have looked at the question in that context and that is where we
come out,

MILITARY CONSCRIPTION IN OTHER COUNTRIES

Mr. Boraxp. There are some who say that our friends who have as
much concern, if not greater concern, in the Persian Gulf don’t look
upon it as we do. That some of our friends don’t have registration—
some don’t have a draft.

What is your response to that ?

Do yvou want to list for the record the number of countries that have
a draft and that have registration?

Mr. Warre. I think it is probably——
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Mr. Boraxp. You'd do it for the record ?

Mr. Warre, The short answer is that most of our allies have a draft
with the exception of the Japanese, the Canadians, and the United
Kingdom. But the allies have responded in various ways and various
dimensions, Mr. Chairman, across the whole range of requests for coop-
eration from the Administration. I will supply a list for the record.

[ The information follows:]

Many nations use conscription to fill their armed forees. These nations are
listed below. The question as it pertains to registration is diffienlt to answer and
may not be germane to the Subconmittee’s interest because registration is a muech
broader practice in many countries. There, citizens must register with the loeal
police or other gzovernment agency for all facets of life, not Just conseription. In
many nations, citizens are issued and must earry identity cards or internal pass-
ports.

COUNTRIES WITH MILITARY CONSCRIPTION

NATO:

Norway Denmark
Federal Republic of Germany Turkey
Netherlands Greece
Italy Belgium

Portugal

Other :
Spain

Israel

South Korea
Austria
Finland
Sweden
Switzerland
Algeria
Cyprus
Egypt

Iran

Iraq
Kuwait
Lebanon
Libya
Morocco
Saudi Arabia
Philippines
Sudan

Syria
Tunisia

U. A. Emirates
Yemen
Angola

France

Ethiopia
Mozambique
Senegal
South Africa
Rhodesia
China
Afghanistan
Taiwan
Indonesia
Laos
Mongolia
Singapore
Thailand
Soviet Union
Argentina
Bolivia
Brazil

Chile
Colombia
Equador
Mexico
Paraguay
Peru
Venezuela

Mr. Boraxv. You indicated that the Japanese don’t have a draft.
Is there some particular reason why that nation doesn’t have a draft?
Is it because we have imposed some particular sanctions on military
training by the Japanese?

Mr. Warre. No. sir. and T am not an expert. But there are limita-
tions in the Japanese Constitution with respect. to their defense posture.
I would have to supply more on that.

Mr. Pirie. I, too, have to verify this information.

It 1s my understanding that they got enough volunteers for the size
armed forces that they maintain.

[The information follows:]
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Although conseription is not directly prohibited by Japan's constitution,
varicus interpretations of one article prohibiting forced labor hold that conserip-
tion could not be authorized in the future.

At present Japan has no intention or need to consider conscription since
enough volunteers have always been available to fill the needs of the self

defense forces.
JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF

Mr. Boraxp. Let me ask Secretary Pirie whether the Joint Chiefs of
Staff or the Secretary of Defense formally recommended to the Presi-
dent a return to registration following the invasion of Afghanistan on
December 267

Mr. Pmie. The Joint Chiefs had been on record for some time for
recommending registration. I am not privy to any conversations or
communications between them and the President after Afghanistan, so
I can’t answer that.

Mr. Boraxp. Let me ask you again, Secretary Pirie. prior to the re-
vised budget submission, what has been the position of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff on the issue of registration ?

Mr. Prrre. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have been on record since early
1977, Mr. Chairman, as advocating peacetime registration.

Mr. Boraxp. Was the JCS last year in agreement with the Admin-
istration’s position opposing registration ?

Mr. Pirie. No; they were on the side of peacetime registration.

REASONS FOR A RETURN TO THE DRAFT

Mr. Boraxp. T guess probably this would be a strategic or force
structure question. Would you anticipate that military action in the
Persian Gulf., designed to defend the oil fields, would require a re-
turn to the draft?

Mr. Pmae. As you say, that is a hypothetical question, depending
very much on the degree of involvement, but certainly a very large in-
volvement occupying months, perhaps years, would strain the present
manpower supply system we have.

Mr, Warre. Mr. Chairman, may T comment ?

Mr. Boraxn, Either one of you may comment.

Mr. Wirre. What T am going to say is totally consistent with that—
simply to add that the Administration has been on record for some
time, I think, since the beginning, that in the event of a major mobil-
ization—it. depends on what we mean by “major”—but a major mobil-
ization, we would require induction.

S8S DRAFT DOCUMENT

Mr. Boraxp. You talked about the draft working document. Let’s
spend a little time on that.

Mr. White and Mr. Rostker, over the past weekend yon made avail-
able to the Committee a copy of the draft working document, and we
made copies of it and submitted it to other members of the Committee
and other members of the Congress who were interested in getting it.
Tt was no secret paper: it was a draft by the SSS. Tt is a draft report
by the Director of the Selective Service, Dr. Rostker, as part of the




14

ultimate report to the Congress prepared pursuant to Public Law
96-107.
POST-MOBILIZATION OPTION

On page seven of that report, there is outlined Option I, known as
“Post-mobilization Participatory Registration”, You talked about this
a bit, Mr. White, in your statement. I think perhaps we ought to spend
some time on it because it is an important area that ought to be
explored.

In essence, this post-mobilization participatory registration is sim-
ply, as I look at it, a continuation of the plan that Mr. Shuck had pro-
posed last year—with a major exception, that instead of using election
machinery, you would register through the Postal Service after mobil-
ization occurred.

Is that correct?

Mr. Rostker. There are several changes. We would use the Post
Office. There is a scheme for sorting the registration material to allow
us to issue orders of induction in a speedy fashion. It also provides that
the Internal Revenue Service and Social Security Administration
would do the keypunching, rather than contractors.

It proposes the use of computers in other areas of the Federal gov-
ernment in an emergency, rather than relying on our own computer
center. It is quite a different plan, but it is a post-mobilization plan. as
was Mr. Shuck’s concept.

Mr. Boraxn. Most of the other recommendations were minor. The
major recommendation was registration by the Postal Service.

Isn’t that correct?

Mr. Rostxer. That was a major change.

Mr. Boraxp. Let me quote an important passage from the draft
report:

Under this option, Selective Serviee expects to exceed the current DoD require-
ments for inductees. Registration will occur at M-plus4, and induction notices
will be issned starting at M-plus-7. Inductions will begin on M-plus-17 at the rate
of 7,000 per day. The estimated eapacity of MEPCOM, with thig sustained rate,
100,000 inductions could be made by M-plus-35 and 650,000 by M-plus-125.

The estimated yearly recurring cost for this option, i.e., base level cost to keep
the Selective Service in a true standby posture, is £9.7 million.

And on page 13,

The post-mobilization option should substantially exceed Defense requirements,
employs the fewest number of full-time personnel, and costs the least. While
costs and stafling should not be the determining factor, the reduced delivery time
provided by the other options is redundant and unnecessary.

As I understand, this was your recommendation to the President.
This was the approach that you recommended. Is that correct ?

Mr. Rostier. The analysis in this paper and the numbers you read
are based on the Selective Service System fully working out the de-
tailed plans with the Post Office, with the Social Security Administra-
tion, with a number of agencies. Those plans have not, in fact, been
worked out.

As we say later in the report, it would be quite difficult to meet these
kinds of timetables without doing that. In fact, it would be impossible.

Let me also point out, Mr. Chairman, the phrase on page 13 that
“this is dependent upon the international situation.”




-

15

I think what you would have with the post-mobilization option 1s
a contingency plan. No matter how well worked out, it would remain
a contingency plan subject to all the fits and starts that we all deal
with in contingency plans.

What the President has chosen to do is simply substitute an ongoing
registration process for contingency plans, and by so doing, eliminate
the uncertainty that has to be inherent with any system that relies
upon a standby mechanism for such a massive undertaking as
registration.

ORIGINAL FISCAL YEAR 1979 SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST

Mr. Bouaxp. Is this the plan that you were going to proceed with in
your request for the $1,395,000 and 15 positions submitted with the
1981 President’s budget in January, 1980%

Mr. Rosrxer. I am not familiar with exactly those numbers. We
are basically working through these components of the plan, the use
of the Post Office and the use of the Social Security Administration.

We are actively engaged with the Post Office to work out the details
and they will carry out the registration.

Mr. Boraxn. The first submission of the supplemental, you are
familiar with that, are you not{

Mr. RosTkER. Yes.

Mr. BoLaxp. It was for $1,395.000 and 15 positions for the 1980 sup-
plemental, correct ? What were you going to do with that money ?

Mr. Rostrer. Most of that money was to work out the joint com-
puter center between ourselves and MEPCOM and the 15 positions,
which are incorporated in the additional supplemental also, were to
strengthen headquarters in the area of analysis, in the area of alter-
nate service. and in the avea of policy development, and people that we
were projecting would be involved in the recruitment and training
of local board members.

Those numbers are consistent with the later supplemental.

PRE-MOBILIZATION REGISTRATION DELIVERY CAPABILITIES

Mr. Boraxp. As I understand it, the plan that you are now pro-
posing, which is a pre-mobilization regist ration approach, that the
first indnetions would be made on M plus 12.

Ts that correct ?

Mr. Rostxer. That is correct, presuming that we can fully work
out the entire infrastructure and that we have accomplished the
registration function.

Mr .Boraxn. The 100,000 would be reached by M plus 28.

Is that correct ? :

Mr. Rostker. That would be the earliest that we could meet that.

Mr. Boraxp. So. if onr math is correct. you would gain only five
days for the first induction under the current proposal and only
seven davs to induet a 100,000 under the current proposal.

CONTINGENCY PLAN VERSUS OPERATING PLAN

_ Mr. Rostker. Mr. Chairman, as I have explained, the analysis that
is in here assumes that we fully work out a contingency plan. And
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what was not said and what would have been said as we moved from
adraft to a final report is that it was a contingency plan.

Mr. Boraxp. Do you want to comment on this, Mr, White?

You have been in the middle of this problem.

Mr. Warre, I can only comment, Mr. Chairman, by saying that in
terms of the analysis that was presented to us in the study, I remem-
ber the arithmetic to be as you indicated.

And as the director said, the problem has to do with, (A) the under-
lying assumptions which have the system totally revitalized and up
and operating and then, (B) that everything would go off without a
hitch.

Mr. McDape. When you do the contingency planning, customarily,
you do it on a best-case, worst-case, et cetera.

And the Chairman has just outlined what your report indicated
based on certain contingencies which always exist in planning.

The best-case, worst-case, what is it ¢

Mr. Rostrer. I would guess at this point it is the best case. What
we have here is a draft document that was out for comment to a
number of agencies that were involved in those processes.

As those comments were coming in, we would have in fact modified
that document.

What is clear is that we did not adequately caveat the assumptions
as a contingency plan subject to the slips that are true with every
contingency plan.

If the system were to work flawlessly, if the system were to work in
the way that we have built it, then I think those numbers are about
right.

But what we have done is to remove the uncertainties of the con-
tingency plan by simply substituting an ongoing registration system
so that we can get over with that massive job of distributing forms of
processing registration of keypunching information, entering it into
the computer.

What the President has provided is that in peacetime, we should
undertake those tasks which are well done in peacetime, consistent with
the overall revitalization plan of Selective Service,

Mr. McDape. So you say. But if your plan slipped, you must have

had some contingency planning as o how badly it might slip, didn’t
you?

DELIVERY CAPABILITY OF PRE-MOBILIZATION REGISTRATION PLAN

Mr. Rostker. The question of how large it would slip is covered
in the report. We think we still could have met the overall defense
requirements with the system totally up.

The system is not totally up. The process by which we would have
brought it up would have been and is always subject to Congressional
review, and just the normal bureaucratic working out.

Mr. McDape. The figures the Chairman quoted and what are in the
report are your estimates of what would happen given the contin-
gencies and hoping the plan would work at the maximum level.

Mr. Rostker, They were my estimates at the time of what would
happen at maximum level with no slips. Those are the numbers the
Chairman read.




COST OF REGISTERING WOMEN

Mr. Boranp, Let me ask you about the registration for women. As
I understand it, of the $21.9 million supplemental request for fiscal
year 1980, about $8.5 million would be used for the registration of
women.

That is correct, isn’t it %

Mr. RosTkEr. Yes, it is, Mr. Chairman.

Mr, Boraxp. As I have indicated, there is no way in the world that
we are going to recommend $8 to 8.5 million for registration of women
without an authorization.

We don’t have the authorization and we don’t expect to get it.

Mr. Warre. We are not requesting it.

Mr. BoLanp. So you don’t expect to get it, anyway.

POOL OF REGISTRANTS NEEDED TO MEET MOBILIZATION REQUIREMENTS

But staying in that area just for a moment, by including women in
the numbers registered, the total estimate of the pool achieved is 4
million registrants for each birth year. Is that correct?

Mr. Warre. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Boranp. You are requesting funds to initially register two birth
years, 19 and 20, or 8 million registrants.

My, Warre. That’s correct.

Mr. Boranp. What is your requirement in terms of the number of
people needed in the pool to meet the DoD manpower-requirement
should we mobilize in the event of an emergency ?

Mr. Rosrker. Mr. Chairman, the women were not fractioned into
the requirements to meet the DoD pool. We figured what the pool
needed if the total requirements were being filled by males.

Under the emergency systems employed by Selective Service, we
need a pool of between 5 and 7 times the numbers we hope to induct.

We believe that the scheme that has been presented to the commit-
tee in which we would register two year of birth groups, hopefully
this June, a single year birth group next January and continuous regis-
tration by next January, would give us a sufficiently large enough pool
to meet the emergency requirements of the Department of Defense.

Mr. Boranp. Mr. Coughlin.

RESPONSIBILITY FOR PRESIDENTIAL REFPORT

Mr. Covenrin. I have the message of the President and may I ask
who wrote this?

Mr. Warre. I'm sorry. ,

Mr. CouerniN. The message of the President concerning the regis-
tration proposal.

Mr. Wanre. I’'m sorry, Mr. Coughlin. The report or the State of the
Union message? _

Mr. Coverrin. The message from the President which was sub-
mitted to the Congress on the registration proposal. _

Mr. Warre. The final part of it was largely drafted in my office,
Mr. Coughlin,
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Mr. Covenrin. Let me say that except for Part 3, which relates to
the all-volunteer army and the reserves, if I were a high school teacher
giving out a grade, you would get a flunk,

OPERATIONS NEEDING COMPLETION FOR PRE- OR POST-MOBILIZATION

Let me ask three specific questions. First of all let’s discuss the need
of registration to speed up mobilization. The Selective Service report,
as the Chairman has pointed out, on page 4, on page 8, on page 9, on
page 13, says time and time again that premobilization registration is
not the preferred alternative.

Now you say you have to have the supplemental work done before
mobilization. But that can be done without registration.

Is that not correct ?

Mr. Warre. Not all of it can be done without registration, Mr.
Coughlin.

Mr. Covenrin. The computer set-ups can be done before that, can’t
they?

Mr. WarTe. Yes, they can.

Mr. Cougnrix. The Post Offices can be set up before then, can’t
they?

Mr. Warte. Some of it, yes.

Mr. Couvenriy. Why do you have to have the actual active
registration?

Mr. Wire. First of all, as I indicated earlier and as the President
has indicated, the world has changed. We are in a situation where
we have to move more quickly in this area than we had anticipated
in the past.

That involves a great many things. Fundamentally, it involves a
major review of the revitalization of that system and it involves. in our
judgment, a heightened assurance that in the event of mobilization,
that system will work.

And the best way that we know short of induction, which we are
not proposing, to heighten that assurance is to get the system full up
and operating.

Mr. Covenrnin. That is despite the fact that the selective service
system recommends the opposite.

Mr. Traxter. Would the gentleman yield ?

Mr. Covenrin. I would be happy to yield.

Mr. Traxver, T am intrigued. You are going to put the system in
operation so it can take advantage of any international erisis that
may occur in the future.

All you are doing is registering people. You are not classifying them.

DISCUSSION OF CLASSIFICATION

One of the most significant steps you must take in your system is
the classification of these individuals so that they are immediately
ready to be inducted.

But this is one of the essential steps in the process and probably is
filled with the greatest number of errors. T am sure you would agree,
Dr. Rostker, that the classification process itself, ineluding the physi-
cals, conscientious objector application, deferrment applications, hard-
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ships and dependencies, should be included if you intend really to have
the meaningful SSS system you are talking about.

Mr. Rostker. I can’t agree with you on that, sir.

Mr. Traxrer. You don’t agree with me!

Mr. Rosreer. The active classification and the undertaking of the
physical exam have a very temporary shelf life. The facts around clas-
sifications and around physical exams change.

We believe that we can meet the requirements of the Defense Depart-
ment starting from a constructed registration pool, utilizing the facil-
ities of the Armed Forees Entrance and Examination Stations and
provide people to the Department of Defense in sufficient time to meet
their mobilization requirements without the classification and exam-

ination functions.
REGISTRATION AS A DETERRENT TO SOVIET AGGRESSION

Mr. Covernrix. Let me come back to my second question. Let’s talk
for a minute about the need for registration as a deterrent to the
Soviets.

What evidence do you have that registration will be a deterrence
to the Soviets?

Mr. Wirrre. We don’t do calculus on the basis of what in the whole
set of action the President has decided upon will be key to that
deterrence.

The President’s objective was to indicate a wide array of policy
areas, steps that ought to be taken and have been taken with respect
to that problem.

And this is one of them.

Mr. Covenrin. Do you think the Soviets would really be concerned
about the fact that we registered young men and women without class-
ifying them or without taking further steps?

Mr. Wiarre. If I were a Soviet planner, Mr. Coughlin, I would see
it as significant that we are making major efforts to get this system
up and operating and doing it quickly, particularly since it has not
been operational in the past several years.

Mr. Covenrin. Let me suggest that the Soviets are not as naive as
the Administration. I don’t think that they are going to see this as any
major threat to their military posture.

Mr. Warre. I'm not suggesting it is a threat. I am suggesting that
they will sce SSS revitalization and registration as an important ele-
ment of our resolve to do what is necessary in the future to protect our
vital interests.

EXEMPTIONS AND DEFERMENTS FROM DRAFT

Mr. Covenrrx. Let me then, third, follow up a little bit on what
Mr. Traxler was asking.

It seems if we are going to ask young Americans to register, they
should know for what they are registering.

Can you tell me for what kind of a draft they would be registering ¢

Mr. WaiTe. In the first place, the President does not have authority
to induct, as I think you know. And he would have to ask that of the

Congress.
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Mr. Couvenrix. What kind of a proposal would he have for which
he would be suggesting that young Americans register ?

Mr. Wrrre. He is not making any proposal at this time. We would
anticipate

Mr. Covenriy. Don’t you think it is unfair to have somebody
register for something when they don’t know for what they are
registering ? : g

Mr. Warre. If I may finish. In the event of a mobilization, we would
anticipate the President would ask for authority to induct under the
Military Selective Service Act. This law lays out how that would
happen.

There would be a lottery. Conscientious objection and hardship
would be grounds for exemption.

Many of the exemptions formerly in the law were removed in the
reforms in 1971.

Mr. Couvgnrin. Would there be student deferments?

Mr. WarTE. No, sir.

Mr. CovcrriN. Doctors?

Mr. WarTE. No, not under the current system.

Mr. CouvcHriN. Clergymen ?

Mr. RosTrEr. Yes. there is an exemption for clergymen, but occupa-
tional, and student deferments were stricken by the Congress from
the law in 1971.

May I point out that the process of registration without a draft
is one that we should be familiar with for. in fact between 1972 and
1975. that is exactly what happened.

We systematically registered people. We did not classify them and
we did not induct them.

Mr. Covenrix. Would there be exemiptions to this draft for married
folks with children ?

Mr. Rostrer. No. It is not provided in the law.

Mr. Coveurin. Have the physical qualifications for this draft been
determined ? Would the star athlete with a bum knee be exempt ?

Mr. Rostrer. The law provides that in a military mobilization we
would return to the specific physical requirements in existence in 1945.
Today the Secretary of Defense can indicate the physical and mental
requirements based upon his judgments as to what is needed in the
Armed Forces.

Mr. Covanrin. What about mental requirements?

AMr. Rostxer. The same thing.

Mr. Covenrix. So vou would be talking about the same kind of
draft which was oceurring in 1971 : is that correct ?

Mr. Rostier. No. As I have indicated. if this is done in the context
of a military emergency, we would go back to physical and mental
standards that existed in 1945.

NATION AL SERVICE

Mr. Coverrix. In the message from the President there is a very
cursory evaluation of the National Service proposal. which T happen to
favor if we are going to have this kind of mobilization. Tt savs. on
both page 57 an at page 59, that this seems to be a farily workable
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alternative. But there has not been adequate time to evaluate this. We
have had quite a bit of time. This has been banging around here, and
I can’t imagine that there hasn’t been time to evaluate it.

Mr. Warre. We looked at the substantial number of alternatives,
as we indicated in the report, Mr. Coughlin. And we did it, you will
recall, in the context of the very specific requests made by the Congress.
That is the relationship of National Service to the Armed Forces.
That was the question asked, and that is the question evaluated in the
report,

The report is more limited than the broader question of would it be
a good idea to have a National Service, per se. That is not what was

asked of us.
REGISTRATION AS A SIGNAL TO THE SOVIETS

Mr. Covcrrin. The next to the last paragraph of the message, I
quote, you say, “There is no need for a National Civilian Service pro-
gram at this time. The AVF is adequate to meet projected military
personnel needs under present planning assumptions,” (quoting from
document).

Why do we need registration ?

Mr. Warre. As I said earlier, Mr. Coughlin, we have always assumed
that if we had to go to mobilization for a major contingency, we
would have to go to induction. We want to be ready to do that if we
need to.

Mr. Coverriy. Mr. Chairman, I will yield since I know there are
others here who wish to question. Let me say that this whole program

appears to be a kind of a useless gesture which will send no signal to
the Soviets and the wrong signal to the American people, that we are
doing something, when in fact we aren’t.

Mr. Boranp. Mr. Traxler.

Mr. Traxrer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

HOW REGISTRANTS WOULD BE CLASSIFIED

In looking at the rationale that we were given for supporting this
proposal, we are told it is going to send a clear signal to those who
are listening for the signal, and that we are deterring aggression and
defending our vital interests. It will accelerate the process of revitali-
zation of the SSS, and it is also the best way to assure SSS responsive-
ness in an emergency.

I have some serious questions as to point number one, whether this
whimper can even be heard beyond this room, let alone overseas.

Secondly, I want to come back for a moment to accelerate the process
of revitalization of SSS. You tell us that the revitalization of SSS
really then is contingent simply upon registration and that classifica-
tion is not of any consequence to you. You are not troubled by any of
the hitches moving hundreds of thousands of people through the classi-
fication process. I presume your computer would take care of that.

Mr. Rostrer. You don’t move hundreds of thousands of people in a
single day through the classification process, The needs of the Defense
Department step up over time. We are confident that from the pool
we are asking to register. we will be able to induct at a sustained rate
that will meet the needs of the Defense Department.
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The revitalization plan calls for the selection and training of a
cadre of citizens who in an emergency could reconstitute the boards.
We view that as a very key step that should give us the capability of
hearing the claims for classification in an orderly fashion and to
allow us to run a draft in a fair and equitable manner.

REESTABLISHMENT OF LOCAL DRAFT BOARDS

Mr. Traxrer. The President has told us that all we are doing at this
time is reimposing registration. On page 9 of your justifications you
describe efforts that will be undertaken to reestablish the local draft
board structure.

Mr. Rostxer. Sir, T think the President has consistently said that he
has called for the revitalization of Selective Service, and we have
always viewed that to be a multifaceted program. The selection and
training of people who in an emergency could serve on draft boards
is part of the total revitalization process. That revitalization process
also has us moving from a registration contingency plan to an on-
going registration system, so that in an emergency we would elimi-
nate the uncertainty associated with that portion of the program
and be able to move on to an orderly, fair, equitable, but speedy draft.
We believe the program before you does that.

LOCAL BOARD DETERMINATION OF CLASSIFICATION

Mr. Traxrer. I submit to you that in my definition of an orderly,
fair, and speedy revitalization of SSS, classification, in my opinion,
is an absolutely essential part. T recognize that classification requires
more of an affirmative action than signing one’s name to a piece of
paper. Therefore, it may be politically more unpalatable. But T sug-
gest, 1f we are going to have registration for the purposes that have
been set forth in documents submitted to this Subeommittee. then
it seems to me, classification is absolutely essential to fulfill your
rationale and your purpose, as stated here this morning.

Mr. Rostker. Let me discuss the process of classification. In 1971,
we went to a major reform which eliminated a great deal of the
grounds for deferments. We eliminated occupational deferments;
we eliminated student deferments. Today the only basis for judg-
mental deferment is conscientious objection, hardship and clergy.

What we found when we looked at that is that those three cases
depend upon facts that can only be determined by a local board,
but are very transitory such as a person’s status in terms of hard-
ship changes or a person’s status in terms of conscientious objec-
tion changes,

What would happen if we went throngh the classification function is
that upon mobilization and the institution of the draft. we would
have to be ready to handle, again, all forms of claims on the grounds
of hardship, conscientious objection or clergy.

We can’t rule out the person’s ability, his right to have those claims
adjudicated. even after a mobilization takes place. Therefore, we would
be going through a massive exercise just to reopen the whole hearings
again in a post-mobilization environment.
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Now, in our analysis we rejected the classification only option. It is
true that, if we went ahead and did the physicals, that those would
survive in a better state, but there is nothing in the system that could
prevent an individual, even after taking his physical, upon mobiliza-
tion to enter into the whole question of classification again and then
raise again issues of physicals in terms of new-found ailments.

We believe that with the capacity of the Armed Forces, the Mili-
tary Enlistment Processing Command, that we can run an orderly
process, that we can protect people’s rights and meet the needs of the
Defense Department without going the other extra distance of spend-
ing what may be as much as a quarter of a billion dollars to go through
a process that we have no confidence would substantially improve our
ability to respond.

MORILIZATION CAPABILITIES WITH CLASSIFICATION

Mr. Traxrer. How much time would classifications save? What
would your M-plus be down to?

Mr. Rostker. Without physicals, we don’t think it would save us
anything. We think the examination process would save some time.
We could put people through the AFEES at a faster rate. We would
give them a much reduced check instead of a full physical; but we
are talking about an area where we substantially exceed the Defense
Department’s standards now, so we would be pushing people out the
door at a rate faster than Defense could absorb them.

We don’t think there is a basis for spending the substantial sums of
money necessary to go through the act of physical classification.

Mr. Traxrer. In the absence of appropriation by the Congress, do
you foresee the President ordering registration in any event; is that
possible ?

Mr. Warte. It is not possible, Mr. Traxler.

Mr. Traxier. I will have further questions when we get into specific
justifications.

Thank you, gentlemen,

Mr. Boraxp. Mr. MeDade.

MANPOWER POOL NECESSARY FOR MOBILIZATION

Mr. McDape. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to focus once again on your overall plan. As the Com-
mittee members have mentioned. this is Presidential response to a per-
ceived threat. a new threat that exists in the world, the reason that we
are having this meeting today and discussing whether we are going
to register a pool of people; correct ¢

Mr. Warre. Yes, sir.

Mr. McDape. If you include women—and the President did request,
as T understand his statement, that women be included in the draft—
8 million people, within the dates—the birthdates that are selected ;
is that right?

Mr. Warre. That’s correct.




24

Mr. McDabe. Do you believe it conceivable ?

Maybe I should direct this question to the Pentagon side.

Do you believe it conceivable that we could ever need 8 million
people in the Middle East ?

Mr. Warre. It is a question, Mr. McDade, first of all, of sizing the
requirement. We did that, as Mr. Rostker indicated earlier, based on
men only, which is all the authority

Mr. McDabe. So you cut it to 4 million, but you say you intend to
ask to go to 8 million?

Mr. Warre. That’s correct.

Mr. McDabe. Is it conceivable we would ever need a manpower pool
of 8 million people ?

Mr. Rostxer. The basic thrust of your question is why we limited
the registration at this time to those two-year groups, rather than to
registering the total pool of 18 to 26.

Mr. McDape. It is not just expanding.

Mr. RostrEer. It gets back to the question of classification and ex-
amination. It is important that we ]m\'e a pool that is many times
greater than the Defense Department requirement, because we want
to make sure that—and we have specific calculations of the numbers
required for the pool size—we want to make sure we can meet this
requirement,

One of the things, the law does provide for is a student postpone-
ment and allows students to finish the academic semester and then be
inducted. Our calculations are based upon a worst-case, that students
are in the middle of the semester, therefore they would delay induc-
tion until the end, and we would need a pool sufficiently large to meet
that requirement.

Mr. McDape. What, in your judgment, would be the manpower pool
required ? If you have chosen a total pool of registrants of approxi-
mately 8 million, and they fall out for various reasons, what kind of
a manpower pool are you talking about ?

Mr. RosTkER. In order for me to meet the requirements of Defense—
100,000 in 60 days: 650,000 in six months—I need a pool that is about
3 to 4 million people, and that is what we have provided in this regis-
tration scheme. :

TIME SAVED; POST- VERSUS PRE- MOBILIZATION

Mr. McDape. Under your original document that you submitted to
the President, you indicated there would be virtually no difference in
saving of time between post-mobilization and pre-mobilization regis-
tration.

Mr. Rostrer. Let me make one correction. It was not submitted to
the President. It was submitted to an inter-agency group, in the proc-
ess of writing a report, three weeks from concluding that report and
submitting something to the President. This was a working document.

Mr. McDabe. Done by the people in charge of planning?

Mr. Rostrer. Yes, but the point is it was still a working document.

Mr. McDape. But in that working document, let me ask you your
conclusion. How much time do you save by post-mobilization vis-a-vis
pre-mobilization ?
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Mr. Rosrer. If everything worked out as advertised, we would
save seven days.

DIFFERENCE IN COST; POST- VERSUS PRE- MOBILIZATION

Mr. McDape. Would you go back again and state for the record,
as I read the report, the differences in cost between pre-mobilization
and post-mobilization ¢

My. Rostxer. The difference in cost——

Mr., McDape. Total cost.

Mr. Rostxer. It is about $2 a person for registration. So if we
register one-year group, male and female, or two-year groups of males
only, we are talking about $8 million.

Mr. MoDape. There is a differential between the way you do it, too,
isn’t there, between pre- and post-mobilization ¢

Mr. RosTRER. Yes.

Mr. McDape. What are those cost differentials?

Mr. Rostier. Most of those costs were part of the revitalization
plan and would have to come up in any event. The difference strictly
is the $2 a person that exists for the registration process. Everything
else is about the same.

Mr. McDape. That is not the way I read your report. I read your
report that there is a significant financial difference, roughly 40 mil-
lion, as opposed to 9.7, depending which way you do it. If you do
pre-mobilization, you're operating at a Jevel of about 9 million. If
you do post-mobilization, you're operating at a level of about 40.

Mr. Rosrker. That’s not correct.

Mr. McDape. What are your figures?

Mr. Rostrer. These numbers include women. The difference is about
$8 million,

Mr. McDape. So you are saying that the cost differential—you are
asking us for 20 and 20, roughly, in the supplemental, and the regular
budget—35 in the regular budget—

Mr. RosTEER. 35.

Mr. McDape. How much in the supplemental ? 217

Mr. Rosteer. Let me say that the original $1.4 million supple-
mental was developed in September. It did not incorporate all of the
features in the revitalization plan that we now envision. It was, in
my view, incomplete. You have to appreciate the timing of the sup-
plemental and the timing of the budgetary Frocess that was going on.

I think it is quite consistent, quite clear that the difference between
pre- and post-mobilization is simply, in this year’s budget, $8 million,
roughly $8 million, which is the cost of carrying out the registration
itself.

Mr. McDape. The other is a five-day saving. ‘

Mr. Roster. Seven-day saving. But with the other you are elimi-
nating the problem with the contingency plan and are going to a
true and tested system in which you accomplish your tasks in an en-
vironment where you have a certainty o accomplishment, rather

than putting it all off.

ACTIVITY IN THE PERSIAN GULF

Mr. McDaoe. I conclude by saying that it is an open secret that the

Defense Department is’negotiating for bases, that we started and
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stopped ships, and they are now in the Indian Ocean. And we have
task forces over there—that we have 1,800 Marines headed someplace.
One day they are described as being in a combat mode, and another
day, they are not in combat mode.

I am wondering what we have to do to get the message across and
whether this is an essential element, as the President seems to think it
is, and apparently all you gentlemen agree, although you didn’t some
time ago—you didn’t a year wu—-ﬂmut the events that have hap-
pened in Afghanistan. A lot of pmplv claim it was an attempt to put
down what thmr believe to be an extension of the Islamic revolution
within their own sphere of influence, if you want to use that word.
Other people claim they have much broader objectives in mind.

I don’t sit on the Defense Subcommittee that examined those ques-
tions, but I think we can’t sit and vote on whether or not to give you
his money without some consideration of those factors.

Mr. Warre. If I may, Mr. McDade, I think those factors are ab-
solutely vital. I have looked at a good deal of information, and I see
it to be brutal aggression of the worst sort.

Mr. McDape. Nobody is disagreeing with that.

Mr. Warre. I thought there was some question about what their
motives were.

Mr. McDapE. Do you think their motives are the Persian Gulf fields?

Mr. Warre. It is too hard to define their motives at this time, and
we ought to be prepared.

Mr. McDape. You are aware of the thesis that it may not be a thrust
at the Persian Gulf fields. It may well be an effort at suppression of
a Moslem revolt that is continguous to their own border as a result
of events that occurred in Iran.

NATIONAL SECURITY INTERESTS

Mr, Warre. I am aware of that thesis. But I think in the context
in which we are talking, Mr. McDade, this is, as we have indicated
earlier, part of a whole, of which you also indicated. I think it is a
very important part of that whole. It has to do with whether or not
we are prepared to take some steps which are important steps (but
not steps in terms of induction or anything like that) indicating in the
society at large and many different areas our resolve.

]\(-f'l-n.tlmn is an important part of the President’s program. I
think it would be very unfortunate if the Congress were to decide
that it were not important.

Mr. McDabk. T]hv Congress—I don’t accept that alternative at all.
The Congress can do many things apart from this to deecide that what
the Soviets have done is terribly important, like support the grain em-
bargo. The Congress has done that, and symbolic gestures, if you will,
like saying, “ I%mmt( the Olympies.” What we are interested in seeing
are effective steps. And not steps which we think may not be meaning-
ful. That is one of the problems we have.

You are talking about saving perhaps seven days by registering all
of these people when you could do it and lose only seven dau if we did
have a national emergency. We are talking about whether we are going
to be involved in a land war in the Middle East somewhere, and you
say, well, you don’t want to speculate whether we will or won’t.
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We don’t either. The judgment that we have to make is whether or
not that is a real possibility, whether or not this Administration is go-
ing to commit U.S. troops to the Middle East because they believe
there is an absolute threat and the Russians are coming down to the
Persian oil fields. :

Mr. Wurre. In the context of this specific proposal, I think the
problem is, the Commander-in-Chief has to be satisfied that this system
will respond if he needs it to respond.

Mr. McDape. I haven’t heard that phrase since World War II,
“Commander-in-Chief.”

NATIONAL SECURITY ISSUE

Mr. Warre. This is basically, as I said in my opening statement, a
national security issue of the sort you have been talking about. It has
to do with responsiveness and the assurance of responsiveness of this
system.

Mr. McDabe. A lot of us have been through the Tonkin Gulf Reso-
lutions. We look at the thing with jaundiced eyes, much more equiv-
ocal, perhaps, than the Congress used to. I think maybe that is a good
thing for the country.

I recognize the symbolism, and in fact said that I thought the Presi-
dent, when he delivered—not the State of the Union Address but a for-
eign affairs address—should set down a line for the Russians and
communicate with them firmly and unequivocally.

And when asked about this question, I said I thought it was an act

of sybolism. I am still not convinced that that isn’t exactly what it is.
1 think my colleagues, Mr. Coughlin and Mr. Traxler—we are all con-
cerned about this. We are wondering whether that is the route we ought
to take in this country, particularly in these circumstances.

ASSURANCE OF A VIABLE 888

Mr. Warre. I appreciate your concern and the responsibilities you
have. My judgment is that it is certainly important in terms of the
message, but it goes beyond that. We are going to assure that this sys-
tem would be responsive. Therefore, we need to take these steps, and
that is why we are requesting these funds.

It isn’t a question of Selective Service’s estimate of seven days. That
estimate is based on the assumption that the system is up and fully op-
erating and things were fine. I am not prepared, frankly, to make that
estimate or to assume that everything will be up and fully operating.
We have even found problems—after the President made the decision—
that we didn’t think we had before ; with respect to the funds, with re-
spect to the capability, and so on.

So I wouldn’t subscribe to this

VALIDITY OF THE SEVEN-DAY TIME FRAME

Mr. McDane. Tell me what the new estimate is. _

Mr. Wrne. I do not have a specific estimate. I'm suggesting that
it is prudent to have a system operating.

Mr. McDabe. All we have to go on is the report that was done by
the people responsible for planning. According to their report, the
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difference between pre- and post- is a saving of seven days if every-
thing worked properly—as you say, if the system worked as you
hoped it would. And we are relying on Social Security. We are relying
on Post Office, on established institutions. If that seven days is not
the date that we are to rely on. we have to have some ficures. We have
to know what you are talking about, what your new figure is.

If there is a new figure, what is it /

Mr. Write. In the first place, that estimate is made on the assump-
tion that the system is fully up and operating. To get it to that state
would take us abont a year to a year and a half.

We are proposing a great acceleration of the revitalization of that
svstem. including registration which we anticipate would be in June.
We are cuttine back the time considerably that it will take us to get
the system to an assured operation basis.

Mr. Rostser. Let me add to that. T think it gets back to our little
exercise in mathematics,

What we are also talking about is eliminating the uncertainty that
goes with any plan. No matter how well we can conceive of this. what
we have found consistently is. you peel back the onion and vou find
problems that you would not expect. What we are really talking about
15, for the men only registration, an expenditure of $8 million to
make sure that we eliminate the uncertainty, to make sure that we
have an ongoing system and save some time.

I don’t think it is really that

Mr. McDape. How much time?

Mr. Rostker. T don’t think that is the important question—whether
it is seven days with some uncertainty or 13 days with more certainty
or 21 days with still more certainty.

The fact of the matter is. a contingency plan is just that. Tt will
always be viewed by the Soviets as just that.

This is a reasonable—in my view. a reasonable request to the Coon-
gress for a reasonable sum of money to eliminate the nuncertainties
associated with a massive process and allows us to get it done in
a more orderly fashion in peacetime.

Mr. McDabe. T would like to hear the man who did the planning,
who said there was seven davs differential.

You're comment about whether you believe there is a substantial
difference——

Mr. Rostrer. T think. consistently vou have to look at it as it is.
That is a contingency plan. Tt is based on workine everything ont.

The anestion is. conld T work everything ont? T can only tell vou
as the davs go by. we find more and more problems. And the best way
to solve those problems is actually to exercise the system.

THE 888 IN A MOBILIZATION MODE

Mr. McDape. Don’t you think one of the reasons those problems exist
is beeanse you are not in a national emergency mode, in a mobilization
mode ? You are not in a position where the nation. the Congress, and
the President. working together, have said that we want to do this
and the nation is behind it.

Mr. Rostrer. No, I don’t, And let me give you an example.
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I was assured by my staff that we had adequate forms available,
and we made that statement. There is nothing in the draft report that
talks about forms.

You will notice there is something in the budget request that talks
about forms. When we got into it, we didn’t have enough of any one
kind. They were packaged in a way that it would have taken a sub-
stantial amount of time and effort to break them up and distribute
them, whether we were using an election mechanism or whether we
were using a Post Office,

It turns out that it is cheaper to reprint a simpler form and distrib-
ute them from the printer’s plant right down to the Post Office than
it would have been to have taken the manpower and the time necessary
to go into the warehouse and break up T)?Jxes and prepare them for
shipping.

Those are the kinds of problems that we are uncovering that make
me suspect of my own conclusions at the time. And in fact, as a draft
report, we were in the process of modifying these as we were getting
feedback from other agencies that have a different view on these kinds
of things.

What we are really talking about is a relatively small expenditure
of funds to eliminate that possibility by making sure that you have
got the registration in the bank.

Mr. McDape. Maybe you’d better go back and finish the draft.

Mr. Rostker. I think we have been back, and it is in the budget
request that we have presented to the Committee.

Mr. McDape. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Boraxp. Mrs. Boggs?

Mrs. Boges. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

888 AND EQUITY ISSUES

What T assume our responsibility is is to look at your request for
an additional appropriation to revitalize the Selective Service System.
We are doing that appamnﬂ‘v in an overall way to avoid duplication
and double trouble, 1f you will, to set up your computerization, your
type of forms, and so on that would facilitate draft registration if
that were necessary so as to ensure that your money is not being spent
unnecessarily now by only saving whatever amount of time is going to
be saved.

Is that correct?

Mr. RosTRER. Yes.

Mrs. Boces. And many of the difficulties that you would run into as
far as being able to go into some sort of draft mobilization are really
imposed by law—Ilaws passed by the Congress—namely, that you can’t
have any kind of loophole for anything except conscientious objectors
or physical situations. Also you recognize that under present day
circumstances, there will be concerns about equity and related issues
which could generate court challenges which would adversely impact
on your capacity to meet manpower delivery schedules.

All of these considerations, I assume, were factored into your request
for monies to revitalize the Selective Service System and not simply to
register 8 million persons.

Mr. RosTKER. Yes, very much so.
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Mrs. Boges. On page 12 in your budget justifications, you acknowl-
edge the related concerns about the generation of court challenges.

How can you plan in advance to assure sufficient manpower delivery
and to minimize adverse impact in time of need ?

Mr. RosTkEr. Let me say that I think one of the most important
aspects of Selective Service is the question of equity. It is not second
to meeting the requirements of the Defense Department. It is equal
to meeting the requirements of the Defense Department.

There is no question in my mind that the reason we have a Selective
Service System and a mechanism is to adhere to the rule of law and
to do it in an efficient fashion. That is why we have proposed a pro-
gram to systematically select local board members, and for the first
time in the history of the Selective Service System, systematically
train them—train them in peacetime so there is no question, if we ever
need them, that they know what the law requires of them, what Selec-
tive Service requires of them, that they understand their roles and
their jobs.

To do that, we have provided a substantial amount of resources in
terms of additional staff and funds to provide the development of the
program, to provide for the training of the local board members and
selection—the whole thing. I view that as a critical aspect of the
program.

Mrs. Boges. In setting up, of course, both the registration and the
revitalization of the Selective Service System, you have to expand
your computerized capabilities,

Mr. Rosteer. Yes.

Mrs. Boges. I know another law of the Congress—the Buckley
Amendment—prohibits you from having access to high school grad-
uate lists for recruitment purposes.

Is registration being seen as a useful tool for getting young people
recruited into active military reserve and guard units?

Mr. Rostrer. That question is under consideration now. No deter-
mination has been made at this point. We are very concerned with that.

My own view is that if we do that, it would only be with the per-
mission of the individual and not to create an overall list that would
be available to Defense without the permission of the individual in-
volved.

Mrs. Boaas. In the event that we would come to the full drafting of
young people necessitating putting our computers to tremendous use,
would there be any validity to asking that perhaps because of an emer-
gency situation that the Buckley Amendment be reexamined and the
lists be made available—the graduation lists?

Mr. Rostker. In an emergency, the prime list would be that of the
Selective Service System. While there would be the list of the continu-
ing volunteers, that would be on a secondary basis. And all of our plan-
ning—and Secretary Pirie can speak to this in more detail—but all
of our planning is based on the prime source being Selective Service.

PROPORTION OF WOMEN TO MEN NEEDED DURING MOBILIZATION

Mrs. Boces. I note that the Administration envisions drafting only
enough women to fill a certain pool of support positions. Apparently
another pool of support positions would be reserved for men. Do you
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have any idea at this time what proportions of women to men would be
drafted ¢

Mr. Pirie. We think the number of women of the 650,000 to be in-
ducted within the first six months would be on the order of 80,000.

Murs. Boces. What would the proportion be?

Mr. Pirre. 80,000 to 650,000, whatever that would be.

DIVERSE VIEWS WITH DRAFT REPORTS

Mrs. Boces. The feeling that I receive here is that you had a draft
working paper. All of us in the Congress from time to time have been
supplied with these draft reports of the various agencies and depart-
ments, and have reacted either violently or with great approval to
them. And then, of course, once they go out to the representatives of
other affected agencies and the comments come back, and once you
have some input from Congressional persons and their staff members,
those reports are often changed drastically.

I assume the idea of the draft report is to collect those sorts of com-
ments and suggestions, both favorable and unfavorable. Is that cor-
rect ¢

Mr. Warre. That is correct. And if T may expand on that for one
moment, what happened was that in the process of doing this in a de-
liberate way and having drafts and having them distributed with a
target of meeting a 9 February date for our requirements to the Con-
gress, in the middle of this came this emergency. So that system was
basically short-circuited at that time.

I think what you are suggesting is absolutely correct. These should
not be seen as some final Administration position, because they are
not.

Mis. Boces. From a long view of Congressional history, I would
like to say that my husband came to the Congress in 1941. We came
from sort of a peacenik generation in our college days. We worried
through the extension of the draft registration in the first year of his
service here and I remember going through the same difficulties last
summer when it was suggested that a draft registration be considered.

It is not true that concern about registration has just arisen in
recent times. Only about six or seven weeks before Pearl Harbor the
extension of the draft passed by one vote.

Last summer, I voted against any registration because I felt that
the President had the power under the Constitution to institute it if
it were necesary, if there was a clear and present danger to the coun-
try. Since that power had not been invoked, I voted against registration
at that time.

My duty now as I see it is that if the President does feel there is
a clear and present danger, if indeed we do have to set up for regis-
tration of young people, that we make certain that you are doing it
in the most financially prudent manner and yet provide for the safety
of those young people and of the country. So I would hope that what
you are doing is spending money in preparation for the revitaliza-
tion of the Selective Service in a manner that can take all of the
information that you are gathering now and put it to the best use
for the young people involved and for the country. That is where
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we need to have reassurances from you of what you are doing—reas-
surance that you are not spending money now that isn’t necessary,
just for registration.

Mr. Wrire. That is a very good question, and at the heart of the
issue here today, Mrs. Boggs. We are working very hard at it to
see that we only ask for money we need, and that we spend that
money prudently and. as you said, for the best interests of the young
people and for the country at large.

EFFECTS OF PRESIDENT’S CALL ON RECRUITMENTS

Mrs. Boges. T might tell you that the call for registration has
already had a very salutary effect upon the recruiting stations in
my area. I have a Stafes-Item story of February 15 that says the
National Guard recruiters report a 30 percent increase of potential
recruits since the President’s announcement. At the Navy’s recruit-
ing office, the traffic has picked up considerably.

“In the past, sometimes we've had problems meeting our goals in
the metropolitan New Orleans area,” Biggs said, but after Carter’s
announcement, the recruiting office had no problem meeting its Janu-
ary -

After having a “disastrous” month in December, the Marine recruit-
ers in Louisiana reportedly surpassed by one the quota of 83 recruits
for January. According fo Marine Corps officials, recruiters had a
good month nationwide in January. “We don’t know what is causing
1t.” said Louisiana Marine recruiting supervisor Lt. Col. Terry Terre-
bonne. “If we did know. we would bottle it.”

I think that answers some of the questions that were raised previ-
ously about whether people do believe that this is a serious situation.

Mr. Chairman, T have no further questions.

Mr. Boraxp. Mr. Sabo?

Mr. Saco. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

CLASSIFICATION PROCESSES

Regarding your bndget justification documents—here is my under-
standing of what will happen from reading them. Number one, men
and women age 19-20, will register with their age, sex, current ad-
ress, and social security number. Then, in the case of a military emer-
gency. which T assume would be the start of World War ITT or the
appearance of the start of such an event, Congress authorizes the
draft. The Selective Service will randomly select a particular birth-
date for twenty-year-olds. ¥

The Selective Service System will then send a mailgram to that in-
dividual at the address that you have on record and tell him or her to

;opnr't to the individual examining station. T think I am accurate so
ar,

Mr. Rostrrr. Yes, sir.,

Mr. Saro. At that point, the classification oceurs, the physical and
mental classification. T am inclined to agree that the classification
should come at this point if this process exists.

But what also seems rather obvious to me is that this procedure is
not {?opendm}t upon registration. Basically, the same process could be
carried on without registration. In the event of a military emergency,
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it would seem to me the Selective Service System can simply conduct
a similar lottery of dates and announce that all of those people born
on June 5th, 1960, (or whatever date) are ordered to appear at their
closest examining station. This would accomplish everything that
sending a mailgram, possibly to an out-of-date address, would accom-
plish. I fail to understand what great advantages there are to going
through this whole process of registration, when it could be simply
handled at that time without causing all of this very substantial up-
heaval and distrust in the current Administration proposal.

Mr. Rostrer. We have examined systems like that. I can’t agree
with you. There is a problem of.

Mr. Saso. Remember, we are not talking about a current situation
of a public announcement tomorrow. We are talking about a situation
where it is assumed that we have a major, major military emergency
in this country.

Mr. Rosteer. We believe a system in which an individual in an or-
derly fashion would go down and register, and then on the basis of a
random selection be ordered for an induetion, is a lot more certain
than a call in the wild that anyone born on January 25th should please
£o down to an Armed Forces induetion station.,

Mr. Saso. Do you think your mail addresses will keep current ?

Mr. Rostrer. They have been current in the past. The process re-
quires them to be current. We believe they will be kept current.

But a system in which you made an announcement that anyone born
on a given date should register would be impossible to enforce. An
individual would simply say, I didn’t hear that announcement, I was
busy, I couldn’t make it.

Mr. Sago. You think there would be massive noncompliance?

Mr. RostiEr. I think there would be no way

Mr. Sago. In the case of a major military emergency ?

Mr. Rostker. There would be no way of controlling the process.
There would be no way of knowing if we shipped too many or too few
persons to the Armed Forces examining stations, and if it came down
to a question of enforcement, I daresay there would be no way of
enforecing it.

Mr. Sapo. I would assume, in the option I outlined, you would fol-
low up with immediate registration, which, according to your studies,
could be placed in 7 days, a week, 2 weeks. I frankly think you would
probably have as many people responding to that call, some probably
skipping it for non-legitimate reasons, but no more than you would
have people skipping for non-legitimate reasons of not receiving a
mailgram.

Mr. Rostrer. I think it is totally consistent with the international
situation today for the President to want to take simple steps of pro-
viding for an orderly registration, so in the event of an emergency we
have an orderly process that is consistent with the law.

What you are suggesting in my view would be a very unorderly
process, inconsistent with the law, in which we simply made a call for
anybody born on a date to show up someplace. I don’t think we can
control that.

Mr. Sago. I suspect that could be part of the law, because inherent
in your ability to issue the call today is this Congress passing the
authority to reinstitute the draft.
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Mr. Rostrer. I think you go from one extreme to another. There are
people who say the only way you can make sure that it will work is if
you register and classify. Now we propose the other extreme, and that
15 you do nothing, you simply wait for the conflict to occur, and then
make a public announcement.

I would suggest that the President has taken the middle ground,
which is to provide for an orderly registration of only sufficiently
large numbers of people to meet the requirements. And T think we can
look at that, have confidence that it will work, and in fact demonstrate
that it will work through the registration process.

TRAINING TIME FRAMES

Mr. Saro. Let me ask another question along a different line. T think
it is clear that when an individual is drafted. that doesn’t make the
inductee a soldier. Inductees have to go through an extensive training
process. In modern warfare it may take longer than it used to. From
basic training the person has fo go on to more individualized
instruetion. .

Would it be fair to say that from the time of induction until the
conseript is ready for a combat unit it would be a minimum of 90
days, in many cases longer?

Mr. Pmie. Yes. And there is also a minimum requirement for an
individual deployed——

Mr. Saro. Pardon?

Mr. Prre. There is a minimum of 12 weeks of training before an
individual can be transported abroad, by law.

Mr. Sapo. So for 90 days, and for the technical warfare we have
today it could be substantially longer ?

Mr. Pmrie. Yes.

Mr. Sago. In order to train these people, we have to have training
facilities. If the President were to declare a military emergency today,
how many training slots in training camps would be open and avail-
able to take in draftees in the next week ?

Mr. Pmre. T would have to provide you an exact answer for the
record. I believe that we could expand within the week to ten days by
some tens of thousands.

Mr. Sapo. That is sort of imprecise.

Mr. Pmir. It is imprecise. It is an imprecise business. We can tell
you what our peacetime capacity is. We can tell yon within 30 days
that we will certainly be able to accomplish

Mr. Sapo. Within 30 days, how many training slots would there be?

Mr. Pirre. Within 30 days, T estimate. on the basis of preliminary
examinations of the Army training bases that we have done, that there
would be certainly room for 50,000 to 60.000.

Mr. Samo. 50,000 to 60.000 in 30 days of additional induectees. But
we need registration because it speeds up the process by seven days.
But the training slots wounldn’t be available for 30 days; is that right,
now ? Do T understand this?

Mr. Pmre. That is not precisely the case. Tt is the case if the Se-
lective Service, let’s say, made 100,000 people available to us in 28
days, as the draft report indicated was the best possible outcome of
preplanning. Then we would have difficulty in assigning all 100,000,
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Mr. Saso. So we are speeding this process up by a week so that we
can have somebody on a list so they can wait for the training slots to
be available.

Mr. Wurre. That's not correct.

Mr. Pmie. Not at all.

Mr. Warre. In the first place, the Administration doesn’t agree
with the estimate of a week per se. In the second place, there is a great
deal of processing that Mr. Rostker can go through once we go to
induction. All that has to be done before the people go to a traming
station, let’s say, to be classified, examined, and so forth.

Mr. Sago. I assume we have modern transportation available.

THE EXTENT OF APPROPRIATIONS REQUEST FOR 888

Mr. Rostier. We believe that we are taking a step in peacetime that
is consistent with any of the programs we are discussing here, a step
that seems prudent given what has happened since December with a
very minimal expenditure of funds.

And I think that you have to look at it in that realm. You can’t come
down to say it is a matter of five-days or seven-days because that de-
pends upon a great deal that has to go on.

With the exception of the registration, the per-head registration
cost, almost all of the money we have asked from the Congress would
have to be expended to even get us in this ballpark, so that you could
make the kinds of comparisons you are making.

Then it has to be

Mr. Sago. I am just curious. I am now asking a question about the
details of your budget, and later on, we will get to particular justifi-
cations. Then I want a breakdown of your budget and what the costs
are for actual registration versus some of your back-up costs.

That is not my question right now. My question is assuming that we
do what you ask and World War I1I is about to start, and the Congress
authorizes induction or the draft system, those are the options that
we are talking about. And if this occurred now, how many people
could you train?

What I have heard so far is that none immediately. In 7 days, there
is no precise answer.

Maybe within 30 days or a month after this Congress had declared
war and authorized the draft again, that you might be able to have
50,000 to 60,000 training slots.

For this we are going through this whole hassle over registration.
It seems to me that it speeds up nothing.

CERTAINTY IN THE EVENT OF A MOBILIZATION

Mr. Warre. I think the point is, as we said earlier, Mr. Sabo, is that
registration is an integral and key part of the revitalization of this
system. It is necessary in order to assure the system will work, if we
need it.

We have to have a high degree of certainty in the event of a mobili-
zation that the system will work. If the President were to ask for in-
duction authority and the Congress were to provide it, then at that
time, we could begin the process that you described earlier.
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What we are asking for, is to increase the amount of certainty in
terms of our ability to do that.

We don’t have that certainty now.

Mr. Saso. You are asking for a variety of things. You are asking
for improvements in yonr system. But you are also asking us to go
beyond that and asking 19 and 20 year-olds to register,

: Mr. Wirre, As part “of the readiness of the system to respond, that
1s correct.

Mr. Sapo. So registration is not for the sake of registration, but for
the sake of the sy stem ?

Mr. Warre. It is for the sake of assuring that the system would be
responsive in case of mobilization.

Mr. Traxrer. Would the gentleman yield ?

Mr. Sago. Yes.

Mr. Traxcer. I think that is an interesting rationale. So if you are
going to discover whether the system is going to operate, you have
to put all of it into place and have all of it operating. You are telling
us we don’t know if the system works until you activate this part of it.
E{;l}t you have got a number of other parts that are part of the same

dy.

How do we know it is going to function as a whole? Using your
own logic, T suspect that what we have to do is reinstitute the draft
to see if this registration system

Mr. Warre. By that logie, if we take it to extremes, we ought to
have all of the 18 and 19 year-olds under arms now and then we would
be certain that the system works. My point is—

Mr. Traxrer. Yon say that you are going to take this first tiny step.
You eall it a step. T can’t measure it. My ruler isn’t that small.

You are going to do this and based upon the signing of a piece of
paper down at the Post Office, you feel very comfortable that this
whole system is going to operate properly.

It seems to me that this is the most miniscule part of the system.

Mr. Waire. T feel far more confident that it will operate having
done this than not doing it.

These are matters of degree and matters with respect to the cer-
tainty of the system.

Mr. Sapo. Let’s assume the answer is accurate, that within 30 days,
you would have 50,000, 60,000 training slots m'allablp And t\e are
talking, again. of a national major military emergency, which T as-
sume, if not a declaration of war, is close to it. It is Ob\’l(lllb to the
whole country.

How many of those training slots would be filled by volunteers?

Mr. Pmie. Our assumption is that we would do this without volun-
teers. Th-ﬂ is the assumption on which

Mr. Saso. You assume that no one would volunteer at that point
in time ?

Mr. Pmie. We assume that we can’t be sure that adequate numbers
of the right kind of people would volunteer. That is the basis on which
the Selective Service System, as Dr. Rostker said, has based their
assumptions of the cost.

Mr. Saso. In your planning, you assume that in the case of a na-
tional emergency, a Russian invasion of Western Europe, something
like that. there would be no volunteers

Mr. Pirie. That’s right.
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Mr. Saso. It would seem to me that in any terms of reasonable plan-
ning, one would have to assume in terms of the numbers of people
you could, as a matter of fact, train in 30 days, there would be more
than ample volunteers.

I guess I come to this hearing with a basic skepticism and basically
opposed to the reimposition of registration. And frankly, listening
to the testimony, there is nothing that even creates the hint of doubt
in my own mind that I might be wrong.

It is rare that I find an issue like that around here. I think it s
loaded with symbolism and accomplishes nothing.

I heartily believe that we are trying to send some message to the
Russians, but that they would not be impressed by the fact that we
have some virtually meaningless lists of names and ages of people.

It seems to me that it is massive symbolism that accomplishes noth-
ing and creates a substantial amount of distrust and harm in this coun-
try, which I don’t think is something we need.

Mr. Wrrre. 1f T may say so, Mr. Sabo, I disagree with you. Obvi-
ously, the problem—and I have wrestled with it for a number of
years—has to do with trying to get some certainty that we can respond
in the event of an emergency. And we are not in a posture to do that
today.

I think we all recognize that.

The question is what has to be done. We can belittle the steps taken,

but these steps are necessary if we are going to have a system that
works and that we can be assured works.

Myr. Sapo. It seems to me that there are other legitimate questions
about our ability to respond to an emergency.

Registration has to be at the bottom of that list. The emergency 1s
not something that you respond to with people who are trained and
available for combat a minimum of 90 days later.

Mr. Wrrre. We will have to respond in the event of an emergency
with both types of people, Mr. Sabo. both pre-trained pecple and un-

trained people. . :
This is only one part of that problem. You're right. But we will have

to respond to both.

Mr. Sapo. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. T will have more questions,
later.
Mr. Boraxp. With respect to the summary conclusion of the draft
proposal by Dr. Rostker, and T read from page 28, “The Selective
Service. over the last several months, has completely revised the plans
by which it will register and induct eligible people into the armed
services. We believe that we now have a capability to respond in an
emergency. The changes which have provided this new capability
are”—you list about five changes.

Are you in a position now to respond to an emergency ? Do you have

the capability to do so? You say so in this draft report. But now the

question is, do you really have it?
Mr. Rostrer. I think we have an improved capability sinee T took
over in November as Director of Selective Service. And T believe what
wo have learned since we circulated this dra ft document, this is too
optimistic of a statement. ¢

And T use, for example, what we found when we got into looking at
the forms themselves, that we had a real problem that was not per-

ceived.
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I think the steps we have taken are important. I think we are con-
tinuing to take those steps. If we had to do it right now, we certainly
could not in any way meet the timetables that have been discussed in
this room for the last several hours,

Mr. Boraxp. It seems in a matter like this you have to look at the
climate of the times. That is what you were doing, of course. No one
objects to that. But the times are very volatile and very flexible, are
they not? What you need today may not be what you need tomorrow.
And whether or not it is necessary to send this message now to Russia,
well, is it? That is a question that people will be asking. I think they
have a pretty good idea what our resolve and what our resolution and
spirit is.

In view of what the U.S.A. hockey team did to the Russians, do you
think that that was a message that was sent about our spirit and
dedication and resolution ?

Mr. Warre. I think that is a terrific message.

Mr. Boraxp. Mr. Stewart ?

Mr. Stewart. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

PEACETIME CONSCRIPTION VERSUS THE INTENT TO MOBILIZE

Gentlemen, in the very beginning, when the President urged regis-
tration, I was inclined to really believe that we ought to move in that
direction, .

But, frankly, the more I read and the more I hear, the more con-
fusion there seems to be.

But Secretary Brown, in the annual report of the Department of
Defense, stated, after listing all of the personnel problems, “peace-
time conseription will not solve the problems.”

In view of that statement, I am not too sure if T understand then
why we should have it ?

Mr. Warre. We are not suggesting peacetime conseription, Mr.
Stewart. The President is not proposing conseription.

Mr. Stewarr. What is the purpose of the registration if it doesn’t
lead toward it.

Mr. Warre. The purpose of the registration is to assure that the
system will operate if, in fact, it would be required to go to some form
of conseription.

And we anticipate that it would only be required in the event of a
mobilization.

Mr. Stewarr. To follow through on the question that has been
raised several times here—and this thing bothers me again—on Febru-
ary 3, 1980, the Deputy Assistant Secretary said :

Although if constantly updated peacetime registration wonld give us a ready list
of people that we could call instantly in an emergency, I think our capacity to
call them would exceed our ability to begin training * * *. We would not be
able to accept draftees within the first weeks of an emergency mobilization.

I think that you have been talking about saving time. We have
been talking about speeding it up.

But now we are going to lose all of the time that we will gain by
registering. What is the purpose of registering if we are going to lose
the time?
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Mr. Pxie. It is not a question of losing all that time. We can expand
the Army training base. I have indicated 50,000 or 60,000 and staff
now tells me 70,000 to 80,000 is a better number,

Those are 70,000 to 80,000 people that we can start training within
30 days of mobilization. And the issue is: Will they be available to
train? The Selective Service System can deliver those people.
~ Mr. Stewarr. In the draft report by the Director of the Selective
Service, it says: “Our analysis of the various face-to-face regist ration
options suggests that the post-mobilization plan is preferable.”

Now that report came out on January the 16th. What leads you to
conclude now, six weeks later, that the post-mobilization plan is not
preferable?

Mr. BoLaxp. That is a question that you are going to get many times
and we are going to get it many times, too.

Mr. Warre. Let me underline, first of all, that that is a draft done
for circulation by Selective Service. It was not an Administration-
considered position at that time. We did not accept the S55 analysis.
The world situation makes the year or year and a half it would take
to get that system “up” an unacceptable period in terms of risk and
in terms of the signal it sends about our resolve.

And what we did when we looked at the issues in terms of—as the
Chairman said, the change in the world environment, was that that
judgment was not correct, frankly, that what we needed to do was to
change the system, to go to a system of accelerated revitalization and
to a system of registration now in order to increase that assurance.

Mr. Stewart. That’s all, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Boraxp. I think you indicated, in response to a question from
Mr. McDade with reference to the cost of the 1980 supplemental of the
$91.895.000, that out of that total it would require only $8 million to
register men only. But that isn’t quite correct, is it? You would ac-
tually require around $12-13 million if you were to register men only;
is that correct?

Mr. RosTkER. A good deal of that additional money is tied up with
the revitalization of the System. I am presuming the Committee would
want to go ahead with that revitalization in any event. If you stop
short of just the registration process itself, we are back to about $2 a
person. So we are talking about $8 million for the registration func-
tion itself.

Mr. Boraxp. Are you still holding that if the registration of women
is not provided for in the 1980 supplemental, that we could reduce
that amount by $8 million to $8-14 million?

Mr. WarTe. Yes, sir.

FELECTION MACIHINERY APPROACH

Mr. Boraxp. Dr. Rostker, you propose a plan which depends very
heavily upon the United States Postal Service for the registration
function. That approach, of course, is radically different from the rec-
ommendations of the last two years. Last year the Administration
proposed, as you know, using the election machinery concept, which
was a system used in World War I and World War II. That approach
registered 10 million men on June 4, 1917. It registered 13 million
men on September 12, 1918. And it registered 16 million men on
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October 16, 1940. Basically, registration was accomplished in one day.
That’s a fair statement, isn't it ¢

Mr. RosteER. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Boraxp. Then why are you requesting this substantial sum of
money for registration when all indications are that the election ma-
chinery approach has workegd in the past?

Mr. Rostker. I would take exception to that, Mr. Chairman. The
Selective Service—not under my tenure, but in previous years—has
done an in-depth analysis of the notion that we can register from zero
base very quickly. The analysis was based upon interviews with Gen-
eral Hershey and others who were in the System. And I can make
the study available to the Committee for your individual use or for
the record.

It turns out that a great deal of effort was going on, a lot of the
effort was in the states. We note, for example, that four months before
the registration—and, in fact, before the Military Selective Service
Act was passed—there was something on the order of 1800 National
Guardsmen on full-time duty, trying to put together the infrastruc-
ture that would allow us to do that.

When 1 came in, I took a very critical look at all of the various
plans. And it was my impression, based upon inputs from the Selective
Service staff itself, reviewing the responses from provisional state
directors and from unit commanders in the field, that the use of state
election mechanisms was not an appropriate vehicle.

Our cost estimates are quite competitive with the use of the Postal
Service. For example, in the State of Texas, it required the Selective
Service to enter into individual agreements with over 250 organiza-
tions that handle the state election mechanism in that state.

What we have with the Post Office is a single line of communication.

Mr. Boraxp. So the bottom line is you wouldn’t be very comfortable
with the election machinery to register, although Mr. Shuck indicated
to the Committee, and indicated to me in a question I propounded
te him, that he was very comfortable with the use of the election
machinery.

Looking at the dates of the registration, back in 1918 and 1940, it
occurs to me that perhaps that registration was really targeted around
Election Day—to the election davs in those particular states any-
how—with the result that the election machinery was probably in
place at the time, so it was a lot easier to do it at that time. Whether
or not that is so today, T don’t know. But, in any event. T share the
belief that USPS—although it is going to be more costly—I share
the belief that it will be the easier way of doing it. Also, T don’t know
whether or not you’re going to do this in one day, two weeks, one month,
or just how long.

Mr. Rostrer. We don’t think it would be more costly. We have an
estimate from the State of California for a reimbursement for use
of the election mechanisms there of over $5 million. We are not ad-
dressing nearly those sums.

Mr. Covgnrin. The bottom line is that under some system it is pos-
sible to register 16 million men in one day.
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Mr. Rosteer. I don’t think, from the kind of standby system we are
talking about, it is possible to have the kind of sustained planning,
with a clear target date— >

Mr. Coucnrix. Under a system that was in existence, we registered
16 million men in one day.

Mr. Rostker. I don’t think it is—

Mr. Coucrrin. You could devise a system, because it has been de-
vised in the past,

One, doesn’t need pre-mobilization registration to register the kinds
of numbers of people about which you are talking.

Mr. Rostser. This state election mechanism is not a particularly
desirable feature under any scenario.

Mr. Couvcrrin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
DEFERMENTS AND ESTIMATED COMPLIANCE PERCENTAGES

Mr. Boraxp. The legend on page 2 of the justification states—and
you have responded to some questions of Mr, Sabo—the last sentence
on that page says, “Requests for conscientious objector status, hard-
ship requirements, mimsterial students and ministerial deferments
will be processed by local boards.”

I presume these are the only deferments that would be given?

Mr. Rostrer. That is correct, the only judgmental deferments.

Mr. Boraxp. You have no idea how many individuals would re-
quest this exemption?

Mr. Rostier. In the pool of 4 million—we have pretty good esti-
mates on the number of students who would probably request post-
ponements,

Mr. Boraxp. Can you give a percentage? What percentage do you
think? '

Mr. Rostrrr. I don’t have those figures here. I can provide them
for the record. But the bottom line is that we need a pool of between
5 and 7, depending upon the calculations.

[ The information follows:]
Out of induction orders issued :
Percent

Will request deferment/exemption (hardship, conscientious objection,

clergy, medical student, sole surviving son, veteran, in reserve, alien, cer-

tain elected or appointed officials) 12
Student pPOStPONEMENES . e e e 34
Other postponements 5
Fail to report for induction
Rejected by AFEES
Inducted

This is a 5 to 1 ratio. The estimate in the Congressional Budget Office Report
was 7 to 1.

Mr. Boraxp. These categories listed on this page 2 are the only rea-
sons for deferment or exemptions; is that correct ?

Mr. RostkEr. Yes, sir.

Mr. Boraxp. At the conclusion of the Vietnam War period, it is esti-
mated that as high as 15 percent of young men turning 18 failed to
register within the time prescribed by law. You are conternplating a
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two-week registration period at Post Offices throughout the country.
If your estimates are correct, approximately 4 million men will register
during that period. That’s correct, is it not ?

Mr. Rostrer. Yes, sir.

Mr. Boraxp. The question is: What is your eurrent guess of the ac-
tual percentage against that estimated 4 million men pool, the actual
percentage you will get that will register?

In other words. what fallout percentage will you consider to be un-
acceptable—>5. 10, 15 percent, or what ?

Mr. Rosterr. We haven’t approached it that way. We would expect
that we would have the vast majority register. We are looking for
around a 98 percent compliance.

Mr. Chairman, T have a table which I can submit for record which
shows our registration history and the population base, that consist-
ently we registered more people, in fact. that the census said was in the
relevant population. And even in the period at the end of the Vietnam
War, we were registering in excess of 99 percent of the people that we
believe should have registered.

[ The table follows:]

REGISTRATION RESULTS

Calendar year Registrations ! Population bate? Percent registered

=58

3t a1
gm«omu-«ﬂmmuunw

O e ) L3 I P
D= O DW =

2 @
888288888838888

2383278

N
WD R oo

$3

e e e it ot et e et et i e

L
1
'
1
1,
1
1
1
1

g2
o,

! From 1960-72 registrations shown are total persons registered during the calendar year. 1973 and 1974 repistrations
shown are total males recistered with years of birth 1955 and 1956 respectively, as of the date registration was terminated,

2 From 1950-72 population base fisures show the Census Bureau calculated number of 18-year-old males during a given
calendar year residine in the 50 States and District of Columbia. Not included are 18-year-old male members of the active
Armed Forces or 18-year-old male natives of U.S. territories, possessions, or protectorates. The population base for 1973
and 1974 is based on the 1970 census adjusted for undercount, and further adiusted for immigration, mortality, active duty
enlistments before resistration, and persons institutionalized and not available to register.

? Shows the percent of 1955 YOB males registered during 1973, 1974, and January through March 1975. The percent as of
March 1974, after 15 months of resistration, was 92,34 percent. : :

¢ 93,60 percent represents 15 months of resistration for the 1956 birth group. At which time all registration was termi-
nated. Based on the experience with the 1955 birth group, over 99 percent could have been expected to register,

Mr. Boraxp. Registration is going to be effective with the 19- and
20-year olds. The prior registration was 18 to 26—that’s correct. What
is the legal basis for just restricting it to the 19 and 20 year olds?

Mr. Rostrer. The President has the authority to ‘specify the time
and place that people wonld register. What the President will do in
the proclamation, is specify the time and place for that group. This
does not remove the legal requirements that all those persons subject
to the Military Selective Service Act may, in fact, be called at some
future time,

Mr. Borann. The Commander will stand in recess until 2:00 o’clock.
We will meet in the room next door, in the Energy and Water Develop-
ment Appropriations Subcommittee Room.
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AFTERNOON SESSION

Mr. Boranp. The Committee will come to order.
We will continue with the general questions, Mr. Coughlin.
Mr. Couvgnrnin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

INDICATING “RESOLVE” VIA PRE-MOBILIZATION REGISTRATION

I would like to follow up on a couple of things from this morning, if
T might. There was a lot of talk about the step of pre-mobilization
registration indicating our “resolve.”

Do you think the Soviets probably know, or can find out, what is
going on in these hearings ?

Mr. RosTkEk. I certainly suspect so, Mr. Coughlin.

Mr. Coverrax. Do you think they are aware of the fact that probably
the pre-mobilization registration will increase our mobilization timing
by about seven days?

Mr. Rosteer. I would suspect, as good central planners, they may
be very suspect of contingency plans. And it is certainly that suspicion
that led the President to recommend

Mr. Coverriy. Do you think they are aware it would only improve
our capability by seven days or 10 days, or something like that?

Mr. Rostier. I think they would clearly understand it isan on-going
operating system and that we would substantially improve

Mr. Coucnrix. They probably know what is going on here.

Mr. RosTker. I dare say. '

Mr, Covcrrix. Do you think they would probably be aware that even
if we had pre-mobilization registration, we really don’t have the train-
ing capability to put that into effect anyway.

Mr. Rostier. I can’t talk about the training capability. That is the
purview of the Defense Department.

Mr. Coverrrx. But it oceurs to me, if they have the capability of
knowing all that, that the step is somewhat meaningless.

Mr. Rostker. I would not agree to that.

Mr. Covearin. How can a meaningless step indicate our “resolve #”

Mr. Rostxer. I think you have to look at the entire Defense equation
and find that the return to registration is a sienifieant. step. both in
terms of symbolism and in improving our capability. This eliminates
any uncertainty that would be accompanied by the registration. I think
it 1s a significant move forward.

A POLICY OF NATIONAL BERVICE

Mr. Covonrix. Tt occurs to me that perhaps it would have been more
of an effective tool for the Administration to have proposed for what
it would ask in terms of service, such as National Service policy or
whatever alternative is suggested.

The analysis of the National Service policy, was it made by your
organization?

Mr. Rostrer. No. We did not participate in that portion of the
analysis. The Selective Service only looked at the five questions that
related to the posture of the Selective Service System.
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Mr. CouvcHrIN. There was a great deal of talk this morning about
fairness. Do you think a draft by lottery, in which some people will be
called upon to serve and others will nof, is a fair kind of system ?

Mr. RosTker. Yes.

Mr. Couvenuiy. Do you think it is as fair, asking everybody to do
the same thing, as that proposed in some of the National Service pro-
posals?

Mr. Rostker. I think, in the construct of the Selective Service law.
it is about as fair a system as we can devise.

Mr. Couvenrry, Have you personally examined the alternative of a
National Service program ?

Mr. Rostxer. No, T have not personally.

Mr. CovenriN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Boraxp. Mr. Traxler.

Mr. Traxvier. I will pass for now, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Bora~p. Mrs. Boggs.

Mrs. Boags. Thank you Mr. Chairman.

The National Service idea, of course, has a great deal of appeal.
There are so many areas in our national life that need some attention
where this concept could be useful. We have paid a great deal of at-
tention to one of these recently in forming FEMA and coordinating
a variety of emergency preparedness programs into that emergency
management agency.

I do think there are health care areas, areas of civil defense, par-
ticularly in times of natural disaster that lend themselves to this idea.
We have, for example, seen the need for and have expressed some re-
sponse to evacuation plans for nuclear accidents and nuclear plants—
things of this sort.

I do feel that there is a great appeal to the idea of some type of
National Service if young people are going to be asked to give some
service to the country at a given time in their lives,

Mr. Rostker. We are very concerned with those aspects as they
relate to the mission of the Selective Service System. As you, I am
sure are aware, an individual who claims to be a conscientious objector
must perform National Service through the Alternate Service Pro-
gram. That program does not exist today in Selective Service. It is an
avea I am very concerned about.

The budget proposal before you contains personnel and funding for
a stafl to start planning. And, in faect. we have been working with
FEMA, because we see, in a national emergeney, a clear linkage be-
tween the ultimate service program that we are responsible for and
FEMA'’s role in coordinating, if you will, the homefront, the domestic.
So we are very cognizant about that.

There is a requirement under law today that Selective Service run
that program. We are providing staff and funds to do that.

Mrs. Boces. The civilian preparedness, of course, is as necessary as
the military preparedness. I am thinking of such fields as communi-
cations, transportation, testing, and the health fields

Mr. Rostier. It is for exactly that reason that we entered into dis-
cussions with FEMA to better coordinate

Mrs. Boces [continuing]. Business management, and so on.

Mr. RosTker. Yes.
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Mrs. Boaas. Thank you, Mr. Chairman,
Mr. Boraxp. Mr. Sabo.
Mr. Sapo. Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

PROBLEMS IN THE VOLUNTEER ARMY

I am not sure these questions have been asked, but I think they
should be, in terms of the record for this particular proposal. My
understanding is that the proposal for reinstitution of registration
has nothing to do with problems that may exist with the volunteer
Army.

Mr. Roster. That is correct, sir.

Mr. Saso. Whatever remedies are needed for shortages of personnel
currently, registration really does not apply.

Mr. Rostker. That’s right.

Mr. Saso. Registration is only a prelude to what would be considered
in some dire and dramatic national emergency.

Mr. Rostker. That’s correct.

Mr. Sapo. I'm curious. I take it you are not prepared to respond
to questions on training facilities?

Mr. Rostxer. No, 1 really am not.

Mr. Saso. We stand on what we have heard this morning about
the availability of training facilities and equipment for that training?

Mr. Rostker. That’s correct, sir.

Mr. Sapo. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I suppose our problem here is to try to sort out what we are pre-
paring for. I am not sure that we have done that. What would your
perceptions be of the type of event that might bring us to move
beyond the actual registration that you are proposing to actually
having the Congress consider the reinstitution of the draft?

Mr. RosTkER. The strict scenario in the planning state of Defense,
that the Army, particularly, has used to size this requirement, is a
massive land war, a conventional war in Europe. I think it is dan-
gerous in any way to assume that is the only place where one can
envision major commitments of forces in other places in the world,
primarily within the NATO theatre, that require this kind of response.

I think it is fair to say what the President has proposed is a very
mild response that moves us in the direction of preparedness so that
we never have to go a step further. We systematically registered people
between 1972 and 1975. In 1975, we terminated that registration pri-
marily to save money and about 2,000 personnel positions.

I think the testimony before this Committee, and before other Com-
mittees of the Congress, has consistently raised into quest ion the capa-
bility of the Selective Service to respond.

I think most of the people who have looked at this have raised the
matter of facts as well as credibility, of the need of the SSS to have
an ongoing registration system.

CONVENTIONAL WAR IN WESTERN EUROPE
Mr. Saso. Would it not also be fair to say that the one reason to

have registration in place, would be a conventional war in Western
Europe? The fact is the most crucial struggle would occur rather
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rapidly in a European war. It probably would occur within the first
60 days, long before any registrants or conscripts were combat-ready.

Mr. Rostker. I can only tell you, from my discussions, which are
really informal discussions with the Army planners, that they base
this requirement by working out of this scenario. And they assure me
this is, in fact, the minimum requirement. And they have been pressing
the Defense Department to go ?u:-['hor to up the requirement for Selec-
tive Service.

But the details of how they do it, T think we really have to leave to
the Defense Department. Certainly I have to leave it to them. T am not
an expert on that. I cannot give you definitive answers.

Mzr. Sapo. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Bor.anp, Mr. Stokes,

Mr. Stoxes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, T have one or two questions
at this point.

BTATISTICAL METHODOLOGY IN MANPOWER NEEDS

Mr. Rostker. T understand that in the event of a maior emergency
mobilization that 100,000 inductees would be needed within 60 days,
and that 650,000 inductees would be needed within 180 days.

Mr. Rosteer. That is the requirement given us by the Defense
Department.

Mr. Stoxes. Are you in a position to tell how the Defense Depart-
ment arrived at those figures and those dates?

Mr. Rostrer. Not in specific detail. T really am not.

Mr. Stoxes. Who would be able to provide that information?

Mr. RostiEr. The Assistant Secretary of Defense for Manpower
Reserve Affairs and Logistics. He communicates to me and provides
that requirement.

Mr. Stoxes. You would not be able to tell us whether or not these
figures include any assumptions with reference to volunteers?

Mr. RosTreR. I believe those figures do not include volunteers. When
those figures were given to us, the assumption was Selective Service
should be in a position to respond to the total requirement. To the
extent there are volunteers, the actual delivery schedule would be
somewhat reduced.

Mr. Stroxes. Obviously, then, the Defense Department did not utilize
our past experience with mobilization in the sense that we have al-
ways—once an emergency has been announced—had a large number
of volunteers,

Mr. Roster. Mr. Stokes, T think it behooves, as planners, to hope
for the best and plan for the worst. And that is what we have done
here. The Selective Service has consistently planned on the basis of
meeting the Defense requirement, and that does not factor in volun-
teers. That is a hedge of safety, if you will.

Mr. Stoxes. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Boraxp. Mr. Traxler.

Mr. Traxrer. Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

I think T want to walk through that scenario again that Mr. Stokes
went through just to be sure I understand it. You received those re-
quirements back in 1977¢
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Mr. Rostker. That’s correct.

Mr. Traxter. To your knowledge, DoD has not changed 1its
requirements?

Mr. Rostier. DoD is in the process of examining the whole train-
ing base issue and the requirements. I can tell you, as a matter of in-
formal discussions with the senior Army planners, that they have
consistently put pressure on Defense to up those requirements.

Mr. TraxrEr. It was based on a worst-case scenario. Is there a worse
worst-case scenario forthcoming that we don’t know about yet?

My. RostiEer. For explicit details, you must deal with the Army and
the Defense Department.

Mr. Traxrer. But in 1977 it was their worst-case scenario.

Mr. RosTsER. Yes.

Mr. Traxrer. I look forward to chapter 2.

What I want to know is did you feel comfortable with the system
that you had in place when you received their request that you could
deliver that kind of manpower within the time frame they assigned to
you under the then and present existing system ?

Mr. Rostier. I was not the Director then.

Mr. Traxrer. You have been the Director for awhile.

Mr. RostkEr. As recently as last summer the Acting Director cate-
gorically, in a report to the Congress, said that he did not have the
capability to meet the mobilization requirement.

Mr. Traxter. It was the position then of Selective Service that you
could not meet those requirements——

Mr. Rosrser. That’s correct.

Mr. TraxLer [continuing]. With the existing system ?

Mr. Rostker. That’s correct.

Mr. Traxrer. Did you make any recommendation to the Congress
for changes then or did the Selective Service?

Mr. Rostker. The Selective Service did, particularly in regard
to increasing the computer capability, field structure and the like.
Some of that was funded ; a good deal of it was not funded.

MEETING WORST-CASE SCENARIO REQUIREMENTS

Mr. Traxrer. How successful could you be with some additional
money in meeting those worst-case scenario requirements, without
registration? Was it the position of the SSS that you could meet the
worst-case scenario requirements with the monetary requests that you
made last year, of this Subcommittee?

Mr. Rostker. It would be my view, in looking over it, that we
could not have made it with the monetary requests that were pre-
sented last vear. If you are asking me whether. with time and money,
we could do better, I would have to say yes. I think the fact of the
matter is that any plan we have would be a plan, and as we discussed
this morning, what we are talking about is removing the uncertainty
inherent with the process of relying on a contingency plan.

Mr. Traxrer. Thank you. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Boranp. Mr. Stokes?

Mr. Stoxes. Thank yon, Mr. Chairman.
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Just for a moment, I would like to go back to my prior line of ques-
tioning. It appears to me that under the post-mobilization option that
the Selective Service System would be ahead of the Department of
Defense schedule with reference to meeting the 650,000 inductee re-
quirement within 180 days. Is that correct ?

Mr. Rosrker. I am not sure we are looking at the same table. But
ves. This is a draft document that was out of comment, that assumes
that everything is in place—all of the computers are in place, all of
the plans have been worked out with the Post Office, all of the plans
have been worked out with the Social Security Administration. the
Internal Revenue Service—everything is ready to go. It also assumes
there will be no slips.

And it is on the basis of that that we made these projections.

Mr. Stroxes. That is under post-mobilization ¢

Mr. RosTkER. Post-mobilization, with everything worked out.

TIMETABLE ACCURACY

Mr. Stoxes. How accurate would you say this timetable would be
under current circumstances?

Mr. Rostker. If we had everything that T have outlined, T think
we are in the ballpark here. T wouldn’t want to hang myself on one
day, five days, or ten days. But I think we are in the ballpark.

Mr. Stoxes. Even with slippage under post-mobilization option,
you would be ahead of the Department of Defense’s projection ?

Mr. Rostier. If everything worked out as advertised. if all of the
infrastructure was in place, T would say that is probably correet.

Mr. Stoxes. Thank you very much,

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Sapo. This morning Mr, Pirie testified that 60 to 80,000 training
slots would be available at the end of 30 days. You have testified
that you can deliver 100,000 draftees at the end of 30 days without
volunteers. To the best of your knowledge, has the Administration
requested funds to increase the availability of training slots?

Mr. Rostker. T am not familiar with the details of the Defense
budget, but T will respond for the record.

[The information follows:]

_ The Army, the military service that would require substantial and rapid
increases in strength during a mobilization. currently has the capacity to
accept about T0-80,000 individuals for initial training by M+30 days. That
capacity may not be adequate to Army needs. The Department of Defense is
reviewing these requirements and its programs for the mobilization training
base. At this time no funds to increase the capability of the mobilization train-
ing_hnsm are included in the FY 1981 budget request. However, if increased
training eapacity is found to be essential to the level of preparedness called
for by the current international situation, the Department of Defense will not
delay in taking steps to provide for the necessary expansion.

Currently, the Army’s training base is planned to be augmented by Army
Reserve Training Divisions beginning about M4-12. Therefore, DoD) can at
this time, should an emergency arise, start accepting inductees at about M+13.

Mr. Saro. Think you. Mr. Chairman. T would like to submit my

remaining questions for the record.
[ The questions follow :]
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Questions Submitted by Congressman Sabo

TRAINING CAPABILITY

Question. Mr. Pirie, you testified that at the end of 30 days after mobilization is
ordered, there would be 60 to 80,000 training slots available. Are equipment,
training aids, uniforms and so forth stockpiled and ready for use?

Answer, The Army has sufficient equipment and other materials necessary to
begin training of 70-80,000 individuals within the first thirty days after a decision
is made to mobilize.

Question. Mr. Pirie, the S88 has said their proposed mobilization system will
produece 650,000 inductees at M-+4125. Could you tell me if the DoD has the facili-
ties and stockpiled equipment to train 650,000 inductees at M-4-1257

Answer. The Department of Defense currently does not have the capability to
begin training of 650,000 induectees by M-4-125,

ORIGINAL 1980 SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST

Mr. Boranp. The original 1980 supplemental request was $1,395,000
is that correct?

Mr. RosTkER. Yes.

Mr. Boranp. And the original 1981 budget request was $10,982,000.
Is that what the Selective Service asked of OMB last September?

Mr. Rostrer. That is what OMB gave me last November when I took
over. It gets us part of the way. I am a lot smarter, the system is a lot
smarter, and I don’t think that would be sufficient to even bring us up
to a post-mobilization system.

Mr. Boranp. You say OMB gave you these figures last November?

Mr. Rostier. Those were our working figures from OMB,

Mr. Boraxp. Let me ask again : Absent Afghanistan, can we assume
that your original $1.4 million supplemental request was the first step
in implementing the plan that you proposed and recommended on
January 16th?

Mr. Rostrer. I can’t project without Afghanistan. But it would
have been the first step, It would not have been sufficient.

Mr. Boranp. Would not have been sufficient. Mr. Coughlin,

Mr. CoueHLIN, No.

Mr. Boranp. Mr, Conte?

Mr. ConTe. I have a couple of questions.

In the Defense Appropriations Subcommittee, T have heard that re-
serve units are dangerously undermanned and the Individual Ready
Reserve, the IRR, is disastrously short. Can you discuss the status of
the reserves and the National Guard, and do you know what it would
cost to correct these deficiencies? Are you asking for these amounts
in the 1980 supplemental and 1981 budget ?

Mr. Rostrer. I am not a spokesman for the Department of De-
fense. T am not familiar with their requests or their present situation.

Mr. ContE. Do you know if the Administration is considering draft-
ing reserves !

Mr. Rostker. Sir, I just do not know. We are not considering
drafting for the IRR. But T am not familiar with the whole range
of programs to improve conditions in the reserves.

Mr. Coxte. Do you know this: If the reserves were at 100 percent
strength and the active forces filled, would we be concerned about a
registration ?
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Mr. RostrEr. Yes, I believe we would.

Mr. Coxte. Why!?

Mr. Rostker. I think the total requirement is sized against the re-
serve units and the active units, :uul that the registration and draft

would be the sustaining force behind that. I think the JCS has con-
sistently asked for registration, and this is only the latest context in
which the Administration has agreed to come forward with this
proposal.

RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION

Mr. CoxTe. Last week we had the Secretaries of the Navy, Army,
and Air Force, and they had no problem with recruitment. But their
big problem was retention, and the big problem of retention was the
pay wasn't attractive to keep people in,

Mr. Rostier. If you go back to the Gates Commission, which rec-
ommended the all-volunteer force in 1970, the members saw the need
for a strong viable Selective Service System that could respond in an
emergency. All of our planning in Defense has been consistent with
that call. And as you know, the Chiefs last year came out in favor of a
resumption of registration.

Mr. Coxte. Mr. Chairman, I will submit my remaining questions
for the record.

Questions Submitted by Congressman Conte

SHORTAGE IN THE IRE

Question. 1 have heard that our reserve units are dangerously undermanned
and that the pool of individual replacements in the Individual Ready Reserve,
or 1RR, is disastrously short? Can you discuss the status of the Reserves and the
National Guard? Do you know what it would cost to correct these deficiencies?
Are you asking for these amounts in the 'S0 Supplemental and the 'S1 Budget?

Answer. The Air National Guard, Air Force Reserve, Naval Reserve, Marine
Corps Reserve are up to strength and are ready to accomplish their missions.
The Air Force, Navy, and Marine Corps have sufficient pretrained manpower to
meet their mobilization needs.

The Army Guard and Army Reserve, however, are well below the strength we
would like them to be in peacetime. The Army Guard and Reserve are about 120,
000 below their peacetime strength objectives; this is about 76 percent of their
wartime strength. This is a serious strength shortfall, and we are working ur-
gently to get the Army Guard and Reserve up to a peacetime objective strength of
about 660,000, which would be about 93 percent of wartime strength. The Army
Guard and Reserve, however, do have presently about 540,000 members who par-
ticipate actively in peacetime training; despite the shortage of strength, this is
a large and capable force,

The Army is short about 270,000 pretrained individuals needed to support a
full mobilization, after using current IRR assets at a yield of 70 percent and
using 40,000 retired personnel. The Army’s three-pronged attack to solve this
problem is to increase the strength of the IRR; increase to 90 percent the yield
from available TRR personnel by improved management : and to double the num-
ber of retired personel to be used. The Army is taking urgent action to accomplish
these three things, and the shortfall, will be eliminated by end FY & or earlier,
depending on the success of management actions to increase the IRR yield.

It wonld cost about 1 billion dollars to get the Army Guard and Reserve into
the condition we would like to achieve.

We are not asking for this entire amount in the FY 81 Budget. The FY 81
Budget, however, does include an increase of 3.2 percent in real terms for the
overall Guard and Reserve Program compared to the FY 80 Budget. The FY 81
Budget represents a considerable increase in funding to improve the Army Guard
and Reserve manpower situation. We have not finished formulating the FY 80
Supplemental at this time.
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CONSCRIPTION

Question. Is the Administration considering drafting into the reserves?

Answer. The Administration has no plans to reimpose the draft for either the
reserves or the active forces.

Question. Would a return to the draft correct the shortfalls in the active and
reserve units or would we be buying trouble?

Answer. A return to peacetime conscription would solve the shortage over
time. However, it is the Administration’s view that conscription is unnecessary
at this time. The Administration plans to continue to strengthen the All Volunteer
Force. The President’s Fiscal 1981 budget requests $500 million in new budget
authority for improvements in our active and reserve forces. These improvements
and other management actions are projected to correct the enrrent military man-
power shortages by the mid-1980's without conscription.

REGISTRATION

Question. If the reserves were at 100 percent strength and the active forces
filled, would we be concerned about a registration for the draft?

Answer. Yes, for two reasons. First, the issue of shortages in the active
forces and Reserve Components is independent of the issue of registration.
Registration is a step to improve our capability to provide manpower at mobili-
zation that is needed in addition to the levels at which we would like the
active and reserve forces to be manned in peacetime, Second, it is important
to register to show our determination as a nation to check Soviet aggression.

COST OF ATTRACTING AND RETAINING PERSONNEL

Question. What would it cost to pay our soldiers at a rate to attract and keep
young persons in the service?

Answer. The primary requisite for attracting and retaining military person-
pel is to ensure that their pay is competitive with pay in the civilian sector.
We believe this can be accowplished by increasing basic military compensation
to keep pace with wage movements in the civilian sector, by making extensive
use of enlistment and reenlistment bonuses, and by selective improvements Lo

the benefit package (such as more liberal education benetits).
SOLVING CONCERNS BY MORE PAY AND BENEFITS

Question. Could we solve our concerns over a draft or a registration by
putting more funds in the Defense budget for personnel pay and benefits?

Answer., We have put more funds in the FY 1981 Defense budget in the
personnel area. Besides a projected 7.4 percent increqase in military pay, there
is, for example, an increase in reimbursement for moving expenses, a significant
increase in enlistment and reenlistment bonuses, a cost of living allowance for
single personnel assigned overseas, and an increase in sea pay for Navy enlisted
personnel assigned to sea duty. Though further actions may be required Lo
maintain military pay and benefits at levels competitive with ecivilian alterna-
tives, I believe achieving such levels with enable us to maiutain our military
force requirements without use of the draft and at a total compensation cost
well within the Nation's capability to support.

UBING “"NIFTY NUGGET" TO DETERMINE REQUIREMENTS

Question. As an alternative to registration, would it be possible for Congress
to provide the funds necessary to get the Selective Service out of “deep stand-
by" and into a better readiness posture? Then, you could run exercises like the
Defense Department’s “Nifty Nugget" Exercise to get a better feel for what
the requirements are before we start to consider registration.

Answer. Exercise “Nifty Nugget” tested mobilization plans and procedures.
It did not nor could not help in identifying DoD requirements for people in
time of war. Those requirements are based on plans to fully man all military
units prior to their depioyment and to replace the casualties that are expected

to occur,

Mr. Boraxp. Fine. Thank you. Mr. Coughlin?
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EFFICACY OF NATIONAL SERVICE

Myr. Covenran. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I just want to follow up
on the National Service plan. It seems to be very unusual that the
Selective Service System, which is sort of in charge of considering
all kinds of services, has not considered that plan.

Mr, Rostier. 1 don’t find it unusual at all. The Selective Service
System is charged with implementing the Military Selective Service
Act. That Act does not provide for national service. There are other
agencies in government—the ’eace Corps, VISTA—which are much
more involved in the whole question of volunteer service or national
service.

The extent to which we get involved is in an active draft when the
law provides for an alternate service program. And we ave concerned
that we implement that program in a fair and eflicient way. To that
end we have been working with FEMA and other agencies.

Mr. Couenrix. All you are involved in doing is considering the im-
plementation of the Selective Service Act, not alternatives to the
Selective Service Act?

Myr. RostkEr. In the context that we have been working, we are not
thinking in terms of alternatives. It has been a merry-go-round just
trying to come to grips with the concerns of the Congress and the
Administration over the Military Selective Service Act, without trying
to consider these kinds of alternatives.

Mr. Couenrix. Were you involved in the preparation of this message
by the President of the United States, transmitting his proposal for
tha Selective Service?

Mr. Rostker. Yes, with the chapter that calls for Selective Service
reform. We addressed the five questions that dealt with Selective
Service. We did not address, neither my organization nor I, the ques-
tions that did not deal with Selective Service.

Myr. Couvenrix. On page 57 of the report, in the discussion of what
is called compulsory lottery-based national service, there is the follow-
ing quotation :

CLNS would not pose particularly difficult administrative problems. Much of
its operations would resemble those carried out by Selective Service in the past
but with an expanded civilian service alternative attached. Under the McCloskey
version of the CLNS, the civilian service component might grow in three years to
a processing load of around 1 million persons. Though as many as 4 million per-
sons would have to be registered, examined and counseled each year, this is really
the simplest aspect to administer of any national service program.

That does not reflect your thinking ?

Mr. Rostker. No. Let me say, if we went to a system that had an
extremely liberal concept of conscientious objection, we would ap-
proach the kinds of things you are talking about. A person could sim-
ply, upon induction, opt to go to National Service or opt to go into
the military. That is not the standard we work under today.

But the courts have been in the process of redefining over the years
the concept of conscientious objection.

Mr. Covenrix. The paragraph I am quoting doesn’t represent any
input. from you ?

Mr. RostiEer. No, sir, it does not.

Mr. Covenrix. It could be easily administered and so forth. You
are the agency that would probably be in charge of administering it.

Mr. Rostker. I hope not.
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CONGRESS' REQUEST FOR THE 888 TO ANSWER CERTAIN QUESTIONS

Mr. Covcarin. I am simply amazed at the Administration’s re-
sponse to the Congressional request to analyze these problems. It did
not include any comments by your organization, which would be in
charge of administering it.

Myr. Rostker. We had a full agenda with the five questions that we
dealt with.

Mr. Covenrin. The questions that were posed by the Congress in-
cluded an evaluation of this.

Mr. Rosrrer. They did. Dr. White was the chairman of the inter-
agency group that dealt with this report. We were specifically charged
with dealing with the five questions that related to Selective Service.

Mr. Covenrix. I guess the more I look at this message, the more
I am convinced of my initial appraisal that if T were a high school
teacher grading it, it would get a flunk.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr, Stoxes. T was unable to be present this morning due to other
Congressional business. I wonder if I might reserve on the record the
right to submit questions to Assistant Secretary Pirie,

Mr. Boraxp. Yes, you may have that reservation, and they will
respond to the questions for the record.

Mr. Stoxes. Thank you.

[ The questions follow :]

Questions Submitted by Congressman Stokes
ADEQITACY OF PRESENT MILITARY FORCES TO MEET A NATIONAL EMERGENCY

Question. What studies have been prepared which indicate that our present
military forces, the all volunteer force, reserves, national guard, ete, are in-
sufficient to meet a national emergency, such as a war with the Soviets? Please
cite specific evidence.

Answer. The Department of Defense Substantially Study (Seecret), completed
in the spring of 1979, docnmented deficiencies in our current ability to satisfy all
estimated demands for combat replacement manpower in a potential NATO
defense against a Warsaw Pact attack. That assessment was subsequently refined
and updated during OSD analysis of the Army’s proposed FY 1978-85 program,
in the summer of 1979,

DEFICIENCIES IN THE ALL-VOLUNTEER FORCE

Question. How extensive are current deficiencies in the all volunteer force?
reserves? national guard?

Answer. Since fiseal year 1973, and the introduction of the All Volunteer Force,
we have continuously manned our active forces within a reasonable range of
the Congressional authorization—never having been more than 114 percent below
anthorization. For the period ending September 1979 the total active strength of
the fonr Military Services was 2,027,200, This was 98.8 percent of the September
30, 1979 plan as projected in the President’s FY 80 budget. More specifically :

ACTIVE MILITARY STRENGTH, END OF SEPTEMBER 1979
[Numbers in thousands]

Percent of
Service Objective Actual objective

T R ot n At e 774
524
1190
563

2,051

1 Projected in fiscal year 1980 President’s budget. Marine Corps subsequently reduced its objective lo 185,500, Marine
Corps actual strength was 100 percent of the revised plan.
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The Air National Guard, Air Force Reserve, Naval Reserve, Marine Corps
Reserve, and Coast Guard Reserve are up to strength and are ready to ac-
complish their missions. The Air Force, Navy, and Marine Corps have sufficient
pretrained manpower to meet their mobilization needs.

The Armmy Guard and Army Reserve, however, are well below the strength
we would like them to be in peacetime. The Army Guard and Reserve are about
120,000 below their peacetime strength objectives; this is about 767 of their
wartime strength. This i= a serious strength shortfall, and we are working
urgently to get the Army Guard and Reserve up to a peacetime objective strength
of about 660,000, which would be about 93% of wartime strength. The Army
Guard and Reserve, however, do have presently about 540,000 members who
participate actively in peacetime training; despite the shortage of strength,
this is a large and capable force,

The Army is short about 270,000 pretrained individuals needed to support a
full mobilization, after using current IRR assets at a vield of 70% and using
40,000 retired personnel. The Army has instituted a series of initiatives and in-
centives to solve their problems.

CURRENT MILITARY CAPABILITIES

Question. What type of war, or national emergency, if any, is this country
capiable of fighting at the present time?

Answer. At present, we believe the 17.8. could join with its allies in a successful
joint defense of NATO Europe against an attack by the Warsaw Pact. There
are, of course a wide variety of less demanding potential contingencies, any one
of whicn we are fully capable of meeting. However, we do recognize certain
deficiencies in our current Defense eapability that require corrective action, and
we must continue to enhance our capabilities in the face of the continuing Soviet
buildup.

USE OF INDUCTEES

Question. How wonld the addition of 630,000 men within 180 davs of mobiliza-
tion enhance the national capability to meet an emergency situation?

Answer. The 650,000 people to be inducted within 180 days of mobilization will
be used, after completion of training, as fillers for bringing later deploying units
to full strength and as replacements for combat casualties.

TRAINING OF INDUCTEES

Question. How long would it take to train the additional 630,000 men such
that they could adequately fight a war or defend this country?

Answer. Each new inductee is required by the Military Selective Service Act
to receive a minimum of 12 weeks of training before being deployed overseas.
Plans for inductee training are consistent with this statute.

REQUIREMENT FOR INDUCTEES

Question. What basis is there for projecting an emergency manpower need of
650,000 men within 180 days of mobilization?

Answer. The DoD requirement for 650,000 inductees within 150 idays of
mobilization is but part of the total manpower requirement for prosecution of
a major war if it began with little notice. Most of that total manpower require-
ment must be satisfied with people already trained at the time of mobilization.
This will he true no matter how responsive the induction process, becanse newly
trained inductees will not be available for overseas assignment until after 12
weeks of training.

The balance of the requirement, for filling late-deploying units and replae-
ing easualties, ean be met with new inductees. The requirement for inductees
is, therefore, based on the rate at which our training bases ean he augmented
to accept increased numbers of trainees. The stated requirement is designed to
maximize the use of the mobilized training bases.

USE OF SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS

Our‘.‘zh’un. Wonuld it not be more cost-effective to nse the $£13.5 million requested
for FY 1980 supplemental funding to beef up the reserve forces, rather than to
implement draft registration?




Answer. The FY 1980 Budget Supplemental Request for the Selective Service
System is not an alternative to the need for well manned reserve forces. Both
are important. The FY 1980 authorization and appropriations already enacted
by the Congress include substantial amounts of funds for improvements in reserve
manning and equipment.

PUBLIC AFFAIRS COSTS

Mr. Boranp. The table on page 5 indicates you are requesting $256,-
000 in the 1980 supplemental and $234,000 in 1981 for public affairs.

What will the $200,000 in 1980 and the $150,000 in 1981, for con-
tractor support be spent for!

Mr. Rostxer. That will be spent for preparing material with regard
to the announcement of registration, the specifics of time and place.
We are planning on preparing master tapes that will be duplcated
and distributed to over 7,000 radio stations and over 700 television sta-
tions. And we will be preparing material for distribution to over
2,500 newspapers.

This will go through the public service channels. We are not paying
for any paid advertising. We are providing the informational mate-
rial that the television and radio stations can use to get the message
aCross.

PRINTING COSTS

Mr. Boranp. On the same page, under printing. you are requesting
$250,000 for registration forms, $50,000 for change of address forms,
$342,000 for registration materials, and $450,000 for verification letters
in 1980.

How many registration forms will be purchased and how long will

the supply last?

Mr. Rostker. These were based upon the registration of men and
women, The $250,000 would cover the printing of 50 million registra-
tion forms. We would be printing 10 million change of address forms,
10 million acknowledgment verification forms.

The remaining money is for a handout flyer at the point of regis-
tration, and posters to be put up in every Post Office.

Mr. Boranp. Is that what you refer to as registration materials?

Mzr. RostkEr. Yes, sir.

Mr. Boraxp. You are spending $342,000 in fiscal year 1980 on this.

Mrs. Bocas. I assume that all of these forms and the ads on televi-
sion and so on will specify that all young persons must register re-
gardless of their handicap or whatever. Is that correct?

Mr. Rostier. Yes, those persons in the specific age groups. Basi-
cally, the only persons who would not register are those in the active
Armed Forees.

Mrs. Boces. And you are including within these television spots
and so on some sign language and other types of communication with
handicapped persons?

Mr. Rostker. I think your point is well taken. Frankly, we had not
thought about that. But I think those are the kinds of things that need
to be refined.

Mrs. Boees, Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am sorry to interrupt.

REIMBURSEMENT TO USPS

Mr. Boranp. The last item is for reimbursement to the United
States Postal Service. You are looking for $10,600,000 in the 1980 sup-
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plemental and $9,240,000 in 1981. What is the basis for the USPS
charge? Is it a flat charge or per form processed or what?

Mr. Rostker. This is our best estimate of the cost of using the Post
Office. In fact, we would be billed on a reimbursable bagis. That is the
planning amount, based on the best analysis that the postal officials
can give us,

Mr. Boraxp. At what point in time do you expect to make the reim-
bursement ? July ? August? September ? When ?

Mr. RosTkER. As soon as registration is completed and the Post
Office bills us.

Mr, Traxrer. Before we leave page 5, Dr. Rostker, I noticed that
you are going to have three people who are going to be involved in pro-
ndmu' information, answering questions, I ~_,u-spcet about Selective
Service registration and the draft.

The draft? What draft?

Mr. RosteER. There is no draft, sir.

Mr. Traxrer. I certainly hope not.

Mr. Roster. We get a massive amount of inquiries. We have more
speaking invitations “than we possibly can accommodate. We are not
actively soliciting places to go and nvnplo to talk to. But it seems that
we are very popuhu at least in the college circuit, as well as other
circuits.

These people will be an additional complement to the staff to be able
to present this information to the public and to answer questions.

Mr. Traxrer. This makes me very nervous. Thank you, Mr, Chair-
man.

REIMBURSEMENT OF ASSISTING AGENCIES

Mr. Boraxp. If you don’t start the reimbursement sometime before
the end of September, then you won’t need the money for the
supplemental ?

Mr. Rostrer. We are hoping the registration will occur in June.
We could elearly not order the registration without having the funds
available to reimburse the Post Office.

Mr. Boraxp. On page 6, under the ADP support, you indicate that
the Internal Revenue Service and the Social Security Administration
will enter the registration data in the computer.

Do you have a list of exactly which locations the registration data
will be entered from? If not, when will you have a list?

Mr. Rostxer. We are working out those details now. Our prime
organization is the Social Security Administration. They have indi-

cated that they could do most of the work at three locations and we

are in the process of dividing the country up so that we know what
the flow is from the registration sites through the Post Office to the
specific locations at the SSA data centers.

Mr. Boraxn. How is the cost for keypunching by IRS and SSA
determined ?

Mr. Rosreer. We know the number of characters. We know the
strokes per keypunch operator.

It is basically 30 cents per registrant and 10 cents for microfilming.
That was the planning factor that we worked on with them that
allowed us to do that,

I might say that we have received an unsolicited proposal from a
contractor who could do a portion of the work. And those rates are
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totally consistent with SSA. He is asking for 34 cents. And we plan
for 30 cents through SSA.

So we think we are in the ballpark, even consistent with the private
sector.

Mr. Boraxp. On the top of page 7, the legend states that the Selec-
tive Service will immediately, by using the facilities of a contractor,
establish the capability to manage registrant data files, process
change-of-address notices, and enter registration data into the Emer-
gency Military Manpower Procurement System in the event of a
milifary mobilization. Has the contractor been selected?

Mr. Rostier. No, sir. We have turned the request over to GSA.
There is one unsolicited proposal that has come in, but GSA will make
the selection of the contractor.

Mr. Boraxp. Will you have to wait until the supplemental appro-
priation is provided ? J

Mr. Rostier. That is the problem with a lot of this, Mr. Chairman.

UPGRADING DATA PROCESSING AND OTHER PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS

Mr. Boraxp. The 1979 Supplemental Appropriations Act contained
$600.000 for the Selective Service System to upgrade and improve its
data processing capabilities. How were those funds used ?

Mr. RostkEer. Yes, sir. We used $151.000 to develop a long-term
computer plan. That was before my tenure. When I came in we used
$300,000 of those dollars to obtain a contractor to undertake a massive
redesign of the system. This contractor was helpful in redoing the
plans that appear before you today.

We also used $148,000 to purchase ten micron transmission devices
to transmit data from the regions to the central computers.

Mr. Boraxp. What is the total amount?

Myr. RosTkER. $599,000.

Mr. Boraxp. What about the $600,000 in the 1980 Appropriations
Bill for computer updating.

Mr. Roster. $100,000 would have been used to reimburse
the United States Army Management System Support Agency,
USAMSSA, to build up the emergency system. And we would have
used $500,000 to pay for our share of the MEPCOM Selective Service
Computer Center.

Mr. Boraxp. On page 8, you are requesting $300.000 in the 1980 sup-
plemental and $100,000 in 1981 for microfilm and $20,000 in each year
for storage,

Why do you have to microfilm and store the registration data?
Can’t vou store a duplicate copy of the computer tape or disk at another
location ?

Mr. Rostker. You need a hard copy with the individual’s signature
for a legal verification. We hope to do that with the microfilm. There
will be an initial storage charge, but within the very short-term, we
will destroy the hard copy and rely strictly on the microfilm.

Mr. Boraxn. Also on page 8, you are requesting funds in both 1980
and 1981 for a number of computers; the Interim EMMPS Support,
Interim Computer, Interim Data Management, and the Joint
MEPCOM/SSS Computer.
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I have some questions to be answered for the record with respect
to these computers.

How do these computer requests relate? What do you currently
have in computer capability ? What is your interim plan and what is
your long range plan? Where will the Joint MEPCOM/SSS com-
puter be located? What is the basis for your cost estimates.in 1980
and 19817

[ The information follows:]

Reports prepared by the CBO, the President’s Reorganization Project Team
and confirmed by Federal Computer Performance Evaluation and Simulation
Center (FEDSIM) indicate that the existing SS8 ADP equipment (e.g. Bur-
roughs B3500/2500 computer) is not adequate to support EMMPS or registra-
tion. The long term plan of Selective Service is to establish a collocated ADP
facility with the Military Enlistment Processing Command (MEPCOM) in the
Chicago area in January 1981. The interim computer is to support registration
until the collection ADP facility is in operation. The interim data management
system provides for the correction of registration errors and the processing
of address changes, This will be performed by a contractor until the collocated
ADP faeility is in operation, at which time this function will be accomplished
in-house. The interim Emergency Military Mobilization Procurement System
(EMMPS) support at United States Army Management Systems Support Agency
(USAMSSA) provides for program development and testing of the emergency
mobilization system.

Mr. Boraxp. On the same page, you are requesting $1,280,000 and
156 personnel for the SSS Data Center in 1981.

What is the basis for the request of the 156 personnel ?

Mr. Rostker. Those personnel handle error corrections. We have
based that staffing request on the number of errors, the number of
change of address forms that we can expect and the time it takes
to process each change of address.

Mr. Boranp. Why not more than 156 or less?

Mr. RostrER. We don’t think it would take any more. We have made
this determination based on specific transactions. In terms of funds,
it would be less if we register only men.

Mr. Borann. Of the 23 positions requested in 1980 and the 189 re-
quested in 1981, how many are associated with the request to register
women ?

Mr. RosTkEr, It is about 70, 72.

Mr. Boranp. Is that in 1980 or 1981 7

Mr. RosTkER. 72 is the 1981 figure. They are all in 1981.

The 1980 figures are system improvements that are independent
of the registration function. The 150 staffing positions are to handle
the error corrections, the change of address notifications, to update
the files, keep them current.

Mr. Boraxn. Under area offices, you are requesting $4,550,000 in 1981
for terminals. How many terminals and where will they be located ?

Mr. Rostier. There will be 441 terminals at the area offices. The area
offices will be Armed Forces Recruiting Stations, which, upon mobi-
lization, we will take over.

Mr. Boraxp. And how many are there?

Mr. RostrEr. We will take over 434,

_ Mr. Borann. Do you plan to lease or buy these terminals? Which
is the most cost effective?

Mr. Rostker. We believe that it would be more economical to pur-
chase the terminals.
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Mr. Boraxp. On page 10, you mention an agreement with the De-
partment of Defense to take over specific Armed Forces Recruiting
Offices within 24 hours of mobilization. Those are the 400 plus that
you mentioned.

Do you have a list of the exact locations of the Recruiting Offices
you would utilize in the event of mobilization ?

Mr. RosTkER, Yes.

Mr. Boranp. You may supply that for the committee’s files.

Mr. RosTKER. Yes, sir.

Mr. Bonaxp. On page 12, you are requesting $75,000 in both 1980
and 1981 for planning support of your Alternate Services effort. What
will these funds for planning support be used for?

Mr. Rostier. These are simply contractor support funds to angment
the small stafl so that we can come to grips with the whole structure
of an Alternate Service program.

Ta be fully effective, we should have a job bank available upon mo-
bilization to place conscientious objectors in appropriate Alternate
Service programs,

That does not exist today. We have been working with the Depart-
ment of Labor and with FEMA. We do not believe that we can bring
that system on line or fully develop the concept with the in-house re-
sources that are provided for in the budget.

So we are asking for a contractor organization.

Mr. BorAaxp. Your original supplemental request for 1980 was
$1,395,000 and 15 additional positions. The legend in the 1981 docu-
ment stated that this would finance the improvement of the data proc-
essing systems and the initial capability to meet the emergency man-
power needs of the Defense Department.

What would have been accomplished with that level of funding ?
What would the funds have been used for?

Mr. Rostier. Let me take it from the beginning. We would have
done nothing in the area of registration, no public affairs.

We had considered some reprinting, but none of the change-of-ad-
dress verification letters have been provided.

In the area of data processing, we would have had to wait until we
had our MEPCOM/Selective Service Computer Center set up and
running, which is scheduled for next year.

One of the major holes in our system that we had not come to grips
with at the time of the draft report was the whole process of keeping
the files current and updated. We were in the mode of, we will register
and shove the records in. But, in fact, those records have to be kept
updated.

We have to be able to process errors and changes of address. That
is a major commitment in this program. And it was not funded in the
previous request. The area terminals were not in the budget in F'Y '81.

We were in the process, as seen in the draft report, of pressing that
need upon OMB. But we clearly had missed the timetable to have it
in the basie 81 program.

That would have been in addition. There was no funding for recruit-
ing the local board members, although there was some additional
funding for policy development to start working out the procedures.

But the major commitment of people, administrative people at
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headquarters and regional people, and the cost of developing the train-
ing program, was not in the supplemental.

That would have been additional.

Finally, the program of some staff additions for alternate service
and for improving our capability and analysis and evaluation was in
the basic program in terms of staff additions.

Mr. Boraxp. How about the additional 15 personnel? What would
they have done?

Mr. Rostker. 5 of the people would have been assigned to the alter-
nate service program. 5 would have been assigned to the analysis and
evaluation function and 5 would have been assigned to the policy de-
velopment area. That would have constituted the 15.

Mr. Boraxp. The SSS currently has 78 permanent positions (civil-
ian) and 20 military positions for which it reimburses the Armed
Services. Is that correct ?

Mr. RosTkER. Yes.

Mr. Boraxp. The amended supplemental request for 1980 will fund
an additional 23 positions. This brings the 1980 total to 101, Is that
correct ?

Mr. RosTkER. Yes.

Mr. Boranp. Where will those 23 positions be located and what will
they do?

Mr. Rostrer. The 23 positions will be located in the National Head-
quarters,

Mr. Boranp. Are all 23 additional positions funded for 6 months?

Mr. Rostier. Yes for 6 months,

Mr. Boraxp. When will these positions be filled ?

Mr. RostrEer. As soon as I have the authorization and the money
to fill them.

Mr. Boranp. Are additional military positions funded in 1980 or
1981°?

Mr. RosTkEer. No, they are not.

Mr. Boraxp. The amended 1981 budget request provides for an ad-
ditional 189 positions. This brings the 1981 total to 282. Is that
correct ?

Mr. RosTKER. Y es, sir.

Mr. Boraxp. Where will these 189 additional positions be located
and what will they be doing ?

Mr. RosTkER. 25 persons will be in our six regional offices to imple-
ment the program of selection and training of potential local board
members.

156 persons are scheduled for staffing the data entry function at
the new computer facility at Great Lakes.

Mr. Boraxp. What lapse rate is assumed for the 189 positions?

Mr. RosTKER. Sir?

Mr. Bropsgy. For the 25 positions in the field. there is none because
we intend to hire them on the first of October, if anthorized. The
lapse rate for the 156 persons at the data entry site is 3 months.

Mr. Bor.axn. On page 25 is an organization chart. Provide for the
record a similar chart with the number of positions in 1979, 1980,
and 1981 noted in each box.

Mr. RosTKER. Yes, sir.

[The information follows:]
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Mr. Boranp. What additional monies and people are available in
v other agencies (DoD, IRS, PO) will be required to support the

registration effort ?

In other words, what is the total, from all sources, cost of the
registration effort in 1980 and 19817

Mr. Rostker. All of the moneys associated with registration are
in my budget. We would reimburse the other agencies. There are no
hidden costs in their budgets.

Mr. Boraxp. Mr. Traxler

Mr. Traxrer. Mr. Chairman, thank you.

COSTS OF POST-MOBILIZATION REGISTRATION AND OTHER OPTIONS

Dr. Rostker, I want to pursue with you Option No. 1 in the draft
of your report on page 7. Let’s see what that is going to cost us.
Option No. 1, you will recall, was post-mobilization participatory
registration.

{r. RosTkEr. Yes, I remember the draft.

Mr. Traxter, You may become very familiar with it. You may get
to like it better and better.

Let’s walk through this one, so that I understand what it does, how
much it would cost to implement it. First, I would ask you if this
option were implemented, would it include the funding for draft
board membership training ¢

Mr. RosTkER. Yes, it certainly would.

Mr. Traxrer. You would treat draft boards very much under Option
1 the same way that they are treated in the President’s plan?

Mr. RosTkERr. Yes, very much.

Mr. Traxuer. So the funds that would be required then for draft
boards under the President’s proposal, would be true then pretty
much for Option 1?

Mr. RosTrER. Absolutely.

Mr. Traxrer. How comfortable do you feel with the time frames
that you have in Option 1? Do you think that those could be met,
given sufficient funding to put Option 1 into effect?

Mr. Rostrer. If we had sufficient time to work out all of the plans
and sufficient funds to do all of the positioning, I would have to say
that those time frames are in the ballpark. Now, I don’t know whether
we would stick to exactly the same number of days, but I think it is in
the ballpark. There is a certain amount of risk associated with doing
this. A certain amount of confusion clearly would occur in a post-
mobilization environment. But I think we are in the ballpark and can
certainly meet the defense requirements.

Mr. Traxter. Mr. Chairman, could I ask unanimous consent that
page 7. 8 of the draft, as it relates to Option 1, appear in our record ?

Mr. Boraxp. Without objection, we will enter them into the record.

[The draft of Option 1 follows:]

Or1ION 1. POST-MOBILIZATION PARTICIPATORY REGISTRATION

The discussion of this option reflects major changes from the post-mobilization
plans previously presented by Selective Service. Our new plans provide that the
USPS register one year of birth group (4 million men and women) four days
after notification of mobilization (M-4). USPS employees will review com-
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pleted forms, witness the registrant’s signature, and provide the registrant with
a copy of the form as a receipt. Two weeks later USPS will begin continuous
registration of 18 year olds. Selective Service will conduct a lottery on the eve-
ning of M-44. The USPS will sort registration cards by lottery number and
forward sorted data to IRS and/or S8A regional offices. Selective Service reserve
officers will be located at TRS/S8A regional offices and will receive and ensure
the security of the registration forms. The IRS/SSA will keypunch registrant
data which will be transmitted to a central computer center. The Director of
Selective Service, acting for the President and using EEMPS, will issue induc-
tion orders starting on M+4T.

Concurrently, 434 area offices will open at predesignated recruiting office loca-
tions. Fifteen hundred pre-trained personnel will transfer from the Armed
Services Recruiting Commands to Selective Service to augment reserve officers
already assigned to Selective Service. Area offices will provide administrative
assistance to loeal boards. State Headquarters will also be reestablished to pro-
vide administrative assistance to area offices. Regional offices will continue to
support both,

Under this option, Selective Service expects to exceed the current DOD
requirement for inductees. Registration will oceur at M+-4 and induction notices
will be issued starting on M-47. Inductions will begin on M+7 at the rate of
7,000 per day, the estimated capacity of MEPCOM. With this sustained rate,
100,000 inductions could be made by M~4-35 and 650,000 inductions by M--125.

The estimated yearly recurring cost for this option, i.e., base level cost to
keep the Selective Service System in a true standby posture, is $9.7M.

Mr. Traxver. What do you see as the cost of implementing Option
No. 1? Would you walk us through that, please?

Mr. Rostker. I think it may be easiest to say—we are talking
about substantially the same system, by the fact that we would not
actually accomplish the registration and therefore would save, in
peacetime, the variable costs associated with registering two million

men a year or four million men and women a year. For a rough rule of
thumb, that is about $2 per person. Almost everything else you see in
the budget submitted before you should go forward: the alternative
service, the local boards, the computer enhancements. We should have
ready the public affairs program. We need to do a much better job in
printing and posting our forms so that they can go.

Mr. Traxuer. You would print the forms?

Mr. RosTiEer. Yes, sir, we would, in fact, do that.

Mr. Traxter. As I understand it, under this option you would
exceed the ecurrent DoD requirement for inductees.

Mr. RosTker. Yes, sir.

Mr. TraxLer. You would expect that registration would occur at
M plus four? We are not holding you to precise dates.

Mr. Rostker. Within that time frame.

Mr. Traxrer. It might be M plus three ?

Mr. Rostker. It would have to be moved in the other direction.

Mr. Traxrer. They tell me you have a tremendous background and
you are a shaker. I believe that.

Mr. Rostker. Thank you.

I think we will let it stay in the general ball park.

Mr. Traxrer. Also, induction notices would be issued starting at M
plus seven.

Mr. RosTigER. It could be in that time frame.

Mr. Traxrer, Inductions would be at M plus 17 at approximately
7,000 per day, which does not include volunteers.

Mr. RosTkEer. Right.
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VOLUNTEERS DURING MOBILIZATION

Mr. Traxter. In the event of mobilization, I assume there would be
some volunteers. That has been the case in all previous mobilization
efforts that I know of. There is always a big rush to get in the Navy.

Mr. RosTiER. Most of these requirements, of course, go to the Army.

Mr. Traxrer. That’s where most of us went. b

You estimate you would have 100,000 inductions through the system,
not including the volunteers, within M plus 35.

Mr. Rostker. It might be a little longer. We could meet the defense
requirements.

Mr. Traxrer. You would have 650,000 within M plus 125 days?

Mr. RosTRER. Something on that order.

Mr. Traxcer. Plus volunteers.

I would be pleased to yield to Mr. Sabo.

Mr. Saso. I thank the gentleman for vielding.

I was intending to pursue the same line of questioning. T wonder if
we could get the gentleman to go through the particulars on the
various tables in the budget justification.

I assume that Table 3 and Table 4 would probably be a requirement
in total of Option 1.

Mr, RosTkERr. Table——

FIELD STRUCTURE AND LOCAL BOARD SUPPORT

Mr. Sapo. Field structure and local board support, a supplement of
$754,000 is probably needed by Option 1. T wonder if you would walk
us through Table 1 and Table 2. They tend to be rather concise. Indi-
cate to us whether you think those particular supplemental requests
would be needed for Option 1, as mentioned by the gentleman from
Michigan. I would assume that Table 1 basically, except for maybe
some printing, would not be needed. It would seem to me, on printing,
that you would probably want an outstanding contract with printing
firms decentralized around the country rather than boxes of forms in
warehouses.

Mr. Rostrer. We can’t rely on that. We would have to go through
and develop a public affairs program. That should be on the shelf,
ready to go. There is a need for a permanent addition to the public
affairs staff of Selective Service. I think that is true whether we regis-
ter or not. I am not sure what would happen with telephones, but some
of that would be needed to be able to handle the flood of inquiries that
have, in fact, come in.

We need to take another thorough look at our registration forms,
change of address and verification procedures. T don’t think we need
to print quite as many, but we certainly have to have a good deal of that
stockpiled. Postage totally varies, depending on the registration itself.

Mr. Sago. People actually aren’t registering, so you aren’t notifying
them.

Mr. RostrER. We need the verification material ready to go through
the computer. We would not have to actuallv frank it and send it out.
We would not reimburse the Post Office for that.

Registration planning is absolutely necessary. Tt is what we would
have to do in peace or in a mobilization to make sure the system is,
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in fact, operated. And then the reimbursement of the Post Office would
not take place. If this was in a peacetime situation, there would be a
need to test the program. We are testing it today by running it. I don’t
have any figures on what it would cost to build a credible testing
program.

If you want to go through Table 2—let me back up. In terms of
Table 1, there would be reimbursement to the Post Office to carry on
their portion of the planning exercise. That is not in this table because
that is assumed in the reimbursement of the Post Office. There would
be a considerable amount of funds—maybe a half million dollars or
more—to reimburse the Post Office for their planning. There is a cer-
tain amount of money that would be needed to reimburse the Social
Security Administration and IRS for their planning, but most of
those funds are strictly variable and would come out.

The interim USAMSSA computer is a necessity. The interim com-
puter in entering data management

Mr. Saeo. Excuse me. If the gentleman would yield further ¢

Mr. Traxver. I would be pleased to.

Mr. Saso. What about “keypunching” ?

Mr. Rostker. I said that would come out. There would be some
charge by SSA and IRS to handle their portion of the planning, but
the keypunching, per se, would come out. The support from USAM-
SSA is a necessity. That is what gives us whatever little backup we
have today. The interim computer, most of that, if not all of that,
would come out, as would the interim data management.

The joint computer center, that is a necessity. It was in the original
plan, and it must be continued. That is our long-term in-house capabil-
ity. The data center, the portions that are variable, would come out,
the portions that represent fixed capacity and pre-positioning of equip-
ment. would stay in. We would have to work out some kind of a deal
with MEPCOM to give us some minimum standby capability for this
function, which was not originally planned and which I can assure you
is an abgolute necessity.

Software development is critical. We are dealing with programs
that were based upon hardware that is out of existence. Much of the
hardware does not exist today and cannot be maintained today. We
need a major job of redoing significant portions of the program. The
software development would stay.

Area office terminals and communications are tied in with the revi-
talization program, and that would stay. As you notice here, we credit
this computer area with the $600,000 that the Committee gave us as a
special addition last vear.

In terms of Table 3, all of this is related to the revitalization of the
system. It is not related to registration. All of the items on this table
would stay.

Mr. Saso. Would that be true of 1981 as well as 19807

Mr. RosTkER. Yes, sir. T think it is absolutely necessary that we go
ahead and select and train local board members. If there is one
thing we can do to guarantee the fairness of the svstem in an emer-
gency, it is this act. Without it, T can’t tell you who will be adjudicating
claims; I can’t tell you on what basis they will be doing it. This is our
quality control for the future.
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The same is true in Table 4. We are working with some very anti-
%uated ADP—word-processing equipment—that needs to be updated.

he analysis capability has to be improved, and the plans toward
building a viable alternate service program should go forward.

There are some things in the registration area and some things in
the computer area that will come out. We estimate it costs about $8
million each to register men and women T think we have to keep in
perspective that what the President has done is to ask the Congress for
approximately $8 million each to register men and women to move us
from a contingency plan to an ongoing registration system. I think
that is a very modest amount of money. In the realm of our defense
program, that is what it really comes down to.

Mr. Sago. I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Traxter. The difference between Option 1. which you very
carefully put together and the President’s proposal is only the $8
million and mobilization time. We are talking about M plus how
many days.

Mr. Rostker. We are talking about an improvement in a matter of
a week or two weeks.

Mr. TraxrEr. At most, 14 days?

Mr. RostreRr. If we had everything fully worked ont——

Mr. Traxrer. Everything has to be worked out under the Presi-
dent’s plan as well. doesn’t it ?

Mr. RosTeEr. We are moving faster. We would not be here a week
after the submission if these were calmer times. A good deal of this
was not in the supplemental. as I have indicated, that was originally
submitted. We were talking about a substantial period of time to bring
the funds necessary for several of these revitalizations on line.

I would be looking at next fall before we got authorization to se-
lect and train local board members. We are asking for it now, and we
are prepared to move quickly on that program.

Mr. Covenrin. Would my colleague yield ?

Mr. Traxrer. Yes, sir.

Mr. Coverrin. The $8 million would come up in both the 1980 and
1981 supplemental ?

Mr. RostkEr. There is about $7 million in the 1981 plan, because we
are registering just slightly fewer people.

Mr. Couenrin. The $8 million in 1980, and about $7 million off 1981,
You could set up the whole plan except for actually physically regis-
tering people?

Mr. Roster. You've still got the registration of women in there.
You have got to take abont $16 million off the fiscal year 1980 request
and about $14 million off the fiscal year 1981 request to determine the
post-mobilization option costs.

Mr. Traxter. T am looking at this from the perspective of what do
we really need here. We need the system. Do we put this mobilization
into operation, or do we need accrual registration? T am looking,
really, not so much at the verbiage, but I am looking for the system
that is going to get the job done in a reasonably efficient manner. I
wouldn’t want to challenge your previous statement a few minutes
ago, but again T want to sav, from my perspective. that T am only
looking for a system that will get the job done in a reasonably effi-
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cient manner, in a fair amount of time, taking into consideration the
various contingencies and the scripts that can be written in which
mobilization would be necessary.

ONGOING REGISTRATION AND INTERPRETING VARIOUS CONTINGENCY PLANS

Mr. RostkEer. We share exactly that concern. It was the view of the
President that an ongoing registration system is just much more cred-
ible than a contingency plan. I have no quarrel with that judgment. I
certainly support 1t.

Mr. Traxter. I guess T come back to where I was again this morn-
ing : looking for what we really need. The ultimate system, of course,
is to put the draft into effect. Then you really have a system going.
Where is your fallback position? How far can you come back? That
is what we are talking about today.

Some, I am sure—and we will have this coming before us in the
House—some people will be talking about the remstatement of the
draft. T am sure we will be voting on that in the House in the next
six months. Others will be discussing whether or not merely registra-
tion is meaningful enough without classification, as I said. And others
will argue that registration, with capacity for mobilization and induc-
tion within 14 days, is adequate to meet foreseeable scripts in terms
of even the worst scenario written in the Pentagon.

So, obviously, reasonable people will disagree on this issue, and I
guess that is the difficult choice that this Committee has before it. Our
options aren’t broad ; they are narrow. We just have a question of how
much money we will put up for you to do the kinds of tasks that the
Subcommittee believes ought to be done. Then the House would have
to approve our recommendations.

Mr. Boranp. Following some of the information that you gave to
Mr. Sabo with respect to the tables, are you indicating to the Com-
mittee that a beefed-up post-mobilization system would cost $4 million
in 19807

Mr. RosTker. Let me provide that for the record. But I think that
is basically correct.

[The information follows:]

The Administration is committed to the reactivation of the Selective Service
System. This program includes a substantial improvement in a whole range of
programs including registration. The registration will not only improve the re-
sponsiveness of the System, but most importantly will allow us to eliminate any
risk associated with a registration contingency plan. If the Committee decides to
only revitalize the System without registration, Selective Service would require
fiscal year 1950 supplemental of $4.7 million and a fiscal year 1981 budget amend-
ment of $11 million.

Mr. Boraxp. Are there any additional questions?

Mr. StokEs. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Rostker, so that I am sure that T understand the draft working
document that we referred to earlier, dated the 16th of January 1980,
is a draft document prepared by you. Is that correct

Mr. RosTKER. Yes.

Mr. Stoxes. This was a document that went to the President?

Mr. Rostrer. No, sir, it went to an inter-agency working group
chaired by Dr. White at OMB. To the best of my knowledge, it did not
go to the President.
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Mr. Stoxes. Is the post-mobilization option recommended on page
13, the last paragraph, your recommendation ¢

Mr. RostkEer. No, sir. I think the statement that follows says that
this option should be considered in the context of the international
situation. That is exactly what the President did. As you pointed out,
this is a draft document which is subject to corrections and criticisms
and comments by a number of people.

Mr. Stokes. So that there is no question about what we are discuss-
ing, let me read the paragraph to which I have referred. It says:

Our analysis of the various face-to-face registration options suggests that the
post-mobilization plan is preferable. Table I shows the responsiveness, number
of pre-mobilization, full- and part-time personnel, and initial and recurring costs
for each option. The post-mobilization option should substantially exceed defense
requirements, employ the fewest number of full-time personnel, and cost the least.
While costs and staffing should not be the determining factor, the reduced deliv-
ery time provided by the other options is redundant and unnecessary.

The post-mobilization option, subject to field testing later this year, and the
international situation at anytime, is recommended as the basis for an effective
standby selective service.

Is that the correct statement appearing in the draft ?

Mr. RosrrEr. That is what appears in the draft.

Mr. Stoxes. Was that your recommendation ?

Mr. Rostxer. I would characterize it as a draft statement that was
put out for comment. I would not characterize it as a “recommendation
of the Selective Service System to the President.”

Mr. Sroxes. How do you account for the word “recommendation”
that appears in the middle of the page above the paragraph immedi-
ately preceding that?

Mr. Rostker. This was a draft document that was not intended to go
to the President. It was put out for comment through working-group
channels. The document 1s subject to revision, and T think it is fair to
say that the Selective Service has always been viewed in the context of
its relation to the international situation, and that caveat stands.

Mr. Stokes. Can you tell me how much time went into this draft
document ?

Mr. Rostier. I came on board in the very end of November, and we
worked on it steadily over the month and a half that ensued.

Mr. Stoxes. When you say “we,” who does that include?

Mr. Rostker. The Selective Service staff.

Mr. Sroxes. How many people are we talking about ?

Mr. Rostxer. I don’t have a count. But basically, the planning staff
at Selective Service, a dozen people or so.

Mr. Stoxes. A dozen or more !

Mr. Rostker. That’s right.

Mr. Stoxes. Any idea of the man-hours required for this draft?

Mr. Rostier. I have no idea of the man-hours required.

Mr. Stoxes. It wasn’t anything the staff just threw together, was it ?

Mr. Rostker. No, it was not something they just threw together.

Mr. Stoxes. The staff very carefully reviewed the evidence and con-
ducted the research?

Mr. Rostker. The document is a draft, is subject to revision in the
first place, and second, it must be considered within the strict sense
of how the Selective Service can support this plan. The President
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made a determination that, in his view, an ongoing registration system
was more credible than a contingency plan. No matter how well the
plan sounds on paper, it is just that : a plan on paper.

Mr. Stokgs. I understand all that. I understand what the President
did. I am not blaming you for what he did. All I want you to do is tell
me : are you repudiating your own document ?

Mr. Rosrer. I am not repudiating my document. I characterize it
as what it is: a draft document. In fact, most of this document appears
as the Presidential statement which was submitted to the Congress last
week.

THE PRESENT INTERNATIONAL SITUATION

Mr. Stokes. Would you tell us what the international situation is at
this time that would cause you to say, “junk this”?

Mr. RosTker. I am not saying, “junk this.” I am saying the best posi-
tion of the Selective Service has to be taken in light of the interna-
tional situation.

Mr. Stoxes. That isn’t my question. My question is: What is the
current international situation ?

Mr. Rostker. I think it is quite clear—and it was covered this morn-
ing—that the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan has substantially
changed the international situation. It is the view of the President that
this action required us to go further in strengthening national defense
than the Administration originally planned for last summer or last
fall.

Mr. Stoxes. Then, you see the invasion of Afghanistan as a threat
to the vital interests of the United States at this time?

Mr. RosTkER. I certainly do.

Mr. Stokes. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Boraxp. Mr, Bevill.

Mr. Beviui. I do not have any questions at this time.

Mr. Boraxp. Dr. Rostker, thank you very much. You have been a
very interesting witness for a fairly long day, and you ca rried the bur-
den—it is a burden, too. I certainly understand your position. I under-
stand the position of the President.

We may have some problems in interpreting the draft report and
the final recommendations of the President, but, in any event, we are
delighted to have you. And thank you very much for your presence.

Mr. RosrkEer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Boraxp. Your justification will be inserted in the record. The
Committee stands adjourned.

[ The justification follows:]
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INTRODUCTION

On January 23, 1980, the President of the United States, while re-
{terating support for the All-Volunteer Force (AVF), called for the re-
vitalization of the Selective Service System and said that he would send
legislative and budget proposals to the Congress "so that we can begin
registration and then meet the future mobilization needs rapidly if they
arise.” The President also announced, on February 8, 1980, that he will
ask Congress to amend the Military Selective Service Act (MSSA) to
provide for the registration of women, that Selective Service will start
the registration process later this spring, that the process of revitali-
zation will include the selection and training of local board members,
and that he would request additional funds from the Congress of $20.5
million in FY 1980 and $24.5 million in FY 1981 for the Selective Service
System to carry out this program.

The FY 1980 Budget Supplement and the FY 1981 Budget submitted to
Congress on January 28, 1980 did not reflect the President's decision to
accelerate the revitalization of the Selective Service System or to re-
instate registration. This report presents the revised appropriation
necessary in both FY 1980 and FY 1981 to implement the full program.

The tables presented here use the FY 1980 Approrpriation as a base
against which to show the funds necessary to revitalize Selective Ser-
vice and reinstate registration.

THE "NEW" STANDBY SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM

The President's decision to revitalize the Selective Service System
and to initiate registration substantially improves our ability to
respond. However, the Selective Service and the draft is still in

"standby". No one is being drafted and the military is still operating
under the AVF system. All that has happened is that Selective Service
will substitute an actual registration system for a registration con-
tingency plan and accelerate the process of improving the other com-
ponents of the Selective Service System.

If activated, Selective Service will employ the procedures incor-
porated in the Emergency Military Manpower Procurement System (EMMPS) .
A major feature of EMMPS is that it eliminates pre-mobilization classi-
fications and examinations. After mobilization, and a Random Sequence
Number (RSN) lottery, all registrants will be administratively classi-
fied 1-A, ready for induction. Induction orders would be centrally
issued in RSN order by the Director of Selective Service. After re-
ceiving an induction order, a registrant would either report to an Armed
Forces Examining and Entrance Station (AFEES) for examination (and if
found physically and mentally qualified, would be inducted), or would
request a deferment or exemption. Requests for conscientious objector
status, hardship deferments, ministerial students, and ministerial
deferments would be processed by local boards.




REVITALIZING SELECTIVE SERVICE

Working within the EMMPS procedures, we can highlight the new
standby system by examining six subsystems which make up the registra-
tion-to-induction process. The subsystems are:

. A registration process that is reliable and efficient.

[ An ADP system (hardware and software) that can handle Selective
Service's pre- and post-mobilization requirements.

A system for the promulgation and distribution of orders for
induction.

A claims process that can quickly insure all registrants'
rights to due process are protected.

A field structure that can support the claims process.

A revitalization of National Headquarters in order to manage
the registration and field structure.

Registration.

HOW:

While the President has the legal authority to order registration,
classification, and examination, he has decided to proceed with only
registration at this time., Both classification and examination would
require substantial additional expense. In addition, classification
would require the immediate reestablishment of local draft boards, and
physical examinations would have to be repeated at the time of induc-
tion. Neither of these additional steps was thought to be appropriate
in the pre-mobilization context.

The United States Postal Service (USPS) has agreed to undertake the
task of face-to-face registration. The USPS is ideally suited to
undertake this task because it is a single command infrastructure with
facilities and personnel, and a communication/transportation network ex-
tending tc every corner of the country. There are over 34,000 clas-
sified post offices and the USPS employs over 650,000 people. Postal
locations are widely known. USPS has also provided similar services for
the Department of State (passport applications) and for the United
States Immigration and Naturalization Service (alien registration). In
1979 alone, the USPS processed over one million passport applications,
and registered over 4 million aliens.

When the registration begins, young men and women will be asked to
go to their local post offices to register. They will £ill out a simple




form with their name, sex, address, date of birth and social security
number. The forms will be checked at the postal windows to insure that
they are legible and complete. The completed forms will then be sent to
the Selective Service System where the information will be entered into
computers. Thereafter, the registrant will receive a short letter
indicating he or she has been registered and asking that the Selective
Service System be kept informed of any change of address.

WHO:

When the draft was suspended in 1973, Selective Service was oper-
ating under a series of legal and regulatory reforms designed to correct
the inequities of the draft during the Vietnam period. Specifically,
the lottery was instituted in 1969, student deferments were eliminated
in 1970, and occupational deferments were eliminated in 1971. Regula-
tory reforms cancelled the "oldest first" policy and replaced it with
the policy of year of vulnerability/youngest first, thus reducing the
years of uncertainty which characterized earlier drafts. It is our
intent to carry out these reforms, and to register only sufficient year
of birth groups to insure that we can meet the needs of our Armed
Services.

We intend to ask young men and women born in 1960 and 1961 to
register this spring with Selective Service at a time and place, and in
a manner yet to be prescribed by the President. In January 1981, we
will ask those born in 1962 to register and, at the same time we will
also initiate continuous registration of 18 year olds, i.e., young men
and women will register on, or about the day they turn eighteen, as was
the practice in the past.

If it ever becomes necessary to draft anyone, we will operate under
the concept of random selection based upon year and date of birth, i.e.,
the prime age group are those who reach age 20 in the year of the draft.
We believe that registering only those born between 1960 and 1961 will
provide a sufficiently large initial pool of people to more than meet
the needs of the Department of Defemse. In the unlikely event that it
becomes necessary to increase the size of the pool in 1980, we will
undertake a supplemental registration of those born before 1959, who are
subject to the MSSA. The size of the pool will, however, increase
overtime as 18 year olds register each year, and Selective Service keeps
current the records of those previous registered.

WHEN :

The Administration is currently developing plans and will determine
in the near future exactly when registration will take place.




BUDGET :

Using the original FY 1980 appropriation as a base, the following
major programs and funds are necessary to implement this portion of the
President's plans:

. A public affairs staff to handle the media and other requests
for information about the Selective Service, registration and the draft.
This includes a public information program by which Selective Service
will prepare and provide materials to the public affairs departments of
electronic and print media announcing the details of registration.

. An improved telephone answering and inquiry system to handle
the phone calls flooding Selective Service Headquarters and Regional
Offices.

. The printing and distribution of registration forms, registra-
tion materials (fact sheets, posters, etc.), change of address forms,
verification letters and appropriate postage.

'] The development of detailed plaus and procedures to carry out
the initial and continuous registrationms.

. The cost of reimbursing the USPS5 for registration.

Table 1
Registration

($000)
FY 80 FY 81
INCREASE

Public Affairs:
Contractor Support 150
Personnel (3) 84

Telephones 120

Printing:
Registration Forms
Change of Address Forms 50
Registration Materials 342
Verification Letters 450

Postage 1.275
Registration Planning 275
USPS Reimbursement 10,600

Totals 13,552




ADP Support.

HOW:

In order to enter the initial registration data for two year of
birth groups (8 million men and women) into a computer, we will use the
keypunch capacity of the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) and the Social
Security Administration (SSA). Both agencies have agreed to suspend
part of their operations to support Selective Service. For example, the
IRS has over 4,000 data entry terminals located in ten regional centers,
which are conveniently located near USPS centers. During the tax return
period of January to June, the IRS has about 6,000 data entry personnel
onboard. During the non-tax period of July to December, the staff is
reduced to about 1,500 personnel.

The present Selective Service computer is inadequate to either man-
age our data files, to run EMMPS, or to support our area offices and the
claims process. Current hardware cannot be expanded to support these
tasks. In deciding how best ro meet our computer needs, we also want to
make sure that any new ADP system facilitates the entire registration-
to-induction process. Responsibility for this process is shared by
Selective Service and the DOD's Military Enlistment Processing Command
(MEPCOM). Selective Service is responsible to:

. Register those subject to the MSSA.

L] Determine the order of those who will be called for service.

Classify individuals.
Order registrants to take physical and mental examinations.

Issue orders for induction.

Adjudicate claims for deferments, postponements, and exemp-
tions.

The Military Enlistment Processing Command, through their 67 Armed
Forces Examining and Extrance Stations (AFEES) is responsible to:

. Provide physical and mental examinationms.
'] Induct qualified registrants into the Armed Services.
To provide short term ADP capability, our budget submit ensures we

have (1) an immediate capability to maintain and process registration
data and issue orders of induction, if necessary; and (2), within a




year, provide for improved interface with MEPCOM. Selective Service
will immediately, by using the facilities of a contractor, establish the
capability to manage our registrant data file, process change of address
notices, and will be ready to enter the registration data into the EMMPS
in the event of a military mobilization. We have a formal agreement
with the Department of Defense that the U. 5. Army Management Systems
Support Agency (USAMSSA) will support EMMPS. The compatability of

EMMPS and the USAMSSA computer was tested and demonstrated capable in
December 1979.

The USAMSSA computer and contractor support is only temporary.
Selective Service and MEPCOM have agreed to develop a joint computer
center by January 1981. We believe that a joint center has many advan-
tages. It will reinforce the link between the two organizations, e.g.,
after mobilization the volume of data transmitted each day would be
substantial and a joint facility would minimize delays and the need for
an expensive telecommunications network. It would put Selective Service
on a computer solely dedicated to the military manpower procurement mis-
sion, and would help insure the coordination of manpower flows into the
AFEES. The computer center will have sufficient data input capacity to
handle our requirements for continuous registration and data file update
(change of address). It will also have the ability to support, upon
mobilization, our local boards through 434 area offices which would be
established. Computer terminals in each area office will be linked to
the central computer and will be used, upon mobilization, to enter and
update claims informationm.

BUDGET :
Using the original FY 1980 appropriation as a base the following
major programs and funds are necessary to implement this portion of the

President's plans:

1] The keypunch, microfilm and storage of the registration forms.

L] Interim support of the EMMPS system on the USAMSSA computer.

o Interim computer and data file management of registration
data, e.g., 25 percent of the registrant population moves each year
according to census statistics.

. The establishment of the Joint MEPCOM/SSS Computer Center.

L] A Selctive Service Data Entry Center to handle registration
keypunch and file maintenance after January 1, 1981.

® Development of computer programs and systems (software) for
the maintenance of registrant files, update and integration of EMMPS
with the file management system and area office terminals.




. The area office computer terminal metwork to allow for an
accurate and efficient management information system in support of local
boards.

Table 2
Data Processing
Management Information Systems

(5000)

FY 80 FY 81
SUPP_ INCREASE

SSA/IRS Data Entry:
Keypunch 2 1200
Microfilm C 400
Storage 2 20

Interim EMMPS Support - USAMSSA
Interim Computer
Interim Data Management
Joint MEPCOM/SSS Computer
S§55 Data Center:
Personnel (156)
Keypunch Equipment
Office Equipment
Site Preparation
Microfilm Service
Supplies and Telephones
Base Maintenance Support
Software Development
Area Offices:
Terminals
Communications

Funds from Base FY 80 Program

Totals

58-510 O - 80 - 6
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Promulgation of Orders for Induction.

HOW:

If activated during a military emergency, there will be a single
national draft call based upon the individual's random selection number.
Actual induction orders will be issued by the Director of Selective
Service, by direction of the President and under authority of Section
5(d) of the MSSA. Using the Selective Service master registraion file,
induction orders will be transmitted as Western Union Mailgrams. The
Mailgrams will contain the following information:

L] Identification of the inductee.
. Orders to report to a specific time to a designated AFEES,

Information on procedures to follow if unable to comply with
the induction order.

Information on exemption and deferment rights.

A simple claims form.

The address of the inductees local board/area office to which
claims should be sent.

The area office, upon receipt of a claim will notify Selective Ser-
vice Headquarters and will process the claim according to standard
Selective Service procedures. MEPCOM will also be notified of indi-
viduals ordered to AFEES and will report their status to Selective
Service Headquarters.

BUDGET: None.

Claims Processing and the Selective Service Field Structure.

HOW:

Local draft boards are not necessary in the registration process.
However, in the event of a mobilization, they will be required to process
claims for exemptions and deferments. We are developing plans to select
and train local board members for availability should such an emergency
occur. The selection procedures will ensure that people who serve on
local boards in the future will be representative of the community as a
whole and will have the training needed to provide for consistent appli-
cation of the law nationwide.

Selective Service, working with the Provisional State Directors and
State Governors, will develop criteria and selection procedures. The FY




81

1980 Supplemental Budget contains funds and requests for new personnel
to develop the guidelines and supervise the selection and training of
8,500 local board members (6 people), administer the program (5 people),
and carry out the selection and training (25 people). We will also
develop and test a training program in FY 1980.

The recruitment of local board members will start early in FY 1981.
Approximately 8,500 local board members are needed for almost 1,900
local boards. The actual training of members will take place at 85
training conferences held across the nation. We project an annual
attrition rate of about 20 percent. Each year the new local board
members will receive initial training and all board members will be
advised of procedural changes which may take effect.

Selective Service has also streamlined procedures to reconstitute
essential area offices in support of local boards. The Secretary of
Defense and the Director of Selective Service have agreed that, "in
order to facilitate the operation of the Selective Service in support of
the manpower procurement needs of the Department of Defense, we must
better coordinate our planning and post-mobilization manpower systems.
In addition, it is appropriate that DOD, like other Federal agencies,
provide support to the Selective Service during a national emergency.
Such support from DOD might include but not be limited to, computer and
data processing, selected personnel, and facilities. However, DOD
should not in any way be involved in the process by which the Selective
Service adjudicates claims for deferment or exemption.”

Selective Service has a cadre of 715 military reservists who would
reactivate the system during an emergency. We have also entered into an
agreement with Defense to take over specific Armed Forces Recruiting
Offices within 24 hours of a mobilization. Fifteen hundred Recruiting
Service personnel will augment the Selective Service reservists for
about 45 days after mobilization. These personnel will be identified by
name, provided training and will participate in training exercises and
field tests.

Selective Service has also restructured the summer training to test
our ability to mobilize State Headquarters and reestablish area offices.
Selective Service reserve officers will visit the Armed Forces Recruit-
ing Offices scheduled to support Selective Service during a mobiliza-
tion. Equipment and personnel in these offices will be inventoried and
local contacts with GSA, OPM, and the telephone company will be made.
The FYBl budget also has funds to allow Selective Service to fully
participate in NIFTY NUGGET 80.

BUDGET :
Using the original FY 1980 appropriation as a base, the following

major programs and funds are necessary to implement this portion of the
President's plans:
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. Increase Selective Service staff to develop, administer and
supervise a program for the selection of local board members,

. Develop a training program to insure that local board members
are knowledgeable of Selective Service procedures and regulations.

® Development of plans and procedures for the reconstitution of
area offices consistent with support agreements with DOD.

. A Selctive Service mobilization tests consistent with the DOD
NIFTY NUGGET 80 mobilization exercise.

Table 3
Field Structure and Local Board Support

(5000)
FY 80 FY 81
SUPP INCREASE

Local Boards (8,500 Members)
Policy Development:
Personnel (6)
Administrative Support:
National Headquarters Personnel (5)
Regional Offices Personnel (25)
Training and Recruitment:
Development
Implementation

Revised Reconstitution Plans
NIFTY NUGGET Test

Totals

Revitalization of National Headquarters.

The President’'s decision to revitalize the Selective Service System
dictates several initiatives in the National Headquarters. The budget
provides funds to update our wordprocessing and telecommunications cap-
ability, increase security at Selective Service Headquarters, and aug-
ment our staff in two critical areas.

Selective Service is reponsible for a viable Alternate Service Pro-
gram which can become operational upon mobilization. Experience with
conscientious objectors during earlier periods points to a series of
problems that must be addressed, Court cases and the evolutionary
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change in attitude on the part of the general public predict a much
greater use of the alternate service option than ever before in our
history. In addition, the problems of national standards, equity and
timeliness of placement could lead to court challenges that could impact
the capacity to meet manpower delivery schedules. A staff of four with
appropriate planning support is provided in the budget.

There 1s also an urgent need to develop a staff capability to per-
form systems and operations analysis studies of all aspects of the
Selective Service System, including the development of a systematic pro-
gram of operational testing. This is particularly important for an
organization like the Selective Service, where many of its component
systems are inactive and must operate smoothly upon mobilization. A
staff of five is provided in the budget.

Table 4
Headquarters Revitalization

($000)
FY 80 FY 81
SUPP INCREASE

Wordprocessing & Telecommunications
Equipment 108

Alternate Service:
Personnel (4) 79
Planning Support 75

Analysis & Evaluation:
Personnel (5) 95

Agency Security 30
Totals 382
SUMMARY .
The FYB0 Supplemental and the additions to the FYBl Budget will
allow the Selective Service to carry out the President's program of re-
vitalizing the Selective Service System, reinstitute registration of men,

and initiate the registration of women. An analysis of the FY80, FY80
Supplemental and the FY81 Budget is presented in the following table.
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ANALYSIS OF CHANGES IN REQUIREMENTS
($000)

1980 Enacted
Pay Raise Supplemental

Program Supplemental:
Costs Associated with Registration
(Table 1) $13,552
Data Processing Costs (Table 2) 7,207
Costs Associated with Field Structure
and Local Board Support (Table 3) 754
Headquarters Revitalization
(Table &) Y 21,895

Total 1980 Budget Authority Requested $30,146

Changes for FY 1981:

Decreases (Non-Recurring Costs):

USPS Reimbursement

Registration Planning, Forms & Publicity

ADP Development Costs & Interim
Contract Support

Development Costs - Training Program

Word Processing & Telecommunications
Equipment

Miscellaneous

Increases:
Postage
Joint MEPCOM/SSS Computer Center
Area Office Terminals & Comminication Lines
Data Entry Center (Including Personnel)
Local Board Member Recruitment
NIFTY NUGGET Test
Annualization of New Positions
Miscellaneous

Total 1981 Appropriation Request $35,482
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WebpNEspAY, FEBRUARY 27, 1980
MEMBERS OF CONGRESS AND PUBLIC WITNESSES
WITNESS

HON. PETER A. PEYSER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM
THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Mr. Boraxp. The Committee will come to order. We will continue
with the hearings on the recommendation of the President for pre-
mobilization registration. Today we will be hearing from Members of
Congress and outside witnesses who have signified their request to
the Committee to appear on behalf of the recommendation.

We are pleased to have the distinguished Member of Congress, Peter
Peyser as our first witness. I don’t think we could have a better one
to open this nice day.

Mr. Peyser. I appreciate the opportunity of being here with you,
and my good friend from Florida who is here this morning as well.
In order to save time, I would like to make a brief summary of my
statement.

First of all, it is not my intention to speak on the question of
whether there should or shouldn’t be registration. It is not my inten-
tion to speak on the question of whether men or women should be in-
cluded in the issue. My concern—and of course, it ends up getting re-
flected in the appropriations that this Committee would recommend—
is the whole idea that the President and the Administration has ad-
vanced on using and registering at this time basically the 18, 19, and
20 year-olds, starting with 19 and 20, and then picking the 18 year-olds
up.
I feel, Mr. Chairman, if we in truth are trying to send this so-called
message of determination and an honest feeling of concern in this
country over the international crisis, that it is grossly unfair, dis-
criminatory, and I view it as totally out of keeping with our demo-
cratic process to call for registration of this particular age group and
not include, as we have in the past and as the law presently allows for,
the registration of persons 18 to 26 vears of age.

Now, it is very interesting for me to note that the military at this
point, the Defense Department, states that while the 19 and 20 year-
olds make the best soldiers, we want to have the best and so we are
going to register them first. Well, T would note that the Defense De-
partment of 15 years ago did not take that point of view and felt that
the soldiers in the 20s and mid-20s were the best combat type troops to
have.

From my own experience, Mr. Chairman, having served on active
duty for three and a half years, in the National Guard for over 11

(101)
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1f not better soldiers than those at 18 or 19. But I don’t real

that is the issue. It seems to me the issue is, why should we pick one
age group, such as we are doing here, the youngest, and say they are
the ones that are going to be faced with this particular problem. Be-
cause if we carry the thought of registration through, it ultimately
could mean a draft. And if we carry the steps of a draft through, it
eventually could mean a military confrontation.

It seems to me to say that the 19 year-olds and the 20 year-olds
at this point should be the only ones to have to face this initial problem,
if it should be reached, is grossly unfair. Mr. Chairman, I have sons
ranging in age from 18 to 26, three of them. So I am not arguing on
any personal situation, because obviously, from the point I am arguing,
all of my sons would be subject to this draft—not draft, but registra-
tion,

And I think for the Congress to appropriate monies on the basis of
only the 19 to 20 year-olds registering at this time is something I
would very much oppose.

Now, I have talked with Mr. Rostker on this and he indicates to me
that it would take an additional appropriation covering fiscal year
1980 and 1981 if we were registering men, which seems to be the indi-
cation of how the Committee and the Congress is going at this point;
that over the fiscal supplemental for 1980 and fiscal year 1981, we
would be talking about $20 million additional over that two-year pe-
riod if we were to register all men from ages of 18 to 26 as potential
people that could be called in a draft.

I would like to urge this Committee, Mr. Chairman, that in any
action we take—and certainly I would again urge this on the floor of
the House—that if we are going to make this kind of a move, let’s make
it in the way, one, we have in the past; two, which obviously shows far
more substantial numbers of people involved. If we are trying to create
an impression of strength and unity on this issue, and move so that
the House would act on your appropriations, which would then, for
the two-year period we are talking about, increase the present level
you now have in mind by $20 million and include the 18 to 26 year-olds.

Mr. Chairman, I thank you for the opportunity of presenting this
point. I think, since I first announced my stand on this issue, in my own
area in New York, certainly from even the groups that are involved
here, have felt that in fairness, to start with this group, it should in-
clude the 18 to 26 year-olds and not just the 19 and 20 year-olds. I think
that would be the feeling throughout the country, antf hopefully in the
Congress itself.

And I thank the Chairman for this opportunity and would welcome
any opportunities to answer questions.

[The complete statement follows:]

years, soldiers in their 20s made, if you were going to evaluate, as %ood
ly think
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Statement of

Rep. Peter A. Peyser (Dem. ,N.Y.)

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee:

I am pleased to have the opportunity to speak here today on
the President's budget request for appropriations to reinstitute
registration for men, and possibly for women also, between the
ages of 19 and 20.

I know that many issues will be discussed here today, but I
wish to speak directly to only one aspect of the President's

program; and that is the age levels of the individuals that will be

required to register. Under the President's proposal, 19 and 20

year old men and women will be required to register at their local
post office and will potentially be the first to drafted in the event
of a mobilization. I believe that isolating this narrow age group
and placing the brunt of reponsibility on them is patently unfair;
and unwise in view of past practices by the selective service
system.

Traditionally , we have had registration for the 18-26 age
group and that is the range which I believe should be subject to
registration if we are to have a registration system at all. There
has existed authority to register our youth since 1948. That
authority, which as you know exists today, has provided for registration
of the 18-26 year olds. To be sure the authority is discretionary
and the President can reqguire registration for any age group within
this range. But I maintain, and I believe the facts will bear me
out, that from the point of view of fairness and of obtaining the
best soldiers in the event of mobilization, registration should

include the 18-26 age .group.
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Selective Service officials have indicated to me that it
is important to register 19 and 20 year olds as they are the ones
who will make the best soldiers in time of war. My own experiences
in the Navy during World War II indicate otherwise. I found those
in their twenties to be the most mature, the best trained and the
most capezble of functioning during stress situations. The practice
of the Selective Service from 1948 to the institution of the lottery
draft in 1970 supports this conclusion., Regulations issued in 1948,
and Presidential Executive orders issued in 1956 and again in 1965,
specify that the induction sequence should include nonvolunteers
in the 19-26 age group in the order of their date of birth with

the " oldest being selected first". (Executive Order #11241,August

24,1965). 1f, as I am now informed, the 19-20 year olds make the
best soldiers, why did we follow a contrary induction policy
for so many years and through two wars?

Even when the lottery system was instituted in December, 1969,
and the potential draftee was put in a first priority catagory at
age 20 (the catagory in which he was most vulnerable); the subseguent
order of liability for the draft was the 21 to 26 age group before
any 18 or 19 year olds were to be called. This again indicates a
preference for the older registrants.,

I realize that the administration will provide for eventual
registration of the 18 to 26 age class by reguiring present
registrants to maintain their status until they reach 26. This
plan will take several years to complete and with the present
volatile situation throughout the world today, I do not believe

that we can afford delay our actions on this matter. Also, as I said
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before, I do not think that one small class of youngsters
should face the potential of a draft while others are allowed
to escape this responsibility.

There is a question of the increased cost involved in

registering a large number of potential draftees. The administration

has requested $20.4 million in Supplemental Funds for FY 1980
to register 19 and 20 year old men and women; and $24.5 million
in FY 1981 to register those who turn 18 this year. Therefbre,
based on registration cost estimates supplied by the Selective
Service, my proposal would cost an additional 20 million for
FY 1980 and 1981 to register men 21 thru 25 and 40 million dollars
additional to register men and women in these age groups. After
the initial first time cost I do not foresee any additional
costs in subsequent fiscal years.

T realize that in the present atmosphere of fiscal restraint
a proposal of this sort might not meet with enthusiastic
approval. But I maintain that if the Administration is serious
about the need to create the proper mechanism for an emergency
mobilization, then we must be willing to make the sacrifices
necessary to ensure that the best men, and women as the case
may be, are available for conscription; and that all our young

citizens share in the responsibility forced upon them.
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Mr. Boraxp. Thank you, Mr. Peyser. I think the point you raised
is a point that has been raised by others. As you have indicated to
Mr. Rostker, the Director of the Selective Service, that it would require
some $20 million more to register those between the ages of 18 and 26.
One of the reasons why the SSS didn’t feel that it murhl to register
those 18 through 26 was because of cost effectiveness. Of course, after
their twenty-sixth year, they would drop out of the pool.

It was the feeling of the SSS that it would not be worth the extra
$20 million to register those 18 through 26. That was about the extent
of their response to the problem you raised.

I think 1t is wise to look at this area. There does seem to be some
discrimination against those who are in the 19 and 20 year-old age
bracket.

Myr. Peyser. Mr. Chairman, if T can just comment for a moment
on that. The inconsistency there seems to be that the purpose of this
registration, as I heard it announced, was that we were going to, by
this registration, illustrate to basically the Soviet Union that we had
a determination as a people to, because of the moves they had made in
Afghanistan, to show a show of a certain type of strength by at least
making this preliminary step.

Now, if this isn’t really the intention, I don’t think we ought to be
fooling with registration at all at this point. But if that is, I see no
reason that we shouldn’t include the 18 to 26 year-olds if we are
serious.

Mr. Boraxp, Thank you.

Mr. Coughlin ?

Mr. Couenriy. No questions.

Mr. Borann. Mr. Young?

Mr. Youna. I don’t have any questions of Mr, Peyser. I would like
to compliment h]m ona very w ell thought out and presented statement.

Mr. BoLanp. Mr. Stokes?

Mzr. Stoxes. No questions.

Mr. Boraxp. Mrs. Boggs?

Mrs. Boges. No questions.

Mr. Boranp. You got away easy today.

Mr. Peyser. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Boraxp. We were delighted to have you.

WITNESSES

BARRY W. LYNN, UNITED CHURCH OF CHRIST
DAVID LANDAU, AMERICAN CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION

Mr. Boraxp. Our next witnesses are Mr. Barry Lynn of the United
Church of Christ and Mr. David Landau of the American Civil
Liberties Union. You are both in favor of this. T have been reading
about the two of you in the paper. You have been getting a lot of
press lately. In any event, we are delighted to have you and you may
proceed as you wish.

Mr. Lyx~. I chair the Committee Against Registration and the
Draft. which is a national coalition of 45 organizations opposed to
steps toward registration or conseription. Mr. Landau is the vice chair.
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If this is acceptable to the Committee, I would like to make a brief
summary of my statement, and then let Mr. Landau summarize his
statement, in order to save some time here this morning.

Mr. Boraxp. Fine.

Mr. Ly~x. It is my very firm belief that the requests you have before
you this morning for a supplemental appropriation for 1980 for the
Selective Service System of $20 million is a potential invitation to
disaster. There is no action likely to be taken by the Congress this
session with such broad social and legal ramifications as reinstituting
draft legislation.

A vote in favor of funding a registration program cannot be viewed
simply as a vote on the collection of a few million names and addresses.
It is correctly perceived by many Americans as a vote affirming the
reactivation of perhaps the most inequitable and capricious bureauc-
racy established in the United States in the last century, and also as
a vote affirming President Carter’s so far largely unilateral commit-
ment to defend militarily the entire Persian Gulf area and Southwest
Asia.

All but one member of this Subcommittee, after very careful con-
sideration last September, voted to strike draft registration from the
1980 Defense Authorization bill. The climate in the world has changed
since that time, but the need for draft registration has not. The Presi-
dent’s decision to link public concern over events in Iran and Afghan-
istan with a call for draft registration is misleading and destabilizing.
It feeds war hysteria without substantially improving military pre-
paredness.

_ Tt does, however, generate a new system of surveillance of our young
people and likely will lead to a renewal of intergenerational conflict.
Although polls ‘still show majority support for draft registration
generally, majority sentiment from 18, 19 and 20 year-olds is now
clearly opposed to the President’s proposal. This alone should suggest
great caution on the part of the Congress.

I would ask you to reject outright, at the very least, the $16 million
requested for the proposed processing of eight million young men and
women this year. This funding should be rejected for the following
reasons:

1. Draft registration is totally inconsistent with basic principles of
freedom ;

2. Registration is not important for military preparedness;

.(‘31_ Registration now is tacit support for a questionable foreign policy,
and ;

4. Registration is a socially divisive act likely to polarize the nation.

That has proven to be a wholly inadequate and inequitable law. Even
if one believes that a peacetime registration draft is permissible in
theory, if handled equitably, it is impossible to view the present Act
as acceptable. To revitalize this shabby statute through the funding
of reqistration would be a tragic error.

When the framers of the Constitution considered the issue of a na-
tional militarv force. they agreed that Conaress should have the power
to “raise armies.” They never intended for those armies to be con-
seripted. Tt was controversial enough just to give Congress the power
to pay for a national army of volunteers, not beholden to any state.
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There is simply no duty of military service imposed by our Consti-
tution. There is nothing unpatriotic or un-American about opposition
to the registration or the draft itself.

When Mr. Carter mentioned at a recent press conference that 55 na-
tions have conscription, he conveniently omitted two salient examples.
First, that every communist dictatorship does have a draft, and sec-
ondly, that Great Britain, our closest philosophical ancestor, does not.

First, in my judgment, both constitutional history and the massive
due process violations in the existing law render peace time registra-
tion constitutionally suspect.

Second. registration is not necessary for military preparedness. The
requirements for Selective Service depend upon a mobilization time-
table generated by the Defense Department, which purportedly out-
lines the needs from Selective Service in the event of an emergency. It
is the now increasingly familiar first inductee in 30 days, 100,000 in-
ductees within 60 days.

However, before debating how to reach these objectives it is impor-
tant to recognize that this timetable makes certain assumptions which
are subject to considerable question.

First, it assumes there will be virtually no voluntary enlistments.

Mr. Rostker admitted to Mr. Sabo yesterday that he assumed no one
would volunteer, even for a Soviet invasion of Western Europe. This
assumption violates my notion of common sense and is contradicted by
evidence from every other American conflict, including the one in
Vietnam.

Other assumptions in the generation of this worst case scenario are
open to similar questions. What is crucial to remember is that these
requirements have not been changed since the Russian invasion of
Afghanistan. The timetable, because it is based on worst case planning,
already includes exigencies like Iran and Afghanistan. Nothing has
changed in these technical requirements before or subsequent to Presi-
dent Carter’s decision to reinstitute registration.

There are also practical reasons for not needing inductees prior to
30 days before mobilization—or after mobilization. Given the present
training base capacity of the United States, it is unlikely that vast
numbers of draftees conld be used prior to 30 days after mobilization.
Optimistically, Army Reserve training units are not to be manned,
equipped and organized until at least M plus 19. Additionally, persons
in the Delaved Entry Program numbering 50 to 100,000 in any given
month would also be trained during the early days of the mobilization.

Even if you accept the mobilization timetable as accurately reflect-
ing military needs, there is clearly a way to meet it without preregis-
tration, a fact abundantly clear in the draft report from the Selective
Service that was discussed yesterday.

Fundamentally, it is the obligation of a government. of a free so-
ciety to take the path least intrusive upon individual freedom when
it goes about solving problems, including that of national defense.
Since there is a way to avoid imposing registration and still be mili-
tarily prepared, I believe it is incumbent upon the Congress to take
that route.

This Subcommittee will make the eritical initial decision on whether
to waste millions of tax dollars and disrupt millions of lives, when in
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fact the defense of our country will not be strengthened by these enor-
mous fiscal and human costs.

A third general area, in my judgment, registration at this point
would be a tacit endorsement of a very questionable foreign policy.
Once again, it appears that the President is asking the Congress to
validate a foreign policy commitment made by him alone, not so un-
like the Gulf of Tonkin resolution which Mr. McDade discussed yes-
terday. The President has decided that the entire Persian Gulf area
is to be protected by any means necessary. What I fear is that the
President is backing the country into a position where a draft itself is
inevitable.

Mr. Carter has done nothing to provide personnel necessary for
new bases, or an otherwise expanded presence, in that part of the
world. There are many of us who doubt whether a substantial military
commitment to the Persian Gulf is wise. There are even more that are
certain that a land troop commitment of draftees would be a catastro-
phe. Yet it appears that this is in the mind of the President some-
where; otherwise, it seems odd that he would link the registration
decision so directly and absolutely to crisis in that part of the world.

A final objection that I have to this proposal is I fear that regis-
tration is a socially divisive act which will again polarize the Nation.
Mr. Landau will discuss this in much more detail.

In summary, I simply do not believe that the Administration, at
least in its incarnation here yesterday, deserves to have registration
funded. Their house is built, their whole case for draft registration is
built like a house of cards. As soon as there is a breach of reason, it
seems to collapse. Virtually every Committee member here yesterday

asked important and reasonable questions of the Administration. 1
don’t frankly believe that you or the American people that you repre-
sent got very satisfactory answers.

I would like to turn now to David Landau for reiteration of some
of these points and elaborations.

[The complete statement follows:]
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Mr. Boland and Membérs of the Subcammittee:

My name is Barry W. Lynn. Currently I am serving as legislative
counsel for the Office for Church in Society of the United Church of Christ.

I am an ordained minister in the United Church of Christ and a member of the
District of Columbia bar. I do not claim to speak for all members of this
denomination, but our most representative body, the General Synod, has consis-
tently reaffirmed (most recently in 1979) opposition to registration for the
draft in peacetime. T also chair the Conmittee Against Registration and the
Draft (CARD), the national anti-registration coalition which now cotains 45
peace, religious, womens', student, and civil rights organizations. I have
been working actively in the areas of Selective Service, military and veterans
benefit law for the past six years.

It is my firm belief that the request you have before you this moming
for a Supplemental Appropriation for 1980 for the Selective Service System of
$21.9 million is an invitation to disaster. There is no action likely to be taken
by the Congress this session with such broad social and legal ramifications as
reinstituting draft registration. A vote in favor of funding a registration
program must not be viewed as a vote merely on the collection of a few million
names and addresses. It is correctly perceived by many to be a vote affirming
the reactivation of perhaps the most inequitable and capricious bureaucracy
established in the last century and a vote affirming President Carter's so-far
largely unilateral committment to defend militarily the entire Persian Gulf
area and Southwest Asia. I would even suggest that the vote on this $21.9
million finding of draft registration may be the 1980 equivalent of the vote
on the Gulf of Tonkin resolution.

All but one menber of this subcommittee after careful consideration

last September voted to strike draft registration from the 1980 Defense Authori-

58-510 0 - BD - 8
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zation bill. The climate in the world has changed since that time, but the

need for draft registration has not. The President's decision to link public
concern over events in Iran and Afganistan with a call for draft registration is
misleading and destabilizing. It feeds war hysteria without substantially
improving military preparedness. It does, however, generate a new system o
surveillance of our young people and likely will lead to a renewal of inter-
generational conflict. Although polls still show support for draft
registration generally, majority sentiment from 18, 19 and 20 year olds is

now clearly opposed to the President's proposal. This alone should suggest great
caution on the part of the Congress.

I would ask you to reject outright, at the very least, the $13.5 million
requested for the proposed processing of 8 million young men and women this
sumer, as well as substantially reduce the funding of data processing inprovements.
Apparently, approximately $3.7million of these improvements are necessary only
to conduct the registration. This finding should be rejected for the following
reasms: (1) Draft registration is totally incomsistent with basic principles
of freedom, (2) Registration is not important for military preparedness, (3)
Registration now is tacit support for a questionable foreign policy, and (4)

Registration is a socially devisive act likely to polarize the nation.

Draft registration is inconsistent with fundamental principles of freedom

There are few organizations established with the Federal government which
have such a direct and intrusive effect on individual citizens as the Selective

Service System. The President is asking Congress to appropriate funds to register

persons under the existing Military Selective Service Act. That statute, both

in wording and moreso in application, has proven to be wholly inadequate and
inequitable. Even if one believes that a peacetime registration or draft is
permissable in theory if designed equitably, it is inpossible to view the present

act as acceptable. To revitalize this shabby statute through the funding of

rFin e .




registration would be a tragic error.

When the Framers of the Constitution considered the issue of a national
military force, they agreed that Congress should have the power to "raise armies'.
They never intended for those armies to be conscripted. It was controversial
enough just to give Congress the power to pay for a national army of volunteers,
not beholden to any state. Our Const irutional forebears were fully aware of
the colonial experience where conscript jon (where practiced at all) was limited
to a compulsory training in musketry and a few weeks duty defending the borders
of the colony from direct attack. It would be unthinkable that men like Thomas
Jefferson could have supported a national conscription canpaign which would raise
men or women to be sent to a front 10,000 miles away from the U.S.

There is simply no "duty’’ of military service imposed by our Constitu-
tion. 'There is nothing wnpatriotic or un-American about opposition to the draft
and Selective Service. When Mr. Carter mentioned at a recent press conference
that 55 nations have conscription, he conveniently comitted two salient examples:
every Commnist dictatorship has a draft, and Great Britain, our principal
philosophical ancestor, does not.

The constitutionality of a peacetime draft registration has never been
decided by the Supreme Court. Challenges to Selective Serice statutes have
jnvariably come during a time of war or declared national emergency. All cases

wholding emergency registration and conseription echo the holding in the

challenge to the 1948 Selective Service Act that found a wartime draft "is a

valid exercise of the war power. It is calculated to fimction -- it functions
today -- in time of peril." U.S. v. Nugent 346 U.S. 1 (1953). The emphasis is
a present state of peril which clearly requires additional persommel for the
defense of the nation's interests. Such an exigency does not exist today.
Compulsory registration to meet what I believe to be an unconstitutional end,

peacetime conscription, is {tself a due process violation.
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In addition, registration and corollary duties exist ing under the
Selective Service Act currently to keep Selective Service notified of address
changes and other alterations of lifestyle impose a formidable barrier to inci-
pient ideas of privacy under the First, Fourth, and Ninth Amendments. Young
people must not be catalogued in America again.

It should also be clear that if this subcommittee ap
any registration, it will be a rej tion of both men and women. Uhder
current interpretations of law, male-only registration camot withstand Con-
stitutional serutiny and would not survive a Fifth Amendment challenge on

""equal protection’ and "due process" grounds. To withstand such scrutiny,

“classifications by gender must serve important govermmental objectives and be

430 U.S. 313, 316-317 (1977). A merely rational justification will not suffice
under developing case law in this area, Statutes which have a grossly disparate
effect, beneficial or burdensome, on one sex are subject to the requirement

that strong, demonstrable reasons for the difference exist. Elimination of
woren from the registration requirement appears to mum afoul of the Supreme Court
waming that "legislative classifications which distribute benefits and burdens
on the basis of gender carry the inherent risk of reinforcing the stereotypes

about the 'proper place' of women and their need for special protection."

Orr v. Orr 99 S. Ct. 1102, 1113,

Registration of women would recognize the considerable evidence that women,
both in the past, and increasingly in the present All-Volunteer Force, have done
exemplary service in the many technical, administrative, clerical, logistical,
and medical areas which constitute 807 of military jobs.

A wote for the FY 1980 Supplemental Appropriation is indeed a vote for

equality of the sexes -- but it is a wote for equal injustice under law.




The requirements for Selective Service depend upon a mobilization

sted by the Defense Depa . In 1976 the Defense I

1st delivery of i
100,000 inductees 50 days
480,000 inductees Not applicable

650,000 inductees M+1B0 days

This new timetable makes certain political and military assumptions which
are subject to considerable question

(1) It assumes there will be virtually no voluntary enlistments. The

former Selective Service Director Robert Shuck wrote a letter to Senator Carl
Levin (July 10, 1979)indicating: "The requirements for Selective Service
deliveries envision very limited volunteers or possibly no volunteers. If

there is a surge of volunteers, the mmber of inductees needed would be lowered
to prevent the overcrowding of the AFFES or training bases."

This assumption is contradicted by evidence fraom every other major
American conflict. There is no data to support the presumption that young people
would not come forward if the national security were truly threatened. (For
exanple, approximately 290,000 persons volinteered in the two months following
Pear] Harbor. Projecting this trend with today's population base yields 394,000
volunteers. That would apparently exceed the most optimistic figures on present

training base capacity.)

(2) This timetable is based on a questionable "worst case" scenario




which includes:
(a) Massive early casualties. (A GAD estimate in June, 1979 projects
over 200,000 casualties in the first 4-5 months of a NATO-Warsaw Pact confrontat fon.)
(b) Simultaneous preparation for fighting "one and one half wars"

1

a lengthy conventional war a t the S

Soviets and a smaller eonflict in the Thi
World.

(c) No warning or preparation time before the outbreak of the major
conflict.

The bases for such assumptions have never been explained. The closest thing to
an explanation for the casualty rate, for example, is that the projected con-
flicts will have the "intensity” of the Yom Kippur Arab-Israeli War. Casual ty
rates for the Arab-Israeli conflict were multiplied by a mmerical factor (the
exact figure is still classified) to project possible American losses.

What is crucial to remember is that these requirements have not been
changed since the Russian invasion of Afghanistan. The timetable, because it is
based on "worst case" planning already, includes exigencies like those in Iran
and Afghanistan. Nothing has changed in these technical requirements before or
subsequent to President Carter's decision to reinstitute registration.

There are also practical reasons for not needing inductees prior to
30 days after mobilization. Given the present training base capacity of the US,
it is unlikely that vast numbers of draftees could be used prior to M+30.

Optimistically, Army Reserve training units are apparently not to be manned,

equipped and organized until at least Mt19. Any volunteers would utilize this

early training capacity. Additionally, persons in the Delayed Entry Program (IEP)

nurbering 50-100,000 would also be trained during the early days of a mobilization.
Even if you accept the DoD mobilization timetable as accurately reflecting

military needs, there is clearly a way to meet it without registration. The

President's report claims only that registration will permit inductions to occur




117

at MH13. It does not claim that the Selective Service System (SSS) could
not meet the requirement of MF30 induction without registration. In fact,

earlier drafts of this report contained a much less expensive and less int rusive

nost-nobilization registration plan which could have met the DoD timetable.

This was deliberately deleted from the final report issuved on February 11,
1980.

I did obtain from Senator Mark 0. Hatfield two days ago, a copy of the
document submitted to the President from Sclective Service. The American people
had a right to see just what this "post mobilization' registration plan looks
like. It is the obligation of the government of a free society to take the path
least intrusive upon individual freedom when it goes about solving problems. Since
there is a way to avoid inposing registration, it is incumbent upon Congress now
to take that route, This subcomittee will make the critical initial decision on
whether to waste millions of tax dollars and disrupt millions of lives when in
fact, the defense of our country will not be strengthened by these enormous fiscal
and human costs.

The plan discussed in detail in the newly acquired document is much more
sophisticated than that developed last year by SSS Acting Director Shuck. This
involves registration of one birth growp, 4 million men and women, 4 days after
notification of mobilization (Mi). USPS employees will review complete forms, witness
the registrant's signature, and provide the registrant with a copy of the form as a

receipt. Two weeks later USPS will begin continuous registration of 18 year
olds. Selective Service will conduct a lottery on the evening of MH:, The USPS

will sort registration cards by lottery muber and forward sorted data to IRS




118

and/or SSA regional offices. Selective Service reserve officers will be

located at IRS/SSA regional offices and will receive and ensure the security

of the registrarion forms. The IRS/SSA will keypunch registrant data which will
be transmitted to a central computer center. The Director of Selective Service,
acting for the President and using EMMPS, will issue induction orders starting
on M.

Concurrently, 434 area offices will open at predesignated recruiting
office locations. Fifteen hundred pre-trained persommel will transfer from the
Armed Services Recruiting Oommands to Selective Service to augment reserve officers
already assigned to Selective Service. Area offices will provide administrative
assistance to local boards. State Headquarters will also be reestablished to
provide administrative assistance to area offices. Regional offices will continue
to support both.

Under this option, Selective Service expects to exceed the current
DoD requirement for inductees. Registration will occur at M4 and inductions
notices will be issued starting on Mt7. Inductions will begin on MHl7 at the rate
of 7,000 per day, the estimated capacity of MEPOM. With this sustained rate,
100,000 inductions could be made by M35 and 650,000 inductions by M+125.

One-day registrations are well-known in American history, and have been

extraordingrily successful -- under genuine national security emergencies --
even before the advent of advanced computer technology. On June 4, 1917, 10
million men were registered. October 16, 1940 16 million men were registered.

I want to stress that I am not endorsing the plansdeveloped by
Selective Service, largely because I am extremely skeptical of the DoD time-
table itself and the assumptions which underlie it. However, what is abundantly
clear is that this Administration has, with the decision for registration,
taken a step which cammot be justified even if we accept that timetable as

valid.
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Registration is a tacit endorsement of a dubious foreign policy

The President has chosen to link his decision to begin draft registration
explicitly to intemnational events in Iran and Afghanistan. The Administration

cating clearly that registration is a sign of national resolve taken
because Soviet troops are present in Afghanistan.

Once again, it appears that a President is asking Congress to validate
a foreign policy conmittment made by him alone. The President had decided that
the Persian Gulf area is to be protected by any means r v. What I fear
is that he is backing the country into a position where a draft itself is
inevitable. Mr. Carter has done nothing to provide personnel necessary for new
bases, or an otherwise expanded presence, in that part of the world.

The President could have called for the redeployment of troops from the
Western Pacific or Europe; he did not. The President could have arnounced
major new initiatives to improve living conditions, pay, or benefits for
voluntary military service; he did mot. The President could even have called up
the Reserves or begun to at least locate Individual Ready Reservists; he did not.
Soon he may find that there is only one other path to back up his military
committment -- conseription. Should Mr. Carter be re-elected, I believe it
quite likely that he will retum to the Congress next year for draft induction
authority itself.

Frarkly, there are many of us who doubt whether a substantial military
commi ttment to the Persian Gulf is wise. There are even more that are certain
that a land troop cammittment of draftees would be a positive catastrophe. Yet
it appears that this is in the mind of the President somewhere; otherwise
it seems odd that he would link the registration decision so directly to the
crisis in that part of the world.

I am not clear that the Congress, much less the American public

has sufficiently considered what military steps it is willing to take. Granting

the FY1980 Selective Service supplemental appropriation, however, is a very clear
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sign of affirmation that President Carter is heading down the right road.
I am firmly convinced, however, that such a decision will be viewed as a step
toward heightening tension throughout the world as well as heightening

within the United States.

Registratior
The Administration plans registration at least of r June or

July. Present plans call for a 5 day registration period for those persoms born

in 1960 and a separate 5 day period for those born in 1961. Registration will

occur at post-offices. Official spokespersons for the Administration !

Ve
stated that they expect "no problen' with non-registration. Such facile statements
notwithstanding, recent history suggests otherwise.

For example, enormous mumbers of persons deliberately or erromeocusly
failed to register during the Vietnam-era draft registration. Studies comparing
live male births with draft registrations 18 years later show sizeable discrepancies
of over 100,000 persons in some years, or 4%. (Deaths alone do not account for
this difference. 1In addition, many resident aliens were registered.)

LIVE MALE BIRTHS AND DRAFT REGISTRANTS

Live malo HESEhE, TSR, 1oL o o oy P e e et et S s 0 2,034,000
Draft registrants, 1971.... inre

Di fference

iy il bdvthie: Y988 . SR T R
Draft registrants, 1972 1,977,720

Difference 112,280

(Sources: National Center for Health Statistics of the Dept. of Health,
Education, and Welfare, and public record of the Selective Service System.)

Former Attorney General Ramsey Clark and other Selective Service officials
serving in the 1960s and early 1970s believe closer to 10% failed to register
each year.

It is also important to recognize that non-registration is viewed as a

serious problem by many other agencies of government. The Defense Department's




121

nteers (1978) indicates: "Enforcement is a

study of the AVF, America's |
in peacetime registration.... Sk uld the reg
stance and strict enforcement be ordered,

I is not eager to enforce

tration could ac
recruiting difficulties.

\tly, signs of public hostility to the US military could seriously
degrade the deterrent value of our fo and could invite adventurism by
potential adversaries."

Similarly, the Congressional Budget Office issued a study of Selective
Service in 1978 which indicates that between 100,000 and 250,000 men from any age
group would fail to register on time or at all.

The Administration presently claims it has no prosecutorial policy
in regard to non-registrants. They have done nothing to suggest any interest
in reducing the present penalties of up to 5 years in prism and up to a
$10,000 fine. The same kind of prosecutorial disparity will occur now as

occurred during the Vietnam-era draft, with some US attomneys ignoring all but

the most flagrant abuses, while other zealous prosecutors go to great effort

to track down non-registrants. Any method used to locate non-registrants will
substantially affect the privacy of individuals and/or their existing
government files.

The President's Report notes that the Social Security Administration's
conputers contain "the most conprehensive data base available" (but not current
addresses) and the IRS has the best list of current addresses. Initial processing
will use these computer facilities (no reference is made to the data bases). It
appears quite likely that these files will be used through cross-checking

to identify and locate non-registrants. (The registration form at the post
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office will even contain a space for the optional insertion of cne's Social
Security muber.)
}

Even more intrusive ssibilities ir h hool records

mntarily or othen , Sscru of high school yearbooks, or wide-s wd

and even Ar
wbly violated b

ed protected First Amendment rights.

The release of the Selective Service's report
is umecessarily intrusive will in fact fuel n istrati Young
people are patriotic and sincerely interested in their role as citiz
However, they resent -- as do all other Americans -- being used as pawns in
They have, trankly, been

purely political decisions.

totally misled by their President about the need for registratiom.
*ok ok ok ok ok ok ok okh ok
In summary, I do not believe the Administration -- in its present
incamation as exenplified by the testimony yesterday -- deserves to have

registration funded. Their case is built like a house of cards -- it crumbles

under the breath of any wind of reason. The Selective Service report obtained

this week is such a wind. It is little wonder that the Administration did
not want it released to the public.

1 strongly urge this subcommittee to stop the funding of registration --
and to, therefore, stop registration itself. You would be doing our country

a great service by awiding the upheaval registration will cause.
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Mr. Laxpav. The ACLU appreciates the opportunity to appear be-
fore this Subcommittee. Yesterday you went into an exhaustive review
of the Selective Service, their draft report. 1 won’t go into all of the

oints that we think are crucial, but I would like to highlight a few
zey points and key questions that are raised for us by those two reports.

Last September the House of Representatives overwhelmingly re-
jected draft registration by a two-to-one margin. And as the Sub-
committee recognized yesterday, the Administration was adamantly
opposed to registration at that time, and indeed, the Administration
played a crucial role in the defeat of draft registration last September.
‘At that time the Acting Director of the Selective Service, Robert
Shuck, had developed a plan to upgrade Selective Service and to in-
crease its mobilization requirements, -apabilities up to Defense Depart-
ment timetables without pre-mobilization collection of data, that is,
without peacetime registration.

In November 1979, the President appointed Bernard Rostker as
Director of the Selective Service. He prepared the draft report which
was the subject of much discussion yesterday. This draft report
strongly recommended against peacetime registration. Instead, Mr.
Rostker developed an efficient and highly credible plan for meeting
DOD’s emergency requirements without pre-mobilization registration.

He stated that peacetime registration would be redundant and un-
necessary. The President, without any basis in fact, rejected this plan
and ordered the report redrafted so it would recommend peacetime
registration.

Since then, the President has put forth a view that the Selective
Service System is in such a dire state of disarray that peacetime regis-
tration is the only way to improve our readiness to meet and deter
perceived threats from abroad. In his February 9th report to Con-
gress, the President not only does not discuss why Mr. Rostker’s recom-
mendation was rejected or was unacceptable, but fails to list it as an
option.,

We believe that the President’s use of the draft and draft registra-
tion to effectuate ostensible foreign policy goals is dangerous and mis-
leading. This Subcommittee is familiar with DOD’s emergency mobili-
zation requirements. The President’s plan, which he submitted to
Congress, of course, would meet and also exceed this timetable. His
plan would deliver the first inductees on the 13th day; 100,000 within
96 days; and 650,000 inductees within 117 days.

The Rostker plan, on the other hand, would also not only meet but
exceed DOD’s mobilization requirements. Mr. Rostker’s plan would
deliver the first inductees on the 17th day, 13 days ahead of DOD’s
schedule: he would deliver 100,000 inductees on the 33rd day, which
is 27 days ahead of the schedule; and 650,000 inductees within 124
days, or nearly two months ahead of schedule; and all of this without
peacetime draft registration.

The President’s plan saves a mere seven days over the Rostker plan.
The chart on page five of my testimony illustrates this point. We be-
lieve Mr. Rostker’s plan is a carefully constructed, well structured
and highly efficient approach to emergency mobilization. It even pro-
vides for safeguards for unanticipated breakdowns in the system. All
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of these facts point to one conclusion, draft registration is not nec-
essary.

President Carter has made inappropriate use of the draft and its
system as an instrument of foreign policy, but the draft and its sys-
tem cannot be brandished about like the Olympic boycott or grain
embargo. There must be more of a justification in demonstrating our
resolve to the world. The moral and social implications of the draft
are simply too great to permit any less than a conclusive showing that
such a system is required today.

We can’t underestimate the harsh impact of the draft on the youth of
this nation. Citizens who already fear a Big Brother government will
be further alienated by this system. By 1985, all young people ages
18 to 26 will be under a legal obligation to notify the government of
their whereabouts at all times. Those who fail to do so will be subject
to up to 5 yearsin jail and $10,000 in fines.

In 1972, according to Selective Service and Census data, we had
112,000 non-registrants. Yesterday Mr. Rostker predicted that we
would have within 90 percent compliance with the law, but his report
predicts compliance to be within 98 percent. If just 10 percent of 19
to 20-year-old males do not comply, that means 400,000 potential
draft felons.

Does the Administration seriously intend to investigate, prosecute
and fill our jails with that many young people? And how will this
be done? Through the FBI? Through the cross checking of Internal
Revenue Service and Social Security data? Or through the combin
of high school yearbooks, college entrance lists and drivers licenses

Is this the price we must pay for the foreign policy and domeste
failures of the President? We can’t underestimate these questions of
enforcement. They have not yet been answered by the Administration.
Recent history has demonstrated, during the Vietnam war, that anti-
draft activity will become one of the excuses for widespread political
surveillance and disruption.

In the past some of this surveillance was legal, but much of it was
not. Law enforcement and intelligence agencies were drawn into the
political arena because the draft, in the absence of an imminent threat
to the nation, proved widespread hostility, particularly when draftees
were used to wage an unpopular war. Dollars that were intended to
weed out sabateurs, espionage agents and criminals were directed at
antidraft activity.

I, for one, do not look forward to a new antidraft era. We must
face the fact that there will be resistance. Already in this country we
have seen hostility growing. We read in the paper every day about
more and more demonstrations against the President’s proposal. Soon,
old enforcement mechanisms will have to be thrown into gear.

I would like to make one final point on the registration, and par-
ticularly as it concerns the registration of women and the constitu-
tionality of the entire system. Mr. Rostker’s plan, as well as the Presi-
dent’s plan, includes the registration of women. If Congress appro-
priates money without first amending the military Selective Service
Act to include women, it is the judgment of the American Civil Liber-
ties Union that such a registration would be an unconstitutional sex
base classification.
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If the Subcommittee appropriates, and Congress later approves,
money for males-only draft registration, the American Civil Liberties
Union will go to court to stop it. Severing the issue of women from the
general issue of draft regist ration will likely result in a judicial in-
validation of the entire system.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, we urge this Subcommittee to reject
the President’s fiscal year 1980 supplemental appropriation request
to conduct draft registration. Mr. Lynn and 1 would be happy to
answer any questions.

[The complete statement follows:]
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STATEMENT OF
DAVID E. LANDAU, STAFF COUNSEL

AMERICAN CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION, WASHINGTON OFFICE on
THE SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM

We appreciate this opportunity to appear before the
Subcommittee. The American Civil Liberties Union‘jg a nation-
wide organization of over 200,000 members dedicated to the pre-
servation and enhancement of the Bill of Rights. Throughout
its history, the Union has played an active role in the debate
over the Selective Service System. Indeed, the ACLU traces its
origin to the National Civil Liberties Bureau which was founded
in 1917 to assist conscientious objectors during World War I.
Since that time it has consistently opposed the inequities of
the Selective Service System in judicial, legislative, and other
public forums and today continues to oppose peacetime military
conscription and an active Selective Service System as a
severe infringement on individual liberties.

The issues before the Subcommittee today reach far beyond
the mobilization capabilities of the Selective Service System.
The Selective Service System is the cornerstone of a system of
compulsory military service. 1Its sole function is to provide
inductees into the Armed Forces. The shift from the service's
current stand-by status to an active mode signals a return to
a system of conscription. We strongly object to the reactiva-
tion of the draft system until Congress and the nation have had
an opportunity to evaluate our military personnel requirements
and to fully debate the drastic consequences of the various
proposals for reviving the active Selective Service System.

We urge that Congress not rush to judgment and that a

full set of hearings be scheduled to address the host of

.- = -
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tions for draft
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report by the Director of the Selecti ‘vice which rejects
the resumption of peacetime reg
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mandate to President Carte lations on Selective

Service reform. This draft which was not rele
until Monday, strongly recommended against peacetime
tion. Instead, Mr. Rostker developed an efficient and highly
credible plan for meeting DOD's emergency requirements without
pre-mobilization registration. He stated that peacetime regis-
tration would be "redundant and unnecessary.”

The President, without any basi in fact
rejected this plan and ordered the report redrafted so that it

would recommend peacetime registration. The President then sup-

pressed the original draft and attempted to generate the illu-

sion that the Selective Service Sy was in such a dire state

of disarray that peacetime registration was the only route to

improve our readiness to meet and deter perceived threats from

abroad. 1In his February 9 report to Congress the President not

only does not discu why Mr. Rostker's

but fails to list it as an option. As.I will demonstrate below,

recommendation was rejected,
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The Rostker plan, on the other hand, would also not only
meet but exce DOD mobilization requirements. His plan would
leliver the first inductees on the 17th day--thir
ahead of the DOD schedule--100,000 on the 33rd day--twenty-

seven days ahead of ¢ dule--and 650,000 inductees within

124 days or nearly two months a d of schedule, and
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Mr. Rostker's plan is a carefully constructed, well-
structured and highly efficient approach to emergency mobiliza-
tion. It even provides for safequards for unanticipated break-
downs in the system.

Mr. Rostker's plan, as well as the President's plan
includes the registration of women. If Congress appropriates
money for registration without first amending the Military Selec-
tive Service Act to include women, it is our judgment that such a
registration would be an unconstitutional sex-based classifica-
tion. If this Subcommittee appropriates and Congress approves
money for a males-only draft registration the ACLU will go to
court to stop it. Severring the issue of women from the general
issue of draft registration will likely result in a judicial
invalidation of the entire system. T would like to make two

final points about both the president's and Mr. Rostker's reports.

First, both assume no voluntary enlistments. This assumption is




contradicted by evidence from

has participated in. Based on v mntary 1listments after Pearl
Harbor, a major conflict today would bring upwards of 400,000
additional volunteers, well over DOD training base capabilities.
Thus, in the early stages of a major conflict, draft inductions
would not even be necessary.

Second, DOD's emergency require 1ts, the basis of all
Selective Service reform have not changed since the crisis in
Southwest Asia. And even if DOD were to increase its needs in
the near future, Mr. Rostker's plan would still easily meet
those upgraded requirements.

All of these facts point to one conclusi : draft regis-
tration is not necessary. President Carter has made an inappro-
priate use of the draft and its system as an instrument of foreign
policy. But the draft and its system cannot be brandished about
like the Olympic boycott or a grain embargo. There must be more
of a justification than demonstrating our resolve to the world.
The moral and social implications of the draft are simply too
great to permit any less than a conclusive showing that such a
system is required today.

The President's move to reinstitute draft registration

will have a harsh impact on the young people of this country.

Citizens, who already fear a Big Brother government, will be

further alienated by this massive surveillance system. By

1985 all young people ages 18-26 will be under a legal obli-




gation to notify the government of their whereabouts at all
times. Those who fail to do so will be subject to up to five
years in jail and $10,000 fines.

And how does the Administration intend to enforce this
act? The Rostker report predicts compliance to be within 90%.
But if just ten percent of 19-20 year olds do not comply, that
means 400,000 potential draft felons. Does the Administration
seriously intend to investigate, prosecute and fill our jails
with that many young people? And how will this be done--through
the FBI, through the cross-checking of IRS and Social Security
data, or through the combing of high school yearbooks, college
entrance lists and drivers' licences? Is this the price we must
pay for the foreign and domestic policy failures of the President?

The ACLU strongly objects to the use of wartime national
security measures when the President himself says that war is
now apparently only a remote possibility. For this nation, a
system of conscription has always been a last resort when our
security is imminently threatened. It must rest upon what James
Madison called "the impulse of self-preservation.” Americans
have historically recognized that an institution such as conscrip-
tion which imposes total controls on the citizen should not exist
in peacetime.

The citizen who is drafted loses most of his or her indivi-

dual rights. Free speech and expression are severely limited in

the military. Privacy is unknown. The right to reside where one
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FBI had to investigate criminal wviolations of the draft laws.

Army locoked into the potential of the groups for disrupting
the war effort. Some of the surveillance was legal, much ©
it was not. Law enforcement and intelligence agencies were
drawn into the political arena because the < in the absence
of an imminent threat to the nation fermented widespread hostil-
ity, particularly when draftees were used to wage an unpopular
war. POWEY'S - ] inte d to weed out 5, espionage
agents and criminals were directed at anti-draft and anti-war
activities. If these powers were unchecked, as they have bee
for the last thirty years, law enforcement and intelligence
systems tend to operate outside the Constitution, stifling
dissent.

The imposition of the draft at this time would begin
the resurrection of wartime national security measures in the
absence of a compelling justification. As during the Vietnam
War, hostility towards this system would grow rapidly and old
enforcement mechanisms would be thrown into gear. Even in
the absence of war individual liberties would begin to erode
in the name of national security as if we were waging war.
Moreover, the peacetime military draft invites the Presi-

dent to take wide unilateral military action without first

obtaining the consent of the American people. 1In the end, the

distinctions between peace and war will be erased as in the

society George Orwell described in his book 1984.
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"the guestion is nothing less than wheth

rights of personal liberty shall be surrendered and despot

embraced in its worst form. The ACLU believes that nothing
the preservation of the nation can justify t

If we move toward it for any other reason we have not learned

the lessons of history and we have forgotten the differen

between freedom and totalitarianism. We urge this Subcommittee

to reject the President's FY 1980 pplemental appropriations

request to conduct registration.

Thank you.
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Mr. Boraxp. Thank you very much. I take it, Mr. Lynn, that you are
opposed to any registration. Any draft? You are totally opposed to the
Selective Service System. Is that correct ?

Mr. Lyxw. I don’t think that can fairly be either the position of the
United Church of Christ or of the Committee.

Mr. Boranp. Exactly what is your position ?

Mr. Lyxxy. We are opposed to the reimposition of draft registration
or conscription under the eircumstances that we see in the world at this
time. And since the existence of this coalition, which began in April
of 1979, some of the organizations within the committee against regis-
tration and the draft would oppose Selective Service at any point—
but that is not the position taken by this coalition at this time.

Mr. Boraxp. Do you favor post-mobilization registration yourself?

Mr. Ly~w. That is my personal view.

Mr. Boraxp. Again, do you favor post-mobilization registration?

Mr. Lanpav. Yes.

Mr. Boraxp. Mr. Coughlin.

Mr. CoveHariN. I am sure during the last couple of days you have
heard much discussion here. You are probably familiar with the vari-
ous National Service Plan kinds of concepts, which would be com-
pulsory.

How do feel about a compulsory National Service Plan?

Mr. Laxoav. The ACLU believes that should a draft ever become
necessary or be instituted, we do not believe it would be constitutional
to require as part of that service civilian service.

We believe the issue of whether alternatives must be provided for
people to—who object to military service based on religious grounds,
1s a separate issue. To a general civilian component to compulsory
military service—we believe there is nothing in the Constitution that
would authorize the Congress to enact such a program.

The war powers clause relates only to military service, and not to
civilian service. And we believe the 13th Amendment would act as a
bar.

Mr. Couverrin. You are opposed to any National Service Plan?

Mr. Laxpav. Yes.

Mr. Ly~w. The only thing T would add to that is T am concerned
about the kind of economic dislocation that compulsory service, par-
ticularly at some kind of subsistence wage, might create for people
who are now marginally nm}}]o_\-'ed. For example, the person who is
earning $9,000 or $10,000—if we have a compulsory national service
program that involves the private sector, as Mr. McCloskey’s plan
does, for example, I am very concerned that there will be a temptation
for private employers simply to abandon the persons who are now em-
ployed at a $9,000 or $10,000 rate, and replace them by a subsistence
wage, $3,000 national service employee.

I have discussed this with Mr. McCloskey many, many times, in
many forums, and I don’t feel that he has a very satisfactory answer
to that problem, with his system.

If we go entirely to the Federal government to supply the funding
for such a program, then we are talking about—I have seen estimates
as high as $23 all the way to $40 billion. T am not sure that that kind
of service, in a very practical sense—beyond what Mr. Landau said—
is important.
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Mr. Covcnriy. How do you suggest we provide for military
requirements ?

Mr. Ly~xw. I think we have a volunteer system which, from the
military’s perspective, is working very adequately. T am sure you are
familiar with some of the data from the last fiscal year. We have had an
increase in the size of the ready reserve of 40,000; selective reserve
and National Guard strength increased by 20,000, in the voluntary
system.

Mr. CouanriN. So the military service would consist primarily of
the disadvantaged and the poor?

Mr. Ly~N. We have tended to see that happen always, even with the
conseription system. In fact. it is quite possible a credible argument can
be made that it was first for poor people in our society under the draft,
and it is under the present system, which at least pays them some-
thing close to a credible amount of money for peacetime service,

But T think it is—it troubles me that the society as a whole does
not adequately permit the kind of job opportunities for minority young
peonle that it should.

Mr. Covenrin. T am talking about supplying our military train-
ing requirements.

Mr. Ly~~N. The military training requirements, as far as the mili-
tarv is concerned, are more than adequate now.

What troubles me is some of the treatment of people when they get
into the military. The sexual and racial diserimination which does
exist—TI don’t think anyone here would deny.

Mr. Covenrin. I am talking about how we provide the military
training.

Mr. Ly~nw. I favor military volunteers, not compulsion.

Mr. Boranp. Mr. Traxler.

Mr. Traxrer. T have no questions,

Mr. Boranp. Mr. Young.

Mr. Youne. Mr. Chairman, T would like to ask just one question :
one of the big arguments has been that registration now wonld only
save seven days in the event of a need to actually implement Selective
Service. Can either of vou see anv scenario under which a seven-day
period might make a difference? In the days of propeller-driven air-
craft and powder type explosives—was one scenario.

Today we have jets and we have intercontinental missiles, nuclear
weapons. Do you see the possibility where seven days could make a
difference ?

Mr. Lynw. T obviously don't see any way that that kind of time
could make a difference. I envision that in the unlikely event of requir-
ing a draft at anv time, we would be facing either quick nuclear con-
frontation, in which seven davs would be irrelevant, or a long, pro-
tracted, drawn out land struggle, as we found in Vietnam, that would
take a long time—and where seven days wouldn’t make any difference
in that context, either.

I have great difficulty—in fact, T find it impossible to envision a
scenario that requires a seven-day advantage that would be gained
by pre-registering evervone in these appropriate age groups.

Mr. Boraxp. Mr, Traxler?

Mr. Traxuer. It just occurred to me—as we approach these ques-
tions and the Committee goes to mark-up, one of the things that we
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would be concerned about—and I'm sure would be in the Committee’s
mind—the event that the Committee does not accede to the President’s
wishes—you don’t have to answer this question, if you don’t choose
to. T feel uncomfortable with it. I am not an expert in international
relations, but for our purposes today perhaps I would choose to be.

It would be said by some that the failure of this Committee to adopt
this—the President’s proposal—would send a signal to the Russians
that we are lacking in resolve, and that we are not backing up our
words with deeds, and that the failure to support the President’s pre-
registration pre-mobilization registration proposal, would be seen
by the Russians as a sign of weakness on the part of the Congress and
the people of the United States.

There are some options that this Committee has and you ‘addressed

yourself to one of them, the pre-mobilization post-mobilization activa-
tion of the Selective Service. For instance, you put all the pieces and
parts in place. You are familiar with the conversations that took place
yesterday.
“ What T want to know is what would your reaction be to this kind of
criticism that might be directed towards this Subcommitee or the Con-
gress, ultimately, if it failed to approve the President’s proposal ?
Indeed, are we turning our backs on the national interest? Do the Rus-
sians perceive this as a sign of weakness? How would you respond to
that kind of criticism ?

Mr. Lanpav. I think the Russians realize that the draft registration
doesn’t mean anything. The fact that you are collecting names—we
know it does not significantly enhance mobilization.

What will send a signal is the other parts of the President’s proposal,
in terms of Selective Service, the kinds of things that will really fix
it to bring it out of deep standby, slightly, and the post-mobilization
plan. The fact that we collect a list of names, I don’t think will demon-
strate anything.

It is misleading to the American people to suggest that that will
demonstrate our resolve.

Mr. Ly~x. I would concur with that. T don’t think that the Soviets—
my fear is always that they have a lot of this information before we do,
including the draft report from Selective Service to the President.
They see the figures; they know what a trivial step this really is, in an
international sense. They also, I think, recognize how significant a step
it is in a domestic sense, that the young people who are about to be
registered feel—and I think not at all irrationally—the fear that this
system of surveillance is inappropriate, that it will lead, in fact, to a
system of conscription, particularly because the President has taken
such pains to link his decision on registration explicitly to events in
Southeast Asia.

And since he has never talked about registration before in a favor-
able light, to link it to those events leads young people to question
whether that conscription is not just around the corner. And I am
afraid that that is really the position the President is backing the
American people into by making these unilateral statements.

We will support, by any means necessary, including military means,
this entire Persian Gulf area. I don’t think there was a serious discus-
sion with even some members of his own party, much less the American
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people or the Republicans, about whether this commitment was
thoroughly justiﬁetf:

Mr. ‘I'raxier. I take it that as we look into the Russian mind, the
distinction between post-mobilization registration and pre-mobiliza-
tion registration is not measurable.

Mr. Lywn~. I am sure of that. And I think there was some comment
made about the hockey victory on Friday night, and I honestly be-
lieve—all kidding aside about it—that that probably sent a much
stronger signal than this could possibly do.

Mr. Boranp. Mr. Stokes ?

Mr. Stoges. Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

Yesterday when Mr. Rostker testified, I asked what was there about
the international situation that caused the Administration’s desire to
have pre-mobilization registration.

He said the invasion of Afghanistan by the Soviet Union.

It seems to me that if we predicate registration upon the invasion
of Afghanistan by the Soviet Union, then we might experience
a similar situation anytime any other country invades another country.

I further questioned him about whether this action represented a
threat to the vital interests of the United States. He said yes.

I am sure that many Americans find it diflicult to understand how
the invasion of a country 8,000 miles away from the United States
gonstitutes, in and of itself, a threat to the vital interests of the United
States.

I would be interested in any comments that either one of you have on
that point.

Mr. Lanpav. I think I would agree with what you have just said,
Mr. Stokes, in that—and add that it is our belief that the nation—there
has to be some proof that the nation’s interests are imminently threat-
ened—the preservation of our nation is under a direct threat—for a
system of conscription to be cranked up in this country. That is cer-
tainly what our history has been in this country.

We even rejected a draft in the War of 1812, after the nation was
invaded. We had a draft in World War I and World War II when I
think there was a consensus that this nation’s interests were directly
threatened. It was only after World War II that we have ever had a
draft in peacetime, and we saw what kinds of consequences that led to
in terms of the President being permitted to take unilateral military
action and the kinds of disruption that occurred in the lives of millions
of young Americans.

I think the President, at least in my mind, has failed to demonstrate
any proof whatsoever that our nation’s interests are directly threat-
ened by the activities in Southwest Asia.

Mr. Stokes. I understand that the ACLU does favor the Selective
Service plan for post-mobilization. Is that correct ?

Mr. Laxpav. In part, yes. In terms of the actual beefing up of the
Selective Service personnel and the computer. We have problems with
the aspect of the plan for training local draft board members and
selecting them, without first Congress amending the Military Selec-
tive Service Act to provide more due process protections.

We feel although Mr. Rostker has stated publicly that he intends
to take a close look at due process of—during classification and exam-
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ination—we feel that regulations in this area are inappropriate. This
is an area for Congress to legislate,

We do have a problem with the training of local draft board
members. \

Mr. Ly~w. Some of us also have some serious problems, as I in-
dicated in part earlier, about how you arrive at the notion of what
the Selective Service needs to deliver, to assume that there would be
no volunteers. Even in the event of one and a half wars being begun
simultaneously, one does have to ask what kind of wars we would
possibly be talking about that wouldn’t generate any volunteers at all,
since the Vietnam war generated 20,000 through volunteers each
month.

To suggest that no one would volunteer—just violates my ideas of
COMmMOon sense.

Mr. Stoxes. I remember posing that question to Mr. Rostker yester-
day. He indicated that their plan was based on the assumption that
no one would volunteer, which doesn’t make very much sense to me
either.

On page five, Mr. Landau, you say: “If the Subcommittee appro-
priates and Congress approves money for male-only draft registration,
the ACLU would go to court to stop 1t.”

Do you want to comment upon that statement.

Mr. Laxpav. Yes. We believe that since 1976 the Supreme Court
has promulgated a high standard for judging statutes which dis-
criminate on the basis of sex. We believe that a male-only draft regis-
tration would violate the equal protection notion of the United States
Constitution, and we would be going to court—if the males-only
draft registration was enacted and started, we would be going to court
probably on behalf of males who would claim that they were being
diseriminated against on the basis of their sex because women were not
also included.

11\'0 believe that registration must apply on a gender-neutral stand-
ard.

Mr. Stoxes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Boraxp. Mrs. Boggs?

Murs. Boges. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Lynn and Mr. Landau, thank you for your interest and your
testimony.

I was very curious to know what your source of information is for
your statement that in all probability the Russians have a copy of
the draft working paper of the Selective Service System pending be-
fore the Members of Congress.

Mr. Ly~~. My statement was—I said, what I always fear is that
some of these supposedly secret documents that seem to be—and slip-
ping around so easily in Washington—my suspicion is even regard-
less of when they had it, it certainly now is a public document, and
they recognize as we do now the minuscule amount of preparedness
that is gained by pre-registration.

So even if in some theoretical sense it might disturb the Soviets to
have nre-registration. since thev and we and everybody seems to know
now that it means only a seven-day difference, I don’t think, in terms
of their own intelligence gathering, that that would not seem signifi-
cant to them, as I believe in my judgment, it is not serious for us.
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Mrs. Boeas. You have no personal knowledge, no contacts within the
Soviet Union, or within the embassies and so on that would lead you
to make such a statement ¢

Mr. Liyx~. Not specifically about this, no. I'm sorry if that was at
all misleading. g

My point is, they are as aware as we are, because leaks do oceur in
this city, specifically on this report.

Mrs. Boges. Then I can assume that the statement you are making
about the state of mind of the Russians, the impact of this type of leg-
islation upon the Russians and so on, is simply your own assumption.

Do you have any special input from any special organization?
Have you had briefings by the State Department, by the Department
of Defense, by the National Security Advisor?

Mr. Liyxy. I have raised this question with the Selective Service
Defense officials, and National Security Council people, over the past
several weeks, at the White House. I keep asking them what is your
evidence to support the contention that this has some impact on our
foreign policy, or specifically on the Soviet Union. And literally no
one has ever said they have any evidence. They continue to make the
assertion that after several weeks now that this plan has been out and
available, for them to have no concrete information leads me to be-
lieve that the Soviets, in fact, are not losing any sleep over this pro-
posal—that the only people losing sleep over the proposal are our
own young people. And that disturbs me very, very much.

rs. Boges. I can assure you that that would disturb me very much,
too, in a much more personal way.

What I am trying to establish here is the fact that yesterday we
were asking the head of the Selective Service System questions about
national defense and about foreign policy that were really beyond his
purview.

I also think that those questions are really beyond your purview
as well, if you'll forgive me for saying so. I appreciate the work that
You do very much in guaranteeing individual liberties—that is some-
thing T am devoted to—and for giving us the testimony representing
many, many groups who are likewise devoted to individual liberties
and certainly to the advancement of this country and its goals,

But I do think we are here as an appropriations committee Tih’tening
to testimony of the government agency charged with carrying out the
President’s decision to invoke his constitutional powers. We are re-
sponsible for making certain that it does this in a manner that is
protective of individual liberties and, at the same time, is financially
and economically sound and that it will, be able to dovetail into any
kind of post-mobilization system that you seem to agree with.

So I simply wanted to make the statement that I don’t think that
this is a place that we can decide upon foreign policy decisions. I
don’t think that the persons who have been before us are the ones who
really have the authority to answer those questions.

Thank ycu very much.

Mr. Boraxp. At some point in your statement, Mr. Lynn, you in-
dicate that the President has done nothing to provide necessary per-
sonnel in the Persian Gulf area or to expand our presence in that
area.
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That isn’t quite correct, because I am sure you are aware, as is Mr.
Landau, that there are negotiations going on now with the country
of Kenya to provide bases. So you're not quite right

My, Lyxx. I think I meant specifically to have the personnel to fill
the bases that are now being negotiated or to expand the presence.

Mr. BoLanp. You can’t provide the personnel unless you have the
bases, of course. I guess the first requirement is that there is an agree-
ment on the bases.

Mr. Lyxw. I agree with that, but I said this in the context of kind
of backing into a corner. But the President may be doing—because if
you expand the size of the military requirement, but you don’t have
some very serious proposal for either the redeployment of troops or
the voluntary acquisition of those troops, you do back yourself into a
corner. And the corner looks like it is conscription.

Mr. Borann, Thank you very much, Mr. Lynn and Mr. Landau.
We appreciate your presence.

WITNESS

HON. PATRICIA SCHROEDER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS
FROM THE STATE OF COLORADO

Mr. Boraxp. We will now turn to a very distinguished Member of
the Congress, Patricia Schroeder, who has expressed her opinion on
this matter and other areas and is an effective spokesman in this and
many areas,

We are glad to have you. We are sorry that we kept you waiting.
Had you been here at 10 o’clock, we would have put you on.

Ms. Scuroeper. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

We were having a hearing over in Cannon, and I underestimated
the time that it takes to get myself from one building to the other.

I thank you all very much for doing these extensive hearings, and
I think it is wonderful that you are giving people an opportunity to
come and discuss this lead-in into I think a very serious decision that
we in the Congress are going to have to make.

I would ask unanimous consent to put my statement in the record,
and I know that you have been listening——

Mr. Boranp. I would like to have you read it. If you highlight it,
you will go on for 20 minutes.

Ms. Scrroeper. You will be glad I just summarized two things on
the back. Now that is a lot better deal. Right ?

Mr. Boraxp. You have had experience with your own Committee.
They come in with a statement and say I will highlight it, and then
for a half an hour, they highlight, and they could have gone through
the statement in five minutes.

Any way you want to handle it, you are entitled to all of the time that

you want provided you are through at 11 o’clock.
" Ms. ScuroEDER. Let me move along then. Let me say that having
served on the Armed Services Committee for seven years and also
having been a personnel and labor attorney before I came here—per-
sonnel in these kinds of issues—this has been one of the areas in which
I have been very, very interested, and it has been my expertise.

58-510 0 - 80 - 10




144

As you know, I carried that amendment where this whole report
emanated from, where the Congress I think in its wisdom determined
that best we get policy out of this and have some people look at this
that really had some ideas and could look at it in a little calmer light
than we can.

And now that the report is out and you have had extensive testimony
about it, I think we are making a very hard decision as to which way
wo go.

I think we are put in a very difficult position, as a Congress. I am sit-
ting here talking probably off the top of my head, like I shouldn’t
but we have had the President say that this is a very important thing
to do and it will show resolve.

And yet 1 must say that if it is sending a message to Ivan, I don’t
think it is much of a message. Had we had draft registration on line
last summer and decided that we would call up when we got concerned
about Cuba, we would be waiting for the first person to come out the
other end. We are three or four erises down the road.

I guess my whole concern has been that I think registration and the
draft and the selective service, as it is currently on line—and that is
what we are talking about—is really kind of a World War II solution,
and we aro in the 1980s. What we really need, after listening to hours
and hours of writing this testimony, by the Joint Chiefs and every-
body else, we need skilled, trained people. Those are the people that
should be identified.

Our real problem is the people that we lose after we put money and
investment into them for six to 10 years, people who know how to fly
planes, and who know how to maintain computers, who know how to
fix things, and so forth, that we really need to retain those people, that
we need skills so much more than we need warm bodies, because un-
fortunately technology has taken us all over, and all of this equipment
that we have out there, if you can’t maintain it, it won’t quite do the
job.

So having a lot of 18 to 20 year-olds’ names on a list probably won't
do the job. If you want to do registration by skills, that might make
some sense. I think the post-mobilization regulation makes sense in case
you do find a scenario where you really need that.

And part of our problem is we have had pay caps on our service
people since 1973, anything we can do to beef up benefits to keep the
people in that we have made investments in, And there are significant
investments when you are talking about pilots, for example. You are
talking about $1 million per pilot.

Anything we can do to lure people into the Reserves, by better bene-
fits and better training. We must have the services treat the Reserves
and the National Guard as really a main line of defense rather than
kind of n secondary line. And I think we are aware of the fact that we
haven’t put the emphasis on the Reserves and National Guards that
we should have.

Again, the chiefs all come in and say, “One of our problems is we can
only allow our pilots to fly 150 hours a year, and they can’t get their
skills up. We don’t have the bullets we need. We don’t have the things
we need for really going out and maneuvering.” Any money we put
in there sends a much stronger message to the Russians than enacting
this procedure.
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In fact, I worry a bit that enacting this procedure, with the report
and all that we now have in our hands, might lull Americans to sleep
and think now that we have had young people go down and register
in the Post Office, T don’t think that is quite the solution.

I have been taken to task by many for my position on women here.
And I would just like to put that out, since I thought it would be only
viable to do that. I feel very strongly that the groups who say that

women will not participate when their country needs them are wrong.
They have never looked at the history of American women.

I can’t believe anybody is going to advocate surrendering rather
than ecalling up women. That is ridiculous. If women are needed,
women of course will participate.

My position has been that the issue here is look at whether registra-
tion solves the immediate problem we have. It may be a symbol, but
we don’t have money to buy symbols. It may be nice, if you have money,
to buy everything, but that is not what we are talking about. And the
immediate, urgent things we need are the skills; we need to retain the
people; we need to beef up the Reserves; and we need to do everything
we can for readiness, operations, and maintenance.

That, in essence, is w}seru I come from in my rapid summary of the
overview.

I thank you very much for allowing me to come.

[ The complete statement follows. ]

STATEMENT OF U.S. REPRESENTATIVE PATRICIA SCHROEDER

The President's call for the reinstitution of draft registration is a sad com-
mentary on the way this administration views the important job of providing
for this nations defense. The emphasis is all too often placed on show rather than
substance—lessons are ignored—illusions are presented as solutions. The tragedy
of Vietnam which led to the end of the draft has been all but forgotten as the
President fans the flames of controversy, contained in this call for registration.
Meanwhile our nation's security is no more assured this year than last and
certainly registration will do nothing to improve it one year from today.

The world situation may seem much more uneasy than it was when I success-
fully led the floor debate against registration last September. But the advent of
Soviet hostilities in Afghanistan and Iranian terrorism, although serious events
by any standard, do not warrant a return to mobilization. And that is what
registration is purported to be all about—our ability to mobilize in a time of
crisis. No matter which source we accept, we still will get only a few days added
mobilization eapability with registration than without.

The House Armed Services Committee recently finished its military posture
hearings. Witness after witness reiterated that the counting of warm bodies that
would be accomplished by registration will not solve any of the problems of to-
day’s All Volunteer Force. Retention of mid-level trained specialists is the pri-
mary AVEF problem and the proposed registration will do nothing to solve that.
The best quick relief to some of our readiness problems would be achieved by
beefing up the national guard reserve forces. No matter how little money is in-
volved in registration, it would be better nsed in solving these problems than in
putting on a show.

Another alternative use of this money was suggested by the Secretary of De-
fense, when he noted that the operations and maintenance budget was af a bare
minimum. Let's purchase a few more flight hours—a few more ops tempo days for
ﬂur_ships—n few more spare parts, Service registration will not provide one iota
of improvement in our defense posture. It has become clear that we are buying
symbols with this gesture rather than improved readiness.

In the past fiscal year we directed the new head of the Selective Service System
to report to us on several registration issues. In following the progress of the
ensuing study, I was told that it found that registration would do little to improve
our ability to mobilize in a crisis and therefore was not recommended. Not until
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the day of the President’s State of the Union message did anyone know that the
administration was about to ignore this advice and call for a return to the regis-
tration of our youth. The reasons for this decision are unclear. It is apparent
that some meetings that were to be held were cancelled, comments that were
called for were never received. It is possible to conclude that the policy was made
by a small group in the upper echelon of the White House staff.

Perhaps the worst part of the President’s decision on registration is the ration-
ale he gave for it. According to the “Carter Doctrine” it now falls on our shoulders
to protect our vital interets in the Persian Gulf. It is not clear how registering the
youths of this nation will serve this goal, and it is not clear why our interests
are greater than those of our allies. How much better off we would be if we counld
find an energy policy that would free us of our dependence on Persian Gulf oil.

I think these are the issnes that both men and women should examine the eall
for registration. They are the issues I will be examining.

Mr. Boranp. Thank you, Pat.

Mrs. Boggs.

Mrs. Boeas. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

You don’t suppose that is a chauvinist approach, do you. Pat?
i Mrs. Scuroeper. He hasn’t figured out that we know what we are

oing.

Mrs. Bogas. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you, Mrs. Schroeder for your testimony.

Your request last summer for a report did investigate the report
that was compiled. As you know it was compiled, as were the bugog'et

requests for the Department of Defense, in a time frame where we
were trying to do two things:

One was trying to implement the period of detente. We were hope-
ful that SALT II would be ratified, and second, we were thinking that

we were in a national and international situation which would allow
us to go forward in trying to balance the budget. So we had two situa-
tions there, the atmosphere in which this report was devised.

Also, as you know draft reports, like the one we are working with
now, are put out by the lead agency. Then they are sent for review
among various related agencies.

Recently T have been having a great deal of difficulty with an In-
terior Department report that came to our attention, previous to its
going to the 20 other agencies that it was to be reviewed by. Some of its
suggestions have people up in arms. It was released prior to comments
and review of the other agencies. T think that is what has happened
to this report.

I do think that we have to view it in that context, that it was made
as a draft report and in the national and international climate of
detente and balancing the budget.

I think that—just as the Defense Department budget is going to be
considerably altered—we are now talking about MX, we are talking
about Trident, et cetera. Then the Selective Service report has to take
into account the new situations as well.

Mrs. Scuroeper. First of all, let me say T think we all realize the
climate has changed, and we all regret it very much. But, really, the
climate changing doesn’t have anything to do with our readiness, I
mean, hopefully, we are constantly ready, because we all know how
fast the climate can change in the world that we live in.

And if we were all operating under the premise last summer that
we really didn’t care about readiness, I think that would be wrong.
I don’t think anybody in this body, I think that is why we felt so
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strongly about trying to get it out of politics, out of symbols, and hav-
ing another group look at it.

So I understand that, and the climate has changed. But hopefully
our need for readiness, that really doesn’t impact on that. And we
should be looking at that constantly, no matter what the climate is.

I think it is a thing that we have been neglectful of, because there
is always the temptation to channel the additional money into weapon
systems or something else and presume you will pick up readiness
another year.

Let me respond though to this report, because I have followed that
very carefully. This was a little different than most reports, because
we did a time certain on it. We asked them to report by February 8th
or 9th, as you know, because we wanted to look at it again this year.
We had on the group representatives of all of the different agencies
that were really active in this, whether it was the Department of De-
fense, the Office of Management and Budget. We even had ACTION
and Peace Corps looking at the all-volunteer groups approach.

And all those groups did start meeting in the fall, and have been
brought along with this, so it isn’t quite like the normal sequential
referral through agencies, which I am aware of in what you are talk-
ing about. This was the final draft until the “State of the Union Ad-
dress,” and that is a bit disconcerting.

I realize the budget was put together under different circumstances.
And when I hear all of the budget chiefs telling me and testifying in
front of my Committee that the main problem is retention, retention,
retention, keeping those skills in, and yet see that when the budget
was prepared last summer, we really didn’t put in enough money to
even keep salaries up with the cost of living.

I am just saying we have to look at all these very hard choices
today in this changed scene. I think the draft report is really fairly
reliable, and nobody is saying they didn’t have input along the way.
I don’t hear any of the agencies really quibbling with that.

I think everybody is very concerned about readiness and what we
do in the climate and the budget. We are still equally concerned with
this inflationary spiral as to what we do in the budget.

If we look at what all of the service chiefs said at the beginnin
of this year, after the climate changed, when they are saying we n
retention, it seems to me that we’d do best to take our money and put
it in that budget for retaining people and dealing with some of these
other things rather than going along with that.

I am very pleased that we do have the report, in retrospect, because
I think it was done by cooler heads and everybody having input. I
think we should look at it very seriously.
~ Mrs, Boces. One of the points made by the head of the Selective
Service System was that the reactivation of training local draft board
per;sonnu] should best be done during peacetime, when all heads are
cooler.,

The impression that I received from the testimony of the people
before us, who were charged with the responsibility of putting this
into place, was that they needed $8 million in order to use their com-
puters to get their public relations program going, to take certain
steps that would ensure individual liberties and equities, and so on,
and that the time to do it was in a calmer period such as we are in now.
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Mrs. ScaroEDER. Let me say that the gentleman was probably cor-
rect 1f you were talking a World War 11 scenario, but it is the 1980s.
The thing that concerns me about what they arve proposing is that
when they do all this, what will we have? What will be the end result?

We wiil have computer printout sheets with millions of names of
our generation of Americans that the census will tell you we are the
most mobile in America, and that is tough competition, because we are
all fairly mobile. But we will have names and addresses of people who
move more than anyone else in America, and that’s it. We won’t have
any classification, any physicals, or anything else.

Now, a lot of people say we need to do tis, this may ineite people
to go into the volunteer Army, into the Reserves. And yet everyone
has said that that has never been proven.

But even if you look at it, our maximum shortfall you could assess
last year, the maximum, giving the worst case, was maybe 17,000
people in the military. This year they are recommending that eut back
14,000 of those slots, and then they are going to contract them out.

If you really want to do something about readiness, give the Presi-
dent the right to mobilize people who are contracted out. That will
give you a iot of readiness really fast, but what you are really doing is
collecting millions of names without any classification, not anything,
really.

And sure, it is nice to have all that. But look, in World War I—not
11— we registered 10 million people a day, with none of the capabili-
ties we have today, none of the preparation or anything else.

It just seems to me that there is a temptation to say let’s do every-
thing. I am not sure we have that choice with the budget constraints
we have this year.

Maybe if we could do everything, fine, you could do this. But it
seems to me that all of the other tiings seem to be of much higher order
and are much more necessary.

And again, I think we can lull everyone to sleep, because you really
have to say, “What are you going to do with those lists of names?”
There isn’t anything you can do to have any kind of a response after
you collect them ali—at least for seven months. That is a long time in
the world as it is today.

Mrs. Boges. That is very true.

And so would it be the seven months that apparently it would take
us to register the people in time of mobilization ¢

Mrs. Scuroeper. That's right.

But we could do all sorts per day in World War I. You get on the
airways and tell everyone to come in. What takes the time is the train-
ing, the classification, and the getting them prepared.

Kach year it seems to take longer, because we get more and more
sophisticated weapons. That is the reality of 1980. I guess I am look-
ing at it as a personnel lawyer, but if someone from a corporation
said, “We have an empty slot, and we are going to canvass everyone
in the entire city that would be available,” it would not be eflicient.
You try to target in and figure out what you have todo. )

And today we need to train people. If you want to register skills,
if you want to mobilize people who have been contracted out, if you
want to do any of those things, they are on line. They are skilled; they

are ready to go.




149

This doesn’t really give us any readiness. I think that we have to
just plain deal with that.

Mrs. Boges. I know I am taking too much time, Mr. Chairman, but
we of course are not dealing with the registration of women, because
there is no authorizing legislation.

But would you tell this Committee how you feel about the regis-
tration of women if young men are registered ¢

Mrs. Scaroener. I have always said that if the country needs regis-
tration to defend this country and the draft, then of course women will
have to go. We drafted women nurses in Vietnam, and we almost came
down to drafting women in World War 11.

It is unfortunate that some groups have tied equal rights to regis-
tration. That’s wrong.

Obviously, we drafted 18 year-olds before they could vote; and
that is kind of an important equal right, but it has never really been
coupled in the Constitution. And, unfortunately, the mass media has
picked that up as if equal rights, then combat. No, that’s not how it
1s. You can be drafted with or without it, and we have had precedent
for that.

1f women are needed, then I think certainly women should go.

My question is—is, if this is needed? I don’t think this is needed,
and I don’t think is a wise choice at this time, given the tremendous
budgetary constraints.

Mrs. Boges. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Boranp. Mr. Coughlin.

Mr. Couvearin. You mentioned in your opening statement and now
about the National Guard reserve forces. Would you support com-
pulsory reserve service ?

Ms. Scuroeper. If someone thought that was needed, I might really
look at that seriously. Most of the Western world uses their reserves
and the National Guard much more efficiently than we do. I think we
have tended not to use them. We have tended to give them junk, We
have tended to really not pull them into the mainstream and put
;.raiﬁmg facilities or training exercises on that were meaningful and so

orth.

I think that is probably the way we have to go just because of the
dollar problem : you can’t have a large enough standing army to do it.
Maybe you don’t need every single soul in there, but you make the
benetits enougn so that enougi people will come 1 that you really do
have a large and viable reserve. That might be a very logical solution.

Mr. CoucnLIN. You tend to support the compulsory reserve service {

Ms. ScuroepER. 1 would be more inclined to do that, because I can
see something on the end. Again, I am not sure you need it for abso-
lutely everyone, I don’t know what you do with 32 million teenagers in
compulsory reserves, so you have to find a way to put people in,

I would prefer to do 1t with educational benefits and so forth.

Mr. Couenrin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Boranp. Mr. Stokes—Mr. Traxler, I am sorry.

Mr. Traxrer. I want to welcome our distinguished colleague. It is
always a pleasure and a delight to hear her presentation, especially
since she 1s a member of the Armed Services Committee and has de-
veloped some expertise in this area.
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A number of us on this Subcommittee are wondering how we got
this.

Ms. ScHrOEDER, Just lucky. The luck of the draft.

Mr. Traxrer. I wonder, Mrs. Schroeder, if you would care to com-
ment on an issue that has been troubling me, and perhaps some other
people on this Subcommittee as well. It will be the determining factor
as to how we really come down on this issue before us of what could be
done.

I have an article here that Mr. Stokes was kind enough to lend me. I
can’t tell you which paper it came from—I suspect, one of the Wash-
ington papers—by Joseph Califano, Jr. He is a guest columnist, and
in the course of his case for reinstating the draft instantly—now ; not
later—he wants to eliminate the all-volunteer service.

He says as follows, and I presume he is talking about registration :
“The issue of revitalizing the draft system is a litmus test of American
determination in the face of Soviet aggression.”™

What I would like your opinion on 1s: in the event this Subcommittee
or the Congress fails to act on the President’s proposal as submitted to
us, is it your thought that this would be misconstrued as a sign of
weakness by the Soviets?

Ms. ScaroepER. Absolutely not. In fact, that’s why I said—probably
I shouldn’t be so candid—as I opened my remarks, but we are really
underestimating the Soviets, and their military planners, if we hon-
estly think that they are afraid of this. T cannot imagine a Soviet
p]annor being afr aid of 82 nnlhrm names on a computer printout
sheet, names of people that aren’t trained, classified, or anything else.
I really can’t imagine that.

Now, if you are going to do something, if you took the same money
and deployed it in different ways, whether dealing with reserves, skills
that you are going to register so that you really know where all of the
pilots are in America or all of the computer specialists are, or some-
thing, then I can see that a military planner would say, “My g’ondn{*%s
now they have got something.” But if you have just got names—no, I
really don’t see that as being anything that they really—T think that
is more for our own domestic consumption than it is for the Soviet
consumption, and they aren’t as easily caught up with the slogans and
that kind of thing. They are sitting there playing a very, very tough
@ame of poker with their cards.

The one thing they aren’t is dumb, and T honestly think they will
have that figured out in seconds.

Mr. Traxrer. Thank you.

Mr. Boraxo. Mr. Young.

Mr. You~e. Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

T can’t find mueh to disagree with.

Ms. Scrroener. T don’t believe it.

Mr. Youna. That is a very unusual develonment ; isn’t it ?

Having had the privilege of serving earlier on the Armed Services
Committee, I know that Mrs. Schroeder could not have served as many
years as she has without having a really good knowledge of the defense
capability of the United States as well as a pood working knowledge
of the relative posture between the 10.S. and the Soviet forces.

Now that T have set her up as an expert, T would like to ask this
auestion : In what set of cirenmstances do you see the possibility where
you would support registration and /ora draft?
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Ms. Scuroeper. Well, boy, oh boy, you almost need a chart. There
are a whole series of things. ‘ :

Number one, the question is: Does registration, as we are talking
about today. under the old Selective Service Act that has been with us
since World War 11, meet 1980 problems ! My answer to that is: *No.

We should be registering people by skills, by training, and so forth.
That kind of a Selective Service begins to make a whole lot more
sense than when we just nceded strong, young I8 year-olds who could
carry big, heavy things. Technology has moved way ahead of us. Even
in Vietnam, for every eight people we drafted, only one went into a
combat position. Our notions that we get from watching the late-
night movies really aren’t the 1980s and the Russian planners know
that.

I think what we need to spend our time doing is looking at those
things—I am talking about it from a personnel management, labor
lawyer thing at this point—look at the thoughts you need; you look
at how mucﬁ you may have to increase them and you figure out how
do you target it so that you have got a response that really meets those
needs. I don’t think the Selective Service, as we know it now, would
meet those needs.

Clearly, if you give me a scenario where we really are looking at a
World War I/World War II type thing, long-range, massive num-
bers, where you do really need lots and lots, then the Selective Service,
as we are dealing with it today, would have some relevance. But that
doesn’t seem to be the type of world and type of response we have had
since 1945. I would respond, in a World War I/World War II type
of thing, that I don’t think those would be very feasible in the future.

I think we ought to take our Selective Service and revamp it. It is
really out of date for what we need today, the personnel skills we need
today. Show us a corporation that would still be in business if they
yvo{g;gill using the same personnel recruitment manual that they had
in 1940.

Mr. Youne. I don’t disagree with what you have said, but maybe
you misunderstood the question. T really meant what set of interna-
tional circumstances or military circumstances—the U.S. versus the
Soviet Union—what would have to develop in that relationship be-
fore you would support an actual registration and drafting of young
Americans to serve in the military? What would justify a draft?

Ms. Scarorper. Where do the Russians have to go? What country
do they have to invade ?

Mr. Youwne. Or threaten.

Ms. Scrirorper. Again, you sat in on many of those briefings with me.
The briefings that we had is if the Russians start to roll through
Europe, they would probably roll through Europe in days. Now,
clearly, if they roll through Europe, we would all be for draft and
registration, but they would be all the way in the ships and coming
over here and we would still not be—you know, we would still have
seven months before we would even have anybody going if we had
registration on line. g »

I guess that's why T am saying T don’t see that that fits any scenario
today. I understand what you are saying. T think you are aimost say-
ing to me, “Mrs. Schroeder, you are probably against Vietnam, but
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would you be for defending Europe?” I am for defending Europe, and
I am for saying let us look at where we may be today, whether it is
Vietnam, the Persian Gulf or anywhere.

I would like to debate those, but let’s look at those and see what
gives us a response. And I don’t think draft registration gives us a
response in the time-urgent need that we have in the 1980s. We need
time-urgent response, as you remember the general saying. Time-
urgent response, you don’t have with draft registration.

Mr. Youne. Again, I don’t disagree with the way you have answered
my question.

I have one other question on a little different tack. Last year, when
I supported your amendment on this very same issue, I took the posi-
tion that if what those who wanted to register, if what they really
wanted to do was locate where these young men were, why not just put
a question on the census form that was going out ? That would be just
as valid ; that would be just as current as the registration now, because,
as you say, that age group is very mobile, they are moving from one
part of the country to another.

Are you aware of any change? My understanding was that the goal
was to locate the 18-26-year-old men. Do you see anything different in
this approach today that we are talking about other than to locate
where they are?

Ms. Scrroener. Not really. And I still think that the best solu-
tion of all is that you predisposition the forms in Post Offices, and
if you need anybody, tell them to go to the Post Office and that would
be most current and up to date. Again, the Census Burean tells us—
and I have made that inquiry : I used to chair the Census Committee—
they tell us that 18-22-year-old males are the worst in the world to
keep track of. They live a different place every month almost.

So, you are either going to have a huge bureaucracy having to
change the addresses every month to make sure your card index is
ever-current, or you do this post-mobilization thing where you have
the forms out in the Post Office and you tell them, “You get down
there tomorrow and do it,” and then it is up to date, because anything
else is probably out of date unless you maintain a huge bureaucracy
to increase every year to keep track of them.

Mr. Youna. Thank you for your response to the question. It is nice
to be on the same side on these questions.

I would like to talk to you about Nicaragua later today.

Ms. Scnroeper. All right.

Mr. Sroxes. Mr. Chairman, I would like to commend the gentle-
woman from Colorado for the leadership that she has given.

I have just one question: Assuming that you were not a member
of the Armed Forces Committee, that you were a member of this Com-
mittee having received the President’s legislation as a member of Con-
gress—a responsible member of Congress wanting to act responsibly
in terms of the President’s legislation, what would your position be on
this bill ?

Ms. Scurorner. T would hope it would be the same as mine. But I
have to say that, in all honesty, it is a very tough thing. T think the
President decided to move in disvegard of this report, without calling
or consulting anyone or withont really discussing whether the Persian




153

Gulf was that significant or whether this was real readiness. He has
laid it out there as a symbol, and we get into this bind as politicians
where you have to explain your vote. Sometimes people don’t like to
do that. Nevertheless, that may be why the country is in the trouble
it is in. A lot of us should have explained more votes than we did.
This will be a vote that you may have to explain to the American
public because it has been laid out there as a symbol, and it is a take-
it-or-leave-it type of thing.

The only thing T have to say is it would be wonderful and I would
say buy off on it as a symbol if it is normal times and nobody is wor-
ried about money and all that. I think it is a dangerous symbol right
now,

I think we have to say. “Look, we agree with the premise that readi-
ness is a problem. We agree with that. We just think in the budgetary
constraints, the money can be spent for readiness somewhere else
much better,” and come up with another way.

I honestly would hope you would do that, because you guys get
stuck with the pursestrings. and there is never going to be a year
tougher than this one, I think, for dealing with those kinds of things.

Normally, the easiest thing would be to go along and figure you will
make up for it in other ways, too. T don’t think it is the kind of year
where we can do that. It pains me to say that. T don’t like to have to
cay that, but T think we have to say that “We agree with your premise.
We think the conclusion was drawn too fast. Let’s do these things
instead.”

Mr. Stoxes. Don’t you think that the American people ought to
be concerned about a nation that spent $114 billion for military pre-
paredness last year; $128 billion this year: and is proposing $156.3
billion next year, while saying at the same time that we are not ready
to o to war? Don’t you think there is something wrong with that?

Ms. Scuroeper. That has always amazed me, on my Committee, to
sit there and watch everybody come across the river every year, and
I think. “What did we deny them last vear? Maybe T better denv
them something.” But T never won. and they are always saying, “It is
even worse this vear.” There are days when I have to ask that same
question, Mr. Stokes. I think that is a very profound one. Who’s in
charge.

Mr. Boraxp. Mr. Sabo.

Mr. Saso. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman.

Let me commend the gentlewoman from Colorado. T am sorry I
missed a portion of your testimony.

Ms. Scuroeper. It was really fast.

Mr. Saso. What T heard T liked.

Let me ask a follow-up question similiar to Mr. Stokes’ question. I
think Congress has several options. Obviously, number one is to sup-
port the President’s proposal, which I personally oppose. Second
option would be to do nothing, which T am not sure is the correct de-
cision, either. The third option is to provide some funds for what is
called “Option 17 in the Selective Service draft document. This option
would provide some updating for the Selective Service System, but
not include registration as a portion of it.

I happen to agree with you on how out of date the registration
would become. I think it is impractical. I am wondering what your
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reaction is to what is called “Option 1” of the Selective Service draft,
whether you have had a chance to look at it and whatever recommen-
dations or observations you would have.

Ms. Scarokper. I think that makes more sense to move into registra-
tion, the post-mobilization—and that is the beginning of where the
Congress started last year. As you know, we started to bring Selective
Service out of the mothballs. I think they asked for 10.8, and we gave
them 9.6 or something around there, but we gave them almost every-
thing they wanted, and we began that process. And it is a logical
follow-on.

If I can just add a bit to the question that you—and Mr. Stokes
were asking, too. I think one of our colleagues, who is the ranking
minority member in the House Armed Services, Congressman Dickin-
son from Alabama is doing an excellent presentation—he has been
doing these one-minute TV spots—talking about how our money is
being spent and about the weapons systems we are procuring in the
most efficient manner and so forth. And the tragedy has been we still
tend to focus on the systems rather than the folks.

Napolean used to say, “if you judge materiel to morale, morale is
three times more important.” That may be part of our readiness prob-
lem : that we tend to focus on the materiel and not the morale. T think
it is because they are fascinating things, and we tend to get hooked
into them with our districts and building them and everything. And
that may be a problem.

But that position certainly makes more sense to me than proceed-
ing with the registration at this time—which I don’t understand.

Mr, Samo. Is it your judgment that there is a case to be made for
that Ogtion 1 above and beyond registration at this time?

Ms. Scuroeper. I would still prefer that we really look at the one
tragedy of the whole study was that we were taking Selective Service
as 1t is on the books. As you know, President Ford put it all on ice
when he stopped the registration, and we have not looked at it in
that interim period.

I feel very strongly that if we looked at it, we wonld find all sorts
of problems with it, all sorts of inequities and everything else. And
we would like to have even done that in the study when we voted last
fall, but there wasn’t time to reinvent the wheel.

So, I would still say that, in the best of all possible worlds, T would
prefer that we go back and look at Selective Service and say, “This
may do great things for late-night movies, but let’s talk about what
kind of personnel needs we have in the ’80s.” But it is not fair to
criticize the study for that because we didn’t give them those kinds
of parameters to look at.

Mr. Saso. I thought one of the more incredible things in the testi-
mony T heard yesterday was, if one were to go from registration to
actual reimposition of the draft, the medical standards used would
be those of 1945 or 1940. The change in medicine since then has just
been incredible. T would expect that there would be a whole host of
things that were reasons for exemption then that are not now. Other
things might have been discovered that would be reason for exemp-
tion today that we probably didn’t know existed over 30 years ago.
It is clearly just incredibly out of date.
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Ms. Scrroeper. You are right. As I say, show me a corporation that
still is using their 1940 personnel manual.

Mr. Boraxp. Thank you.

May I very quietly suggest that if we have another Member of
Congress to appear before this Subcommittee, we would be accused of
filibustering, or as Senator Mark Hatfield would say, “extending the
debate”, so we have only one other Member coming during the course
of the day.

I am sure our guests who are here who are not members, appreciate,
Congressman Schroeder’ testimony here this morning.

WITNESS

STATEMENT OF MR. DAVID CORTRIGHT, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
SANE

Mr. Boraxp. Our next witness is Mr. David Cortright, Executive
Director of SANE. You represent the Committee on SANE Nuclear
Policy !

Mr. Cortricur. Right. Thank you for allowing us to represent
our membership on the issue. I served three years during the Vietnam
War period, and was a draft-induced volunteer, so I think I have
familiarity with both sides of the picture here.

SANE has long worked to prevent war and foster international
peace. We were very active back in the early ’60s with the Nuclear
Test Ban Treaty. We are one of the early organizations to oppose the
Vietnam War and have continued to focus on working for arms
reversal and a peaceful, productive economy.

In keeping with this tradition for seeking restraint in U.S. arms
policy, we are here today to express our absolute and unequivocal
opposition to the President’s proposal for a viable military registra-
tion. The justification we have heard is to create a rapid mobilization
capability.

What has been stated here today and yesterday, the new Selective
Service report indicates that the present system is more than capable
of handling a very rapid mobilization. DOD, for example, requires
100,000 inductees within 60 days.

Well, the Selective Service System says it can now produce that
number in 35 days, 34 days, and the President’s time would bring that
down to 26 days. At the same time, DOD says it needs 650,000 in-
ductees within 180 days, Selective Service says it can deliver that
numﬁor now in 124 days, and the President says he would do it in
117 days.

The point is that we now have more than enough capability to meet
even the most extreme standards established by the Pentagon for
rapid mobilization capability.

We should note, moreover, that these mobilization requirements
are themselves based on extreme worst-case analyses. The Pentagon
requirement was revised in October of 1977 on the basis of the highly
improbable scenario of war and a terrifying estimate of casualties.
T did some personal checking on this a couple of years ago and asked
an official of the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Man-
power and Reserve Affairs, and he referred to “hordes of divisions
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coming across the German border” and blithely said that it would
depend on when the war would “go nuclear” and has since come
out—this mobilization requirement is based on an assumption of
hundreds of thousands of American casualties within the first few
weeks of any war.

I would hope that before we willingly go off and accept such
scenarios that the representatives of the American people here con-
sider whether we want to go ahead on the basis of such plans.

The Pentagon’s mobilization requirement also is faulty because it
assumes, as has been indicated earlier, that there would be no volun-
teers in the case of an emergency. I think this is an absurd, cynical
assumption which impugns the integrity and patriotism of Americans.

If the United States were truly threatened, there would be plenty
of volunteers, There would be no shortage if the canse were consid-
ered just and necessary.

I would submit that Americans are not lacking in patriotism, but
we do not want to be deceived by false crises. The President’s call is
an inappropriate response to what T think is an exaggerated threat.

The catalyst for the present discussion is, of course, the Soviet inva-
sion of Afghanistan. Certainly the Soviet intervention should be
condemned as a brutal and eriminal act. A recent policy statement
adopted by the SANE National Executive Committee strongly pro-
tests the Soviet invasion and demands an immediate withdrawal.

But the question is, does this Soviet action provide a scheme to
take over the Persian Gulf and does it justify confrontationism and
war preparation ?

I would submit that it does not. If the Soviets are really coveting
the Gulf, we would assume they have set out in an odd direction.
Moreover, if they are trying to really influence the Tranians, they
have taken a very curious policy. The actions they have taken have
really only hardened anti-Soviet sentiment in the Gulf region and
strengthened the resolve of states like Traq which used to be very
close to the Soviet Union to resist all super power encroachment.

I would say a different analysis of Afghanistan—equally probable,
I would say—wonld see their action as essentially defensive as a
desperate attempt to prop up a wobbling satellite shaken by internal
revolt,

The Soviets, in my opinion, seem to have acted to preserve their
influence rather than to expand it elsewhere. The pro-Soviet PDPA
government that came into power in 1978 has been losing ground to
its domestic opponents for nearly a year and was on the verge of
collapse, according to many reports, when the Soviets came in in
December.

So far, as is clearly indicated in the headlines, the Soviets have not
been able to gain control of the situation and have, in fact, apparently
sparked only more revolt. They have stumbled into, I believe, a Viet-
nam type quagmire which would be very familiar to Americans.
They are now the despised foreign invader, saddled with an unpopu-
lar and corrupt client government.

Why should we think this kirid of a situation directly threatens
American security ?
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As Congressman Stokes said earlier. it is hard to convince our orga-
nization that the vital interest of Americans is threatened by a Soviet
invasion 8000 miles away. The whole premise that we need to prepare
militarily to take over or to defend the Gulf—Persian Gulf o1l fields
is erroneous. I don’t think it is possible to secure the supply of oil
through military means. The facilities are too fragile, too prone to
sabotage. and I think are not defendable by military means.

There is the other question which was mentioned earlier which is
that our allies, in Europe, who are much more dependent upon the oil
than we, do not support the kind of confrontation approach that the
Administration has developed.

I would submit that the United States is already more than strong
enough to take care of its legitimate military needs. We have a vast,
stupendous military apparatus in this country. We have 30,000 nuclear
warheads which are more than sufficient to deter any conceivable nu-
clear threat.

We have a 2 million member armed forces, backed by 800,000 re-
serves and the most technologically advanced military machine in the
world.

As Congressman Stokes said, we spend $100 billion a year on this
military establishment. I should think that this is more than adequate
to meet any serious threat to American security.

I don’t think we should allow the present crisis to be used to lead us
down the dangerous path of foreign interventionism. I think the real
threat we face here with this question of military registration is that
we may be preparing ourselves for new Vietnams and new foreign
interventionism.

Wae all have to recognize that the easily expandable force levels that
a draft provides a Commander-in-Chief are an invitation to adven-
turism and Vietnams. I think we should be aware of our own history
and recognize the propensity that we have had to get involved in these
misguided foreign interventions.

Woe should oppose the draft on that basis. I believe that we do not
need to get involved in foreign interventions. We have more than
enough military capability to defend our legitimate interests.

Thero is a lot of talk these days from the far right about appease-
ment. The word has been used to discredit those on the left who would
urge restraint. I think the term should be turned around and applied
to those who would appease the insatiable thirst of the arms complex
who have built up larger and larger military forces and squander more
and more of our resources on larger and more expensive weapons.

I think it is time to turn our priorities around and come to our
senses and halt the drift toward interventionism and potential war.

Thank you.

[The complete statement follows:]
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We are pleased to be here today to represent SANE's national
membership on this important issue, SANE has long worked to prevent
war, and foster international peace and cooperation. Our organization
played a key role in the lobbying effort for the 1963 Nuclear Test
Ban Treaty, we were one of the first organizations to oppose the
vietnam War, and we're currently focusing on a range of initiatives
for arms reduction and a peaceful, productive economy.

In keeping with our tradition of seeking restraint in U.S, arms
policy, we are here today to express our absolute and uneguivocal
opposition to the President's proposal for revival of military registra-
tion. The Administration's request is unnecessary militarily and
dangerous politically. Draft registration increases the risk of
foreign interventionism and, ultimately, nuclear war.

The President claims that pre-registration is necessary to mobilize
swiftly if we are challenged militarily in the Persian Gulf or elsewhere.
vet the Selective Service System itself has said that'it already
possesses the capacity to act quickly, and that advance registration
does not provide significant improvement in our ability to respond.

The Selective Service System's January 16 report, "Improving
Capability to Mobilize Military Manpower" specifically recommends
against advance registration, labelling it "redundant and unnecessary".
As the Selective Service report shows, and others have testified

here today, a post-mobilization registration could produce the first
draftee in 17 days and the first 100,000 draftees in 35 days. This
capability represents an extraordinarily guick reaction, considerably
faster than required by the Pentagon, and is more than sufficient for
any-national emergency.

Contrary to White House claims, the President's plan of advance
registration would yield very little improvement in the rate of
mobilization during an emergency. Press secretary Jody Powell and
chief domestic advisor Stuart Eizenstat have claimed that advance
registration would speed inductions by 90 to 100 days, but the Selective
Service report shows that the President's proposal would give only
a seven day advantage in getting people to the induction stations.

For example, the first 650,000 draftees in an all-out emergency could
be inducted within 117 days under Carter's plan--as opposed to 124
days under the current system. This is a marginal and insignificant
difference which is clearly not worth the cost and potentially massive
social disruption which an unpopular advance registration plan would
produce.

The present Selective Service System is more than capable of meeting
Pentagon mobilization requirements. The Pentagon says it needs the
first 100,000 draftees within 60 days; as noted earlier, the present
system can deliver this number in 35 days. The Pentagon says it
needs 650,000 inductees within 180 days; the present system can
deliver them in 124 days. The rush to impose advance registration
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is thus clearly unnecessary.

It's important to remember, moreover, that these mobilization
requirements are themselves based on extreme worst case analyses.
The Pentagon's mobilization requirements were revised in October
of 1977 on the basis of a highly improbably scenario of war and a
terrifying estimate of casualties. I did some personal checking
on this a few years ago at the Pentagon and was astounded to hear
an official in the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense
for Manpower and Reserve Affairs referring to "hordes of divisions
coming across the German border" and blithely assuming that such a
war would "go nuclear®, The mobilization requirements now in force
are based on a calculation of hundreds of thousands of casualties
in a matter of weeks. I would hope, before we willingly march off
in acceptance of such scenarios, that the representatives of the
American people seriously consider whether we want to prepare for
such an eventuality.

The Pentagon's mobilization requirements are also faulty because
they assume that the only source of manpower in an emergency would
be the draft, that no Americans would volunteer. This is an absurd,
cynical assumption which impugns the integrity of Americans and
denies their patriotism. If the United Sfates were truly threatened,
the citizens and youth of this countrfztertainly come forward to defend
their homeland. There would be no shortage of volunteers--if the
cause were considered just and necessary.

Americans are not lacking in patriotism, but we do not want to
be deceived by false crises. The President's call for military
registration is an inappropriate response to an exaggerated threat.

The catalyst for the present war hysteria is the Soviet invasion
of Afghanistan. Certainly the Soviet intervention should be condemned
as a brutal, eriminal act. A recent policy statement adopted by
the Mational SANE Executive Committee strongly protests the Soviet
action and demands an immediate withdrawal.

But does the Soviet action imply a grand scheme to take over
the Persian Gulf, as has been implied? And does it justify confront-
ationism and war preparation? If the Soviets are coveting the Gulf,
they seem to have set off in an odd direction. There is no oil in
Afghanistan or in Pakistan. And if they are trying to win favor
with the Iranians, they have certainly adopted a very curious policy.
Their actions have only hardened anti-Soviet sentiment in the Gulf

and strengthened the resolve of nations like Iraq (a former

Soviet client) to resist superpower encroachment.

A different analysis of the Afghanistan crisis sees the Soviet
action as essentially defensive, as a desperate attempt to prop up
a wobbling satellite shaken by internal revolt. The Soviets seem
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to have acted in Afghanistan to preserve their influence rather

Jthan to extend it elsewhere. The pro-soviet PDPA government had

been losing ground to its domestic opponents for nearly a year and

was on the verge of collapse when the Soviets entered in December.

So far the Russians have not been able to control the situation and

seem to have only sparked further resistance. The Soviets have apparently
stumbled into a Vietnam-type gquagmire which should be very familiar

to Americans: they are the despised foreign invaders saddled with an
unpopular and unstable client. Why should we think that such a situation
threatens American security? We are right to condemn the Soviet action
and work through the U.N. and other international agencies to demand

a withdrawal, but we should not be led blindly into an overreaction

which could mire us in our own Vietnam, or worse, lead to the brink

of nuclear confrontation.

No one guestions the right of the U.S. to defend itself, or the
need for military forces which are adequate to meet legitimate national
security requirements. But America already has a vast, stupendous
military apparatus which is more than sufficient to meet any con-
ceivable threat. Our 30,000 plus nuclear warheads are many times more
than necessary to deter strategic attack. Our two million member
armed forces, backed by 800,000 Reservists and the most technologically
.advanced military machine in the world, avé more than adequate to defend
our nation. If serious threats to American security arise,

Americans would surely respond, as they have in
the past, to the nation's defense. But we must not let the present
overreaction lead us down the dangerous path of foreign adventurism
and war.

There is much talk these days of appeasement. The word is used
to discredit those who urge restraint. But it should be turned around
and applied to those who would appease the insatiable thirst of the
arms complex, whe would have us build up even larger military forces,
squander our resources on still larger and more expensive weapons
and impose a peacetime draft. It is time to stop appeasing those

who wrap themselves in the flag and demand that we divert every
national priority to the cause of war preparedness. Let us come
to our senses and halt the drift to war.




162

Mr. Boranp. Any questions?

Mr. Youxe. Mr. Chairman, I have a question.

Mr. Cortright, your remarks seem to go more to the foreign policy
and defense policy, rather than to the question of registration. You
mentioned the Administration’s confrontationist approach, I think was
the way that you said it.

Is it your opinion that the Administration should not attempt to at
Jeast give some message to the Soviets that we don’t really like the
fact that they invaded Afghanistan !

Mr. CorrrigaT. 1 think it is proper for us to oppose the Afghani-
stan invasion and to use any diplomatic means at our disposal to mobi-
lize international opinion agamst it. Actions in the U.N. are proper
and correct. I think we should continue along this path.

The Soviets are injuring themselves greatly by what they have done.
Cuba has lost a lot of its support within the nonaligned movement.
These tactics I think we should employ, and we should work with our
allies and other nations around the world to mobilize this kind of
diplomatic pressure.

I don’t think the circumstance requires a direct military action.

Mr. Youxa. Of course, it is my understanding that the President
has not suggested any direct military activity. The President is merely
asking that we register young men and women. He has asked that we
not go to the Olympics and some other symbolic things, rather than
direct confrontation.

I don’t think he has come up with any kind of a direct confrontation.

Another question on the same subject. You said you didn’t think it
would be possible to secure the oil fields. I also detected from your
statement that you didn’t think it would be appropriate for us to
attempt to secure the oil fields.

Mr. CortriguT. Correct, I think, in both cases. The Center for
Defense Information has just put out a very careful analysis of the
military requirements of taking oil fields which illustrates that the
enterprise would be extremely shaky and uncertain.

Moreover, I don’t think it is appropriate and proper. In fact, I think
if there was such an attempt, we would face the most severe oil cutoff
that we have seen yet. The whole Western economy of the—of the
United States and of our allies would be severely disrupted by any
attempt to militarily intervent in the Persian Gulf states.

Mr. Youxe. The reason I question you on that point is, suppose that
those who believe that the Soviets are not attempting to gain control
of that oil reserve, suppose they are wrong and that the Soviets really
are attempting to gain control of the Persian Gulf oil fields and the
seas over which it is transshipped.

Then, is it again your opinion that we should not attempt to prevent
this?

Mr. CortricHT. As I said, T don’t see any evidence that they are, in
fact—

Mr. Youxa. Suppose that’s wrong.

Mr. CorrtricuaT. If it is clear they are, then the United States and
its allies should get together and develop a joint response to it. The
allies in Western Europe are much more dependent on that oil than
we. I think we should develop with them a joint response,
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Mr. Youne. Wouldn’t it be better to be prepared in advance as a con-
tingency ? If you start to draw up plans during a period of erisis, your
plan is usually as crisis-creating as the crisis itself. You need to be
prepared in advance is my opinion.

I used to be a Boy Scout. They always said “Be prepared”, and I
believe that being prepared is a good way to go and a good message.

Mr. Cortricur. I said, as T indicated, I think we are more than pre-
pared and capable of defending our interests. T understand that in
the present crisis the United States has put approximately 25 major
combat vessels in that region on very short notice, three aircraft
carriers——

Mr. Youne. And left the Pacific virtually void of any American
naval presence. That great two-ocean navy we used to have is down
to a very minor one-and-a-half-ocean navy, when the second ocean is
the Indian Ocean, leaving the entire Pacific pretty much void of a
powerful American naval presence.

I think that does invite a little adventuristic activity on the part of
the Soviets. I don’t want to get into a debate with you on this point.
The President knows more than either one of us about the situations
in the world. There comes a time when you have to start to trust the
President on some of these decisions.

Enough said. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Boraxp. Thank you, Mr, Cortright.

WITNESS

STATEMENT OF MR. CHAPLAIN MORRISON, WASHINGTON AREA
COALITION AGAINST REGISTRATION AND THE DRAFT

Mr. Boraxp. Our next witness is Mr. Chaplain Morrison, Washing-
ton Area Coalition Against Registration and the Draft.

Mr. Morrison. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to
allow our organization to present its views before the Subcommittee.

Ever since the draft was introduced in Europe in the 18th Century,
it has been linked with the willingness and capacity of national gov-
ernments to engage in foreign wars. Expansion of the draft by Con-
gress in 1963 enabled President Johnson to commit the United States
to a full-scale conflict in Vietnam two years later without any Con-
gressional declaration of war.

In his recent “State of the Union Message”, President Carter
coupled his proposal for draft registration with an extension of the
concept of American vital interests to the Persian Gulf region and a
commitment to go to war to protect those interests.

The Administration’s war threats have recently been the subject
of comment by the author of the cold war doctrine of containment and
a leading expert on Russian affairs, George Kennan. According to Ken-
nan, there is no evidence to support the Administration’s assumption
that the Soviet Afghan intervention “was a prelude to aggressive
military moves against various countries farther afield.”

But as a result of that unfounded assumption, he continues—I am
quoting from Kennan again—“A war atmosphere has been created.
discussion in Washington has been dominated by talk of American
military responses, of the acquisition of bases and facilities, of the
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creation of a rapid deployment force, of the cultivation of military
ties with other countries all along Russia’s sensitive southern border.
Never since World War IT has there been so far reaching a militariza-
tion of thought and discourse in the capitol. An unsuspecting stranger

lunged into its midst could only conclude that the last hope of peace-

ul, non-military solutions had been exhausted—that from now on,
weapons, however used, could count . . . we are now in the danger zone.
I can think of no instance in modern history where such a breakdown
of political communication and such a triumph of unrestrained mili-
ta.r%r suspicions, as now marks Soviet-American relations, has not led
in the end to armed conflict.”

This is George Kennan’s warning; and it is in this atmosphere of
self-induced war crisis that the President is trying to reintroduce
draft registration. Not because his Selective Service officials considered
it necessary. To the contrary, in the suppressed report of January 16,
“The post-mobilization option for registration i1s recommended as
the basis for an effective standby Selective Service.”

It was in the face of this Selective Service recommendation that
the President and his foreign affairs adviser, Zbigniew Brzezinski,
decided to take the first step to reinstitute the draft.

Fortunately, the young men who are going to be asked to do the
actual killing and dying are less persuaded than the President about
the need to wage war on behalf of our “vital interests” in the Persian
Gulf. The Washington Area Coalition Against Registration and the
Draft is one of a multiplicity of organizations which sprang up spon-
taneously in response to the President’s war talk and his reversal of
his position on draft registration.

The Coalition is presently organizing teach-ins at colleges and high
school throughout the Washington area, something being done all
across the country, to build support for a massive mobilizing against
the draft in Washington on March 2nd.

What we are witnessing, in my opinion, are the beginnings of a
nationwide movement against resumption of the draft, which will
continue to grow until the principle is reestablished that the United
States government exists, in the words of our Declaration of Inde-
pendence, to secure to its citizens their unalienable rights to “Life,
Liberty and the Pursuit of Happiness,” and that this means that it
cannot, without their consent as individuals, deprive them of that
liberty and train them to murder people overseas in the name of its
“vital interests.” Too many people remember Vietnam and the fact
that the war there brought us to slaughter and inflation.

In a recent article in Harper’s Magazine entitled “Winning at
Dominoes,” T. D. Allman writes that it is an irony of Vietnam that
American prestige in Southeast Asia was never so low as when we were
waging war for it and never so high as now that we have lost the
war.

“Our oddly appealing civilization” Allman concludes, “wins the
mdst converts when we let them discover its appeal for themselves.”
But Allman’s most significant point is about the horror of the war
game called dominoes:

“One of the most terrible truths the Indochina war revealed—it is
perhaps also a saving grace—is how little even the most horrible events
affect the security of the people only a short distance away. . . .
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Which is worse? That ghastly truth or the crimes committed in an
attempt to pretend it isn’t s0.”

These are the lessons we have learned from Vietnam which we shall
be carrying to the colleges and high schools all over the country. And
we believe that the youth are capable of learning from them. If you try
to force them again to do your killing and dying overseas in the name
of vour “vital interests,” 1 foresee a general ional revolt which will
malke the 1960s look like a pienic. Spare us that agony. At long last,
let us instead give peace a chance, by voting down draft registration
and the effort to bring back conscription.

Mr. Boranp. Thank you, Mr. Morrison.

Mr. Morrison. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

WITNESS

JORDAN FOX, PRESIDENT, STUDENT GOVERNMENT ASSOCIATION,
UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND

Mr. Boraxp. Our next witness is Mr. Jordan Fox, President of the
Student Government Association of the University of Maryland.

Mr. Fox. Good morning. This is my first time testifying before a
congressional Subcommittee. I have asked my friends for advice on
what to say, and how to say it. They have told me to be flexible yet
firm, decisive yet compromising, confident yet humble, direct yet
evasive. Have I listened to their advice? Yes and no.

Mr. BoLaxo. The first paragraph indicates you have. I think it is a
pretty good paragraph.

Mr. Fox. On behalf of the 31,000 students at my institution, T have
come today to voice our emphatic opposition to draft registration.
We are supportive of any measure which would enhance our national
interest,.improve our military and deter Soviet aggression. But we
believe there is a difference between being strong and smart and strong
and stupid. We differ with draft registration because we maintain
that it represents the latter.

Three weeks ago, student opposition to draft registration was limited
to the ad hominem appeals of a few. But the emotions on the other
side were stronger as President Carter successfully equated his regis-
tration proposal with nationalism. But now we are seriously ques-
tioning the specific benefits of draft registration and we suspect we
are not the only ones. I consider the overwhelming vote cast last night
against draft registration on our largely conservative campus to be
a significant indication of the growing intellectual and practical op-
position to President Carter’s announcement.

The Selective Service report disclosed this week has provided legiti-
macy to this growing movement. I should note that I was one of the
300 student leaders invited to the White House in mid-February and
at that time I had supported registration, at least on a conceptual
level. Although I was concerned about the context in which it was
proposed, I wondered who could successfully argue against creating
the mechanism needed to have a strong military defense. But President
Carter failed to define clearly why registration was necessary and I,
and others, left unconvinced of its merits.
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Mr. Bernard Rostker was correct when he characterized draft regis-
tration as an unnecessary and expensive intrusion on the lives of Amer-
ican adults. The White House is retreating now, saying that the world
situation has altered so dramatically since January 16 that it demands
the reinstatement of draft registration.

What they mean by this is unclear. January 16 is a month after the
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and two months after the takeover of
our embassy in Tehran. The message from the Selective Service is,
and has been, clear—in terms of military strength, in terms of expense,
in terms of capabilities in an emergency—draft registration is a waste
of time and money.

Yet President Carter insists that this action is necessary to send a
signal to the Soviets; however, registration by definition is a coercive
act—you have no choice but comply. This is a symbol? $45 million
for what ?

Perhaps we should have a $45 million symbolic tax break or a $45
million symbolic energy program. With $45 million we could estab-
lish a new and exciting symbolic Department of Symbolism. But $45
million, coupled with the impositions on the citizens of this Nation,
seems a heavy price to pay for this “signal.” National resolve must
be associated with the support from the Americans for American
policy and not presidential dictum.

So if registration fails to supply military benefit and fails to send
anything more than a whimper to the Soviets, then what is the
motivation and justification for providing the funds necessary for
implementation

There are two possibilities.

One is that this action is politically motivated. If this is the case, we
will resist being the beasts of burden for any political campaign.
Before we will submit to this imposition, we will want to know why.
November 1980 is not a good enough answer.

The second possibility is that draft registration is the first step
towards the reinstitution of a peacetime draft. President Carter
separates the two and insists one does not lead to the other. But history
tells us that the longest period registration has ever existed without
a draft is a month and a half. You see, if you're against the death
penalty, you don’t turn around and order the electric chairs.

Over the next few days, the major student governments in the
nation will receive the text of the Selective Service draft report. We
will inevitably be asking some tough, pointed questions and expecting
reasonable answers. We'd like to nip draft registration in the bud
now. The main question is what specific benefits does draft registra-
tion offer this nation to warrant the expense and intrusion it demands?
Aside from the usnal rhetoric, the answers are not very convincing.

Thank you for your consideration of my testimony.

Mr. Boraxp, Thank you very much, Jordan. Any questions?

Mr. CoucHriN. You indicated there was an overwhelming vote
cast last night against the draft registration at the University of
Maryland. What was that vote? And what was the question that was
asked ?

Mr. Fox. It was to the student legislative association, 36 representa-
tives from the student body who discussed the Selective Service report,
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our need for military strength—and from that report overwhelmingly
supported or opposed draft registration.

Mr. CouvGHLIN. 36 people?

Mr. Fox. Yes.

Mr. Coverrin. What was the vote among the 367

Mr. Fox. There were four people against.

Mr. Covenrin. That is not representative of the 30,000 students of
the representatives.

Mr. Fox. It is the majority of the students, as any representatives
represent the democracy.

Mr. Younc. That was the same question I was going to ask.

Mr. Fox. We will disseminate the information, which has not been
well known throughout the student community. When I went to the
White House I was one of 300 students. A lot of people were not aware
of the types of information that has come to our knowledge, at least
in the past few days, from the release of that Selective Service report.
T imagine that when the other information becomes known to the stu-
dents around the nation they will respond, and that response will be
negative.

We don’t mind giving our lives and giving our names to the Post
Office, as long as it is of benefit to this nat ion.

Registration is not of benefit to this nation, and T don’t believe it
will have a favorable response among the student community.

M. BoLaxp. I don’t think I've ever heard the University of Mary-
land labeled as a largely conservative campus.

Mr. Fox. The student body is very conservative.

Mr. Boraxp. Thank you, Mr. Fox.

WITNESSES

BERNIE FRIEDMAN, NATIONAL PRESIDENT, COLLEGE DEMOCRATS
OF AMERICA
STEVE NUDEL, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL COMMITTEE,

COLLEGE DEMOCRATS OF AM ERICA

Mr. Boraxp. Our next witness is Mr. Bernie Friedman. You were
at the White House, too?

Mr. Friepman. No.

Mr. Boraxn. Well, here we are. We are glad to have you.

Mr. Frrepyax. Mr. Chairman and honorable Committee members,
[ am Bernie Friedman, National President of the College Dvmm'mtsof
America and the co-chairman for the Student and Youth Coalition
to Defend Democracy. I would also at this time like to introduce
Steve Nudel, who is the Executive Director of College Democrats of
America, of the National Committee. ;

One week ago we announced the formation of our Coalition because
we were concerned with the monopoly that a few student groups have
had on the issue of draft registration. These groups have mini-
mized the threat to the free world posed by the Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan. We wanted the public to know that young people are not
as naive or gullible as these groups would like to believe. . .

The members of our Coalition are in regular communication with
their local chapters throughout the country, and have found little of
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the sentiment expressed by the anti-registration groups. We are all
elected officials and—as you can sympathize—are concerned with re-
election. If we have misread the feelings of our members we will be
removed from office, but we believe that we represent the opinions of a
majority of our members.

As a coalition representing a wide range of political philosophies,
we may disagree on a number of issues, but we do agree on the need
for draft registration. When we announced the formation of our
coalition we issued a statement which T would like to read at this
time:

“There has been much discussion of student views on draft registra-
tion and events in the Persian Gulf area. Some student organizations
have made statements which may mislead the public into believing that
young Americans have little concern with U.S. foreign policy interests
and that they are unwilling to make sacrifices to defend democracy and
our economic well-being.

“Claiming to speak for students these groups have stated that stu-
dents do not see Afghanistan as a vital interest and that they are op-
posed to draft registration.

“We believe that they are misrepresenting the views of the majority
of students and working youth in this country. Our own discussions
indicate that students are well aware of the threat posed by the Soviet
invasion of Afghanistan and the danger to the United States. Europe,
Japan, Israel and other democracies if the Persian Gulf falls under
Soviet control. We have also found that a majority of students are
not opposed to registration for the draft. Public opinion polls of stu-
dents and working youth support this.” )

The actions of many of these groups in regard to Afghanistan are in
sharp contrast to their silence on a number of human rights issues
which many young Americans believe are important.

They have said nothing about their plight of the boat people.
They have said nothing about the starvation and murder of the Cam-
bodian people. They have said nothing about the exile and persecution
of human rights activist Andrei Sakharov and others who have suf-
fered for speaking up.

The interest of young people in international affairs does not be-
gin and end with the question of draft registration. _ .

As young people, we realize the consequences of draft registration.
We know that we will have to bear the brunt of such actions, how-
ever, we believe that the best way to avoid war is to show aggres-
sors that we are willing and able to fight.

Massive anti-draft registration demonstrations will only signal
the Soviet Tnion that it is free to commit even more dangerous agres-
sions, which will bring the world closer to war.

We therefore support a variety of mobilization plans. including
draft registration, which will convince the world that the United
States and its allies intend to hold firm in their resistance to the
spread of totalitarianism. 7 .

If the draft is reinstituted, however, we hope that the inequities of
the past will be remedied. The system must be changed to end the
drafting of a disproportionate number of poor and minorities.

Since all sectors of society. and particngarly students, have bene-
fited from the freedoms we enjoy, all of us must be called upon to de-
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fend those freedoms. We will be studying the President’s specific
proposals to determine whether they are in fact equitable, but we wel-
come his initiative,

Tue Yours axp StopenT CoarnitioNn To DEFEND DEMOCRACY
CO-CHAIRMEN !

Richard B. Abell, National Chairman, National Federation of
Young Republicans.
Bernard Friedman, National President, College Democrats of
America.
Chris Mueller, National Chairman, Young Social Democrats of
America.
OTHER MEMBERS :

Kelly Alexander, Member, National Board of Directors, National
Association for the Advancement of Colored People; Representative
to the United States Youth Council for the NAACP Youth and Col-
lege Division.

Roger Caster, President, New Jersey Student Association.

Daniel C'urtain, National Chairman, Frontlash.

Steve Gibble, National Chairman, College Republican National
Committee.

Gary Davidson, National President. American Student Federation.

Charles Klien, President, Maryland Young Democrats.

Abe Morris, Representative, North American Jewish Youth
Council.

William Ross, Executive Director, Recruitment and Training Pro-
gram, Inc.

Don Shelton, Deputy Director of Veteran Affairs, National Black
Veterans Organization.

Kenneth Simon, President, United States Youth Council.

William Sloane, National Committeeman, Pennsylvania Young
Democrats.

Mr. Chairman, we believe that this is not a time to be shackled by
out-model slogans and rhetoric. We must not let a vocal minority con-
trol the debate and determine the issues. We have called for a calm
and reasonable public debate on the issne of draft registration.

Edueational seminars, such as the ones proposed last week, should
include both sides of the issue. We believe that presented with the
facts, students and young people will continue to support draft legis-
lation.

Mr. Boraxp. Thank you, Bernie,

Steve, do you have anything toadd ?

Mr. Boraxp. Any of the members?

Mz, CouvcHuix. I just want to commend you on your statement. Hav-
ing been on a number of college compuses recently, I think both the
perspicacity and the loyalty of young Americans and students, in par-
ticular, are unquestioned.

T think that there is a great deal of difference in the sentiment, now
than in the past, particularly in the Vietnam era.
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I think, at the same time, we want to look dispassionately at the
facts, at the kind of registration that is being proposed.

Mr. FriepmaN. What we are trying to do basically with the coalition
is to draw the issues back into perspective in the student and youth
community.

I think if we look at it intellectually instead of from an emotional
perspective, if we look at the facts intellectually and what is happening
in the Persian Gulf and Afghanistan, I think students and young peo-
ple will be able to understand the reasons for many of the initiatives
that the President has taken.

What we are trying to do is demonstrate to the American people that
most young people are not swayed by the emotionalism of a small vocal
minority on this issue.

Mr. CoveariN. Thank you.

Mr. Youne. Mr. Friedman, the names and the organizations that you
read off now are all supporters of this statement ¢

Mr. Friepman. Right.

Mr. Younc. Can you estimate how many students would be repre-
sented by these many organizations?

Mr. Frieoaan. That is difficult to estimate.

Mr. Youna. More than 36 ¢

Mr. Frieoman. 1 would say that it would be in the millions, almost,
I would think. Each one of these organizations—for example, my or-
ganization, College Democrats of America, has 800 chapters among
college campuses. That alone is quite a lot.

Mr. Youxa. So you have no doubt that you are speaking, and these
many other organizations are speaking for a majority of American
students.

Mr. Friepaan. Correct. As I indicated in the testimony, we have
been in daily communication with our members, with local club chap-
ters. And being elected officials, we would be foolish to go out on a limb
on such volatile issues if we didn’t have the backing of our membership.

Mr. Youna. So you actually consulted as many of the organizations
as you could, members of the many organizations rather than sitting
down in a meeting and deciding what you think they stood for.

Mr. Friepman. Absolutely.

Mr. Boraxp. What about the umbrella organization, the Youth and
Student Coalition to Defend Democracy ¢

Mr. Frieoaan. That is a coalition. We felt that a small vocal mi-
nority was forming and getting the monopoly of media attention, at-
tention among the American people.

And last Thursday, we held a press conference, in fact here on the
Hill, inaugurating our Student Youth Coalition to Defend
Democracy.

The members that are listed were the initial signers of our coalition.
And even today, we have a few more organizations that have been in
contact with us and will be signing.

Mr. Boraxp. I notice that you have a number of state organizations.
What has happened to the Massachusetts Young Democrats?

Mr. Frrepaax. I’'m not sure. I have been in contact with their presi-
dent, Lewis DedJo, on this issue,

Mr. Boranp. Thank you.
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WITNESS
CHRIS MUELLER, YOUNG SOCIAL DEMOCRATS

Mr. Boraxp. Our next witness is Chris Mueller of the Young So-
cial Demoecrats. You are the last witness and probably the most effec-
tive, the Young Social Democrats. ’

Where do you come from?

Mr. MueLLer. New York State.

Mr. Boraxp. How many Young Social Democrats are there?

Mr. MueLLer. Couple of thousand.

I thank you for the opportunity to speak today. My name is Chris
Mueller. T reside in New York State and am National Chairman of
the Young Social Democrats, the youth section of the party of A.
Philip Randolph, Eugene Debs and Norman Thomas.

I am a member of the coalition of youth organizations which in-
clude the College of Democrats of America, College Republican Na-
tional Committee, the Young Republican National Federation, the
NAACP Youth and College Division, the North American Jewish
Youth Council, the National Black Veterans organization, the Re-
cruitment and Training Program, the United States Youth Council
and Frontlash, a youth-labor project for political participation.

T am here to urge you to approve the appropriation of the necessary
funds for the purpose of registering all young people between the
ages of 18 and 26 for possible future military conseription.

The role of the Soviet Union in world affairs is an aggressive one.
The Soviet Union continues to ignore ddtente. The invasion of Af-
ghanistan is just the latest link in a consistent chain of violations.

The dominant power in the Persian Gulf region today has become
the Soviet Union. The invasion of Afghanistan has demonstrated the
Soviet will to meet resistance with brute force. We should not under-
estimate the importance of the Persian Gulf for the United States
and its allies.

The Soviet Union presently outspends the United States in new
military programs by better than 2 to 1. Perhaps as much as 18 per-
cent of their GNP is devoted to total military programs, almost twice
the 4.9 percent of the U.S. GNP spent on defense.

This is the lowest level of allocations in real terms in the United
States since 1940. We have been outstripped by the Soviet Union.

First, there are a number of ways in which we can demonstrate
Western resolve to defend the rights of the free nations of the world.

Second, we should enforce restrictions on the transfer of technology
and strategic hardware to the Soviet Union.

We should continue to speak out in defense of human rights
everywhere,

Third, we should stand firm against Soviet aggression by upgrading
our military preparedness.

Draft registration is an effective means toward this end. Polls show
that Americans overwhelmingly favor registration, as do we of draft
age.
Many young people show that they feel that registration is their
part in a policy to counter the Soviet Union. At campus meetings, dur-
g youth conferences and in union halls, T have found general sup-
port for registration. There is, however, a string of organizations
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which oppose registration, stage demonstrations, hold media events,
and garner favor with the liberal new left.

This loose network does not represent a consensus among young peo-
ple. Many young people who oppose the draft may be sincere; how-
ever, their efforts are subverted and exploited by pro-totalitarian
organizations who often dominate these coalitions.

The draft is the most democratic way of apportioning the responsi-
bility of military service. Even a more attractive, better paying volun-
teer army will not relieve the disproportionate share borne by poor
minority youth of defending this republiec.

Student deferments unfairly benefit an already privileged section
of our society. Military service must be shared fairly. Specifically,
members of both sexes aged 18 to 26 should be eligible for the draft.

There should be alternative service for conscientious objectors. Suf-
ficient opportunities can be provided by the Peace Corps and Vista, in
home support services, and through elderly and child care programs.

We should not be lured into misleading and deceptive arguments
about choices between guns and butter. We are still the wealthiest na-
tion in the world and this means that we can reduce interest rates, put
people back to work, and provide for an adequate defense.

For these reasons, T ask this Committee to appropriate the neces-
sary funds for draft registration.

Mr. Boraxp. Thank you, Mr. Mueller.

In your statement, you urge the approval of funds for the pur-
pose of registering all young people from the ages of 18 to 26.

You know the 1980 supplemental request is only for the age years of
19 and 20.

Mr. MueLLER. T understand that.

Mr. Boranp. You favor that position?

Mr. MuerLer. Yes.

Mr. Boranp. Mr. Coughlin.

Mr. Covenrix. No questions.

Mr. Boranp. Mrs. Boggs.

Mrs. Boges. I'm sorry that I didn’t have an opportunity to hear your
testimony. T am bouncing between my two Subcommitttees today,
going back and forth.

I thank you for appearing. Because I didn’t have an opportunity to
hear you, T have no questions.

Mr. Boranp. Where you at the White House ?

Mr. Muerrer. No, T was not.

Mr. Boraxp. Were you asked to go?

Mr. Muerrer. No, T was not.

Mr. Boranp. Thank you very much.

That completes the hearing for this morning. This afternoon, we will
be meeting in Room 2154 of the Rayburn Bulding.

This Committee will stand in recess until 2:00 this afternoon.

AFTERNOON SESSION

WITNESS

HON. JOHN F. SEIBERLING, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS
FROM THE STATE OF OHIO

Mr. Boraxp. The Committee will come to order.
We will continue our hearings this afternoon on the recommendation
for registration. We are delighted to have as our first witness this
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afternoon, a distinguished Member of the Congress from the State of
Ohio, the Honorable John F. Seiberling.

Mr. SemeruinG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is a pleasure for me
to be here. T certainly commend you for the thoroughness with which
you are going into this subject.

I know it is a matter of great importance to the people of the area
you represent and it certainly is to mine.

I would like to ask your permission to put my entire written state-
ment in the record and I will try to hit tl]:e higﬁlights of it.

Mr. Boranp. That will be fine.

Mr. SemBERLING. As, of course, you know, last year the Congress, with
the active support of the Administration, rejected a provision in last
year’s defense procurement bill which sought to require the President
to register all males 18 years old for the draft.

And at that time, the President himself and various top administra-
tion officials ranging from the Secretary of Defense to the Acting Di-
rector of the Selective Service System, all stated that there was no need
to resume registration for the draft.

They argued that with a slight increase in funds, at that time, as I
recall, it was $214 million, the Selective Service System could de-
velop the capability of registering and inducting personnel in emer-
gency mobilization well within the Defense Department’s timetable.

I have included in my statement specific excerpts from a letter to me
from Stuart Eizenstat; Richard Danzig, Principal Deputy Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Manpower to Senator William Cohen; a
statement by Robert Pirie, Assistant Secretary of Defense for Man-
power Reserve Affairs and Logistics, to Senator Cohen, and a state-
ggll]lt by Secretary of Defense Harold Brown, a lettter to Senator

en.

All of these statements make the point that draft registration from
an operational standpoint was unnecessary, that the Selective Service
System, for much smaller sums of money, could develop the capa-
bility and develop it rapidly to deliver manpower in the event of an
emergency,

Nevertheless, the President, after the Soviet invasion of Afghani-
stan, announced that he was going to ask for resumption of draft
registration.

And last week, at a meeting at the White House, a briefing on de-
fense matters, I asked the President personally what had changed since
last year.

The answer was in generalities. The President called on the Secre-
tary of Defense for an answer. The Secretary of Defense said it would
take between 30 and 90 days longer to deliver manpower without draft
registration.

And the Secretary of Defense came over to me after the meeting and
said, “You know, it will take at least 3 weeks longer without registra-
tion.” And I said, “Well, 13 days, to be precise, if your previous state-
ments are correct.” And he said “That’s almost 2 weeks.”

So you know, we begin to get the idea that the case to be made is not
an operational case, but it is a case of symbolism. 4

Now I wrote a letter on February 11th to the new Director of Selec-
tive Service and asked him the same question I asked the President.

He wrote me a letter, which I got yesterday, in which he merely
cited his testimony before the Armed Services Committee, which,
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again, did not make out any specific operational need for reinstituting
registration.

I also, last week, wrote a letter to the President reiterating my ques-
tion to him, and I haven’t yet received a reply to that. ;

To me, however, the most, devastating statement of the lack of need
for reinstituting registration is the draft working document from the
director of Selective Service, which I presume your Subcommitttee
already has had access to.

I read it over a couple of days ago. It states unequivocably that
the Selective Service, over the last several months, has completely
revised the plans by which it will register and induct draft-eligible
people into the armed services.

And states further: “We believe that we now have the capability to
respond in any such emergency.”

The interesting thing to me is that the timetable, the post-mobiliza-
tion timetable that the draft working document puts forward,
reduces the gap between pre- and post-mobilization delivery of indue-
tees even further, to T days in the case of M+30 (for the delivery of
the first inductee), to 9 days in the case of M+60 (for the delivery
of 100,0000 inductees), and to 8 days in the case of M+180 (for the
delivery of 560,000 inductees).

Now I have seen nothing, Mr. Chairman, from the Administration
that rebuts any of the operational statements in that report. They
have tried to downplay its importance by saying it is a draft working
document. And yet, their official statements are absolutely devoid of
any facts rebutting the conclusions of the document.

And the President has reiterated that we need to show our resolve
and that is, in effect, what Mr. Rostker said in his letter to me.

I suggest that all of the statements that have been made show that
draft registration is not necessary in peacetime. I call your attention
particularly to the quote on page 2 of my statement from Assistant
Secretary Pirie, in which he says: “Peacetime registration is not
needed from an operational point of view because registration can be
conducted after M-Day in time to obtain the first wartime inductee
by M+30, as we desire.” He then goes on to say that we are going
to need pre-trained individuals for the first 90 to 120 days following
mobilization, regardless of the status of registration or the draft.

Thus, peacetime registration does nothing to meet our pre-trained
individual manpower needs.

So it does seem to me that the burden is on the proponents of draft
registration to justify this from an operational standpoint. The
Russians presumably read the newspapers and the Congressional
Record the same as we do. They know what the Administration’s
experts have said. They know what registration will do and what it
will not do.

Presumably, they take at face value what the reports and the
Administration has said about what draft registration will do to
strengthen our defense.

1 took the position, Mr. Chairman, at the time we had the debate
last year that I would support both registration and the draft if the
proponents could convince me that it was necessary from the stand-
point of defense.
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But in the absence of facts that show that operational considera-
tions require it, it seems to me that it is divisive. The students are
already demonstrating in your state and in mine. We are going to
turn off another generation of people who are prepared to do what-
ever is necessary to defend their country.

But they are not prepared to have their privacy invaded and
their liberty for anything less.

And, therefore, I suggest that draft registration will be counter to
what the President desires and will send the wrong message, a Imes-
sage, of disunity and a message of pretense, rather than a message of
substantive power,

I would like to suggest to the Subcommitttee that instead of recom-
mending the appropriation of the amount of money that the Presi-
dent has requested for this purpose, that they recommend only suffi-
cient money to allow the Selective Service System to build the
capability that they said they could build to meet these manpower
deadlines, which is something between $214 and $4 million, as I
understand it.

I would be glad to answer any questions that you may have.

[The complete statement follows:]
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STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN F. SEIBERLING
ON SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

I appreciate this opportunity to appear before you today as a
public witness on proposed appropriations for the Selective Service
System.

As you know, President Carter announced in his State of the Union

Message on January 23 that he would seek to obtain funds from Congress

to resume registration for the draft. Specifically, the President

announced that he intends to register 19 and 20 year old males later
this year. Starting on January 1 1981, the President proposes to
register those men born in 1962, with continuous registration of those
turning 18 from that point on. The President has also requested
congressional authority to register young women for the draft.

In order to upgrade the capability of the Selective Service
System to function in an emergency mobilization, as well as to pro-
vide for registration itself, the Administration is requesting
approximately $21.9 million in supplemental fiscal year 1980 funds,
and fiscal year 1981 funds of roughly $35.5 million, as amended
following the decision to resume registration.

Last year, Congress, with the active support of the Administration;
rejected a provision in the fiscal year 1980 defense procurament bill
(H.R. 4040) which sought to require the President to resume registering
18 year old males for the draft. At that time, the President himself,
and various top officials ranging from the Secretary of Defense to the
Acting Director of the Selective Service System stated repeatedly that
there was no need to resume registration for the draft. Administra-
tion officials argued repeatedly that, with a slight increase in funds
and personnel, -.a far smaller amount than what is now requested - the
Selective Service System could develop the capability of registering and
inductina personnel in an emergency mobilization, well within the Defense
Department's timetable. During congressional debate on draft registration,
Administration statements included the following:

"The Administration opposes new legislation to reimpose peace-

time registration for the draft. The President already has

adequate authority to require registration if circumstances

warrant. We do not believe it is necessary to impose this

burden on our nation and its youth at this time when there

are effective ways to improve the capability of the Selective
Service System so that it can respond quickly in an emergency.




...HWe are confident that, if adequate funds are provided
by the Congress, the Selective Service System will be
able to develop the capability to meet our requirements."

--Stuart E. Eizenstat, Assistant to the President for
Domestic Affairs and Policy, letter to Congressman
John F. Seiberling, July 23, 1979

“The Department of Defense agrees that there are short-
comings in the Selective Service mobilization plan, but
does not agree with the conclusion that peacetime
registration is necessary. The Department of Defense
views registration in peacetime as a reasonable claim
by a nation on its citizenry if it is necessary, and -
equally - as an unreasonable demand if it is not
necessary...It remains the view of the Department of
Defense that a post-mobilization registration plan is
feasible, and that it is better to proceed with prepa-
ration and testing of that option than to reinstate
peacetime registration. In 1917 the nation conducted

a registration within 18 days of passage of enabling
legislation while at war. I believe it is reasonable
to expect that we could do better in the future,
provided that we make use of modern technology and

that we plan prudently.”

--Richard Danzig, Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary
of Defense for Manpower, Reserve Affairs,& Logistics,
letter to Senator William S. Cohen, September 13, 1979

"We believe that peacetime registration is not needed
froman operationalpoint of view because registration
can be conducted after M-Day in time to obtain the
first wartime inductee by M+30, as we desire. Our
schedule for obtaining wartime draftees is constrained
by our capacity to expand the peacetime training base.
...Thus, we are going to need pretrained individuals
for the first 90 or 120 days (following mobilization)
regardless of the status of registration or a draft.
Peacetime draft registration cannot meet our pretrained
individual manpower needs."

--Robert B. Pirie, Jr., Assistant Secretary of Defense
for Manpower, Reserve Affairs & Logistics, letter to
Senator Cohen, September 17, 1979

"We are concerned that the Selective Service System
cannot now meet the 30-day (mobilization) requirement.

That circumstance does not, however, lead to the conclu-
sion , that peacetime registration is necessary. In

the near term, we think that the proper course of

action is to enhance the standby ability of the

Selective Service System, including its computer resources,
its staffing and its planning. The Acting Director of the
Selective Service System has testified that he is confident
that, if adequate funds are provided by the Congress, the
Selective Service System will be able to develop the capa-
bility to meet our requirements...Our view and the view
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suggested in all studies of the question that I have seen
is that the critical step towards achieving our goals

is not immediate collection of names through registration,
but rather the immediate improvement of our ability to
prepare for processing people, and in the case of mobili-
zation actually to process them, through the Selective
Service System."

--Secretary of Defense Harold Brown, letter to Senator
Cohen, June 8, 1979,

In the face of these rather comprehensive reasons why we should
not resume registration for the draft, on what grounds does the
Administration justify its decision to seek funds for the resumption
of registration in 19807 As I understand it, the Administration's
case for such a dramatic reversal of policy is essentially that,
first, the resumption of draft registration, in context with other
actions such as the cutback of grain sales te the Soviet Union,
is an effective symbol of U.5. displeasure with Soviet adventurism
in Afghanistan; and, second, that operationally, the resumption of
registration provides the President with the greater certainty that
draftees will be available in the event of a fast-breaking, high
casualty war in Western Europe.

While Administration witnesses before this Subcommittee have
emphasized both the symbolic and the operational justification for
the resumption of registration, the President's main argument has
been the former - that it is necessary to send the Soviet Union a
"message” demonstrating U.S. resolve in the face of the Soviet inva-
sion of Afghanistan. The symbolic gesture of resuming draft registra-
tion when there are other workable alternatives to upgrade the mobili-
zation capability of the Selective Service System places an unneces-
sary burden on our young people, and will be a divisive issue in the
months to come. The Soviets will not be fooled by such an empty gesture.
In fact, I suspect that they know as well as anyone else that the re-
sumption of peacetime registration does nothing to address our mobili-
zation capability that could not be done without resuming peacetime
registration. I suggest instead that a needless resumption of draft
registration, and the domestic dissent which is sure to follow, will
send a very different message to the Soviets than the one the President

intends to send.




Nor has the Administration made a good case for the operational
necessity of resuming registration. The inadequate operational
justification is readily apparent in statements made by Administration
officials before your Subcommittee yesterday. I was actively involved
in last year's successful campaign to defeat the draft registration
pmﬂsmninH£.4M0.ﬁtt&tth,ItwktM|mntMntMtifI
were convinced that registration, or the draft itself, were necessary
to provide adequate manpower for national defense, I would support it.
Since the President's announcement, I have requested both the President
and the Selective Service Director to provide me with an operational
justification for the resumption of registration. Thus far, I have
received no such justification.

The central argument which the Administration appears to be
making is that the Selective Service System does not now have the
capability of meeting the Defense Department's emergency mobilization
timetable. In the February 11, 1980 Report to Congress on Presidential
recommendations for Selective Service reform, the Administration states
that the "ability of the Selective Service to meet this (mobilization)
schedule has been the subject of a number of critical reviews.... Each
study concluded... that (the) Selective Service 'does not presently

have the capability to meet the Department of Defense wartime manpower

requirements from our “"deep standby" status.'" (Page 8). Ina

congressional staff briefing at the 01d Executive Office Building on
February 21, and again in testimony before your Subcommittee on

February 26, Deputy Director of OMB John P. White stated that it would

take at least a year for the Selective Service to gear up to have a
credible post-mobilization capability.

Yet the "Draft Working Document" from the Director of the Selective
Service System, dated January 16, 1980, states unequivocally that the
“Selective Service, over the last several months, has completely
revised the plans by which it will register and induct draft eligible
people into the Armed Services. We believe that we now have a capa-
bility to respond in an emergency." (Page 28). Significantly, this

document, which details a post-mobilization registration plan, was
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released to Members of Congress only after it had been leaked to the
press. This "Draft Working Document" examined a number of pre- and
post-mobilization registration options, and concluded that the “post-

mobilization option, subject to field testing later this year and the

international situation at any time, is recommended as the basis for
an effective Selective Service." (Emphasis added).

The key conclusions of the “Draft Working Document” are
devastating to the Administration's present position. These con-
clusions are:
1) That post-mobilization registration is an effective means of meeting
the Defense Department's emergency mobilization timetable: "Every partici-
patory registration option can more than meet the DOD manpower require-
ment. The post-mobilization option is by far the most cost effective,

and least intrusive, and is the option chosen by Selective Service.”

2) That pre-mobilization registration would not substantially improve

the delivery schedule of inductees in an emergency mobilization, but
would be significantly more costly. According to the Document, inductions
would begin on M#17, 100,000 inductions could be made by M+35, and
650,000 inductions by M+125, at a cost estimate of some $9.7 million.

With peacetime registration in effect, inductions would begin on M+10,
100,000 inductions could be made by M+26, and 650,000 by M+117 (saving
seven, nine, and eight days respectively over post mobilization

registration) at a cost of over $25 million.

3) That post-mobilization registration is the preferred option: “The
post-mobilization option should substantially exceed Defense require-
ments, employs the fewest number of full time personnel, and costs the

least.”

4) That, given the effectiveness of the post-mobilization plan, the
resumption of registration is unnecessary: "While costs and staffing
should not be the determining factor (in selecting an option) the reduced

delivery time provided by the other options is redundant and unnecessary."




The Administration has tried to downplay the importance of the
"Draft Working Document" on the grounds that it is a preliminary

draft and is overly optimistic about Selective Service capabilities.

Yet the Administration's official statements are devoid of any facts

rebutting the conclusions of the document. The President has simply
failed to provide any operational justification for his decision to
resume the process of draft registration. For the sake of sending an
empty symbol to the Soviets, we are placing significant restrictions
on the privacy of our young people, and creating disunity at a time
when we need to demonstrate national unity.

In the face of all the contradictory evidence about the need for
resuming draft registration, I urge the Subcommittee to strike those
funds requested for the process of registration itself. I am sure
that the House will support a reasonable increase in appropriations
for the Selective Service to take the system out of deep standby,
and acquire the equipment, personnel, and field structure it needs
to be ready to respond effectively in an emergency mobilization. 1
personally will support it. But the available evidence will not
lead me to support an appropriation for the resumption of registration

itself.
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Mr. Boranp. Thank you, Mr. Seiberling, for a very knowledgeable
statement.

I take it that you would favor post-mobilization registration, which
would be one of the options that the SSS recommended in its draft
report.

Mr. SemeruiNG. I would, indeed. And as a matter of fact, I rec-
ognize that the armed services do have some manpower problems, par-
ticularly in the area of trained and skilled personnel and the non-
commissioned officer grades.

And draft registration has so far not been shown to answer those
needs. They also have a problem with respect to the reserves,

I know that the Armed Services Committee is working on both of
those problems. T personally will favor moving ahead to address that.
Perhaps I ought to mention one other thing, and that is that last year,
Congressman Montgomery got the GAO to make a study of draft
registration in response to a request he made.

They made a rather curious report in which their summary report
stated that the Selective Service did not have the capability of meet-
ing both mobilization manpower requirements.

And therefore, they supported draft registration.

But when you read the actual report, what they were saying was
that it did not then have the capability. And I personally called (his
staff) GAO Director Staats and told him I thought his conclusion was
not supported by the actual facts that he set forth in his report.

An(ﬂ)m said, well, he appreciated very much my calling him on it.

And as a matter of fact, he, too, was going to raise similar questions

with respect to that particular report.

He conceded it was based on the then capabilities of the Selective
Service System without the supplemental money that they said they
needed in order to develop a credible post-mobilization capability.

So in case that matter is brought up, I think it is important to have
it in that context.

Mr. Boraxp. Thank you. Mr. Coughlin?

Mr. Covenrin. No questions.

Mr. Boranp. Mr. Traxler?

Mr. Traxter. John, what if this Committee were to recommend to
the House and the House were to concur in a post-mobilization reg-
istration program ?

How do you perceive that that would be received by the Russians?
Would they see us as failing to follow through with any strong mes-
sage to them of our dissatisfaction with their venturing into A fghan-
istan? Or would they interpret that as a “sign of weakness”?

Mr. SemeruinG. T think, realistically, in their own inner councils.
they would realize that we were merely dismissing what was basically
a gesture,

I think the Russians are very realistic. They look at our actual
power and they evaluate that. not gestures. T think it will be con-
strued by some and the media, and possibly in other countries as being
favored by Congress to back up the President. I think we are in a
box to that extent. I think we have to look at the overall view, and
I think it would be a terrible thing to say to our young people, vou
know, we realize that the President has put us in a box, and therefore,
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politically, we think, and diplomatically. we think we have to go along
with that—and impose it on you—even though we know that it isn’t
going to accomplish anything in terms of onr actual capability.

I think in the long run. that would be more harmful to this country
than facing up to the facts of the situation, particularly if it is coupled
with statements from people like myself who opposed it last year.

We are prepared to reinstitute the draft or national universal serv-
ice of some sort, if. indecd, that is necessary for national defense.

But the case has to be made not just allow ourselves to be pushed
into a position because we want to back the President. I want to back
the President and T think my record shows I have backed him.

But T don't think that we should do the wrong thing merely be-
cause it temporarily might be misconstrued in some quarters.

Mr. Traxier. I think the recommendation on the part of the Ad-
ministration relative to increased defense spending is somewhere close
to 5 percent for the next year, and for each of the next several years
over and above inflation.

Mr. Semernine. I think it is perfectly clear. I think the gentleman
makes a good point. It is perfectly clear that the Congress is going
to do a lot of other things to back the President up.

We are going to increase the defense budget. We have backed him
up in some of the other tough things he has done about technology
and grain and the Olympic games, and that’s simple. But the others
are not.

I think it would be quite abundantly clear—that’s the message that
the Russians are going to get, that they have stirred up the sleeping
giant again. And they are going to find that they are con fronted with
tremendous increases in our defense effort.

Mr. Traxcer. Thank you.

Mr. Boraxp. Mr. Coughlin.

Mr. Covanrnin. Mr. Chairman. let me just follow up on that angle
one bit.

You don’t think it would send some appropriate signal if Congress
supported the President for registration and if our young people went
and recistered in substantial numbers? You don’t think that that
would send a signal to the Russians?

Mr. SemerLING. Yes, to this extent. It says that the President and
the Congress are prepared to pay a political price to show that we
mean business.

I don’t think we need to call forth our young people to pay that
price merely because of the symbolism involved. We can send a mes-
sage to the Russians in far more concrete terms than that—by beefing
up our conventional military threat, or positioning supplies, for
example.

Mr. Covcnrin. But we have to be willing to do that. Wouldn’t that
show that our young people are behind the President?

Mr. Semeruine. I think they have demonstrated that they are
behind the President already. But there is another way out. If we
want to go that far, we can do what Congressman Weaver has sug-
cested,

He has put in a bill to provide for voluntary registration.

I think you will find that far, far more people would voluntarily
register than the armed services could possibly use in the first 30 days
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of mobilization. That would be one way to try it out if there is some
feeling that we need to show our nation’s resolve and our young
people’s resolve,

Mr. Coverrin. Thank you.

Mr. Boraxp. Thank you, John.

Mr. SemserrinGg. Thank you.

Mr. Boraxp. Next we have Mr. Patrick Lacefield, National Co-
ordinator of the March 22 National Mobilization Against the Draft.

WITNESS

PATRICK LACEFIELD, NATIONAL COORDINATOR OF THE MARCH 22
NATIONAL MOBILIZATION AGAINST THE DRAFT

Mr. Laceriewn. First of all. thank you, Mr. Chairman and the Com-
mittee, for the opportunity to testify here on behalf of the March 22
Mobilization.

My name is Patrick Lacefield. T am National Coordinator of the
March 22 National Mobilization Against the Draft, which is a coali-
tion of national peace, religious, community, student and women’s
organizations, as well as anti-draft coalitions in Chicago, Boston, New
York, and Washington, D.C. We range in politics from the United
States Student Association to the Americans for Democratic Action to
Students for a Libertarian Society, but we are united in our opposi-
tion to the Administration proposal for registration, to any resump-
tion of the draft, and to the $20.5 million supplemental appropria-
tions request by the Selective Service now before this Subcommittee.

On March 22, we intend to bring thousands of citizens—young and
old, black and white, liberal and conservative—to Washington to
rally against registration and the draft

Today, I would like to briefly tell you why we are against the sup-
plemental appropriations for Selective Service required for registra-
tion.

In our view, registration is the first step down the road to con-
seription. The Carter Administration knows it. The American people
know it.

Ten years ago, the draft was a central question for American youth,
their parents, and the society at large. Grades and relationships, war
and peace, citizenship and exile, indeed life and death hung in the
balance. Today, at the dawn of the 1980s, the question is the same.

Shall American youth be subject to registration and, ultimately
and inevitably, conscription into the armed forces to bolster the per-
ception of American military might and provide a solid foundation
for an interventionist foreign policy in the Third World ? One answer
to President Carter is, “No.”

We reject Administration claims that the armed forces of the United
States are inadequate to the task of protecting our national interests,
We believe that standing armed forces of two million troops, backed
by ready reserves of 800,000 and the most technologically advanced
military machine this world has ever known. are more than sufficient
to protect any legitimate security interests.

The by now much quoted January 16 Selective Service report that
the Administration initially sought to keep from seeing the light of
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day characterized advance registration as “redundant and unneces-
sary” and would—according to Selective Service chief Bernard Rost-
ker—save only seven days in an emergency situation.

The Administration claims draft registration is necessary as a re-
sponse to the crisis in Iran and the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan,
We forthrightly condemn the holding of hostages in Iran and oppose
Soviet intervention in A fghanistan, as we oppose all violations or self-
determination and national independence.

However, the Administration is eynically using the crisis in Af-
ghanistan to implement plans for a military build-up conceived long
before the events in Southwest Asia. Rather than deal with the com-
plex dynamic of social change in the Third World, the Administration
1s playing a card—draft registration—that is clearly irrelevant and
inappropriate to the situation at hand. ‘

A much larger conseript force could have prevented neither the
erisis in Iran nor the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. Instead, a boost
in the military manpower tool and increased mobilization readiness
in the current political context could act as incentives to ill-advised
and hasty military intervention in the Third World.

Unlike many in the high councils of power, we are unwilling to
consign the lessons of Vietnam to some dusty closet. One of those
lessons was the extent to which conscription facilitated a massive
build-up of United State forces in Vietnam which peaked at half a
mi!lion troops.

We also believe as a coalition that peacetime conscription runs
counter to the American historical tradition. Throughout our 204
Years as a nation, many eloquent. voices in the House and the Senate
have sounded off against the ultimate violation of individual and civil
liberties which conseription in peacetime represents. We would do
well to recall that peacetime conseription is essentially a post-World
War II phenomenon and that many of our ancestors came to these
shores to escape military conscription in 19th Century Europe.

Like Congressman Seiberling, I believe that should the vital inter-
ests of this country be threatened, I have no doubt that American
youth would voluntarily respond to their country’s call to service, and
I might suggest that that might well be the litmus test for the legiti-
macy of a particular call-to-arms.

The Carter Administration’s proposal for draft registration does
involve a historic departure from past practice by including women.
We oppose registration and the draft for both men and women,

We believe the Administration has used the issue of registration of
women as a diversion to focus attention away from the more central
1ssue of registering anyone at all. Such a proposal makes a mockery
of the legitimate struggles of women for political, social, and economic
equality. We do not feel the inclusion of women into the Selective
service System should be confused with any real progress toward
equal rights. X

Selective Service Director, Bernard Rostker, has called registration
“a simple act for a simple purpose.” We reject such a statement, We
see nothing simple about taking the first step along the road to the
Involuntary conseription of American youth into the military. Neither
18 there anything simple about the obvious corrosive effects on civil
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liberties and democratic rights, not to mention a heightened mili-
tarism that would ensue from the onset—with the onset of registra-
tion and the draft.

The decision this Subcommittee makes may well determine the very
possibility of democratic social change and peace at home and abroad
in the decade to come. On behalf of the March 22 National Mobiliza-
tion Against the Draft, I urge you to vote “no” on the supplemental
appropriations request of the Selective Service System.

Thank you, and I will be happy to answer any questions.

Mr. Boraxn. Thank you very much, Pat, for the well-delivered
statement.

Mr, Coughlin ¢

Mr. Coveruin., No questions, Mr. Chairman,

Mr. Boraxp. Mr. Young.

Mr. Youna. Mr, Chairman, I would like to ask about one state-
ment relative to vital interests. You said that you thought in the case
where the vital interest of the United States were threatened that
enough young Americans would be willing to volunteer.

Mr. LacermeLp. Yes, I did.

Mr. Youna. Who is going to determine what those vital interests
are, though, and when they are being threatened ?

The President seems to believe now that some of our vital interests
are about to be threatened. Maybe there is a difference of opinion as to
what our vital interests are,

Mr. Laceriern. I think, although the groups in the coalition would,
as I said, differ in their political approach to these things as to exactly
what vital interests are and where they would draw the line, T think
fundamentally what we would like to call for is some kind of debate
about what those vital interests are, rather than an assumption that
the Persian Gulf or General Zia in Pakistan or whatever is a vital in-
terest—assumed to be a vital interest without the kind of debate in the
Congress and the public and the press that we think is necessary.

Mr. Youna. It appears that one vital interest that the President sees
as vital to the United States is the continuing flow of oil from the
Persian Gulf area—the oil reserves themselves as well as the shipping,
and he seems to suspect that the Soviets may have in mind a further
move beyond A fghanistan toward the Persian Gulf area.

What would your group’s position be if the oil reserves and the sea
lanes were being threatened ¢ Would you consider that a vital interest
as the President seems to?

Mr. Lacerrerp. T think there are a number of ways to approach
that. First of all, I think we would support the President’s interest—
the President’s drive to try to reduce the dependence of the United
States on foreign oil.

First of all, I wonld think in reaction to an emergency, that wonld be
something that could be done immediately, I think the problem you
have is trying to extrapolate just how you ensure the flow of oil from
the Middle East when a great many of the countries in a very delicate
political position aren’t able publically to commit themselves, say, to
the Carter Doctrine or what have you in the Middle East. '

I think it is questionable in our minds the extent to which armed
force, short of massive military intervention, could keep those sea lanes
open.
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Mr. Youne. But again, do you think your organization would con-
sider it vital to the interests of the United States to keep that oil re-
serve or that oil shipment from coming under the jurisdiction of the
Soviet. Union ¢

Mr. Lacerierp. I think that’s fair to say, yes.

Mr. Boranp. Thank you very much.

Mr. Lacerrerp. Thank you.

Mr. Boranp. Our next witness is Daniel Kornstein; Association of
the Bar of the City of New York.

WITNESS

DANIEL J. KORNSTEIN, COMMITTEE ON FEDERAL LEGISLATION
AND COMMITTEE ON MILITARY JUSTICE AND MILITARY AFFAIRS,
ASSOCIATION OF THE BAR, CITY OF NEW YORK

Mr. KornsteIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for giving the Associa-
tion of the Bar of the City of New York this opportunity to present the
views of two of its committees on the Administration’s request for a
supplemental budget to resume Selective Service registration.

!;‘]w Association’s Committee on Federal Legislation and Committee
on Military Justice and Military Affairs are jointly studying the legal
issues raised by Selective service registration and possible resumption
of the draft, with a view to submitting to Congress one or more com-
prehensive reports on these issues.

In the meanwhile, however, we do appreciate this opportunity to
address the questions presently being considered by this Subcommit-
tee—namely, the resumption of Selective Service registration and in
particular the registration of women.

Turning first to the issue that has generated the most public debate,
if Selective Service registration is resumed, we favor the registration of
women for the draft evenhandedly with men.

As we understand the President’s proposal, registration of women
is all that is being proposed at this time. It is for a later day to consider
whether women should actually be drafted if the draft is resumed,
what numbers of women should be drafted, and in what proportion to
men, and what functions women can or should perform in the military.
Our committees expect to be considering these issues in a future report.

While there will continue to be sharp debate over the need or pro-
priety of drafting women into the armed services, we believe that it
must be acknowledged that there are many military functions that
women are canable of performing effectively and are performing effec-
tively today. Therefore, the principal issue raised by conseription of
women is one of fundamental fairness—whether, if the draft is
resumed, the burdens of the draft and the resulting disruptions of
careers and life plans should be borne by voung men alone, or whether
young men and women should share these hurdens.

We believe that the burdens should be shared equitably.

But in deciding whether to authorize funds for the registration of
women, this Committee need not reach even this issne of fundamental
fmrnf-ﬁs. Rather. by authorizing funds for the registration of women
at this stage, with nothing more, this Committee and Coneress will
rnorof}'_rllnko possible the future consideration of whether and under
what circumstances women should be drafted if the draft is resumed
in the future.
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On the other hand, by failing to authorize funds for the registration
of women at this stage, Congress and the Executive Branch will be
foreclosed from further consideration of these issues. At the very
least, failing to fund the registration of women now might make it
much more expensive in the future for women to be registered.

Turning to the balance of the Administration’s proposal, we are
disturbed that the President plans to defer the introduction of legisla-
tion dealing comprehensively with a reinstitution of the draft until a
military mobilization. Indeed, we understand that the President’s pro-
jected timetable for the induction of draftees in the event of a crisis
proceeds on the assumption that Congress will enact a draft law in
but one day.

We believe that there are many important issues raised by any
resumption of the draft that Congress ought to deliberate carefully.
Among these issues are what exemptions and deferments, if any, the
law should provide and whether the new law should make any change
in the definition or treatment of conscientious objectors from that
recognized in the past.

Although we do not take a position on whether a new draft law
necessarily should provide for exemptions, deferments, or conscienti-
ous objector status, we nevertheless believe that Clongress should have
the opportunity to address these issues calmly and deliberately before
a national emergency arises, and not in the crisis atmosphere of a mili-
tary mobilization that requires immediate Congressional action.

We are encouraged that the Administration’s proposal seeks to
assure that the new local draft boards and appeal boards will be rep-
resentative of the community by ethnic breakdown, oceupation. age,
and sex. However, we have very serious miseivings about the manner
of registration contemplated by the Administration’s proposal.

Although we have not had an opportunity to study the President’s
proposal in depth, we understand that it contemplates the registration
to consist merely of registrants furnishing their names, addresses,
dates of birth, and Social Security numbers on forms filed with the
Post Office. No classification would oceur until a registrant receives
an induction notice, at which point he or she would have about 10 days
to report for induction or to file an appeal with a loeal draft board
seeking an exemption or deferment,

Should a national emergeney arise requiring the induetion of sub-
stantial numbers of persons into the armed services, the failure to
provide in advance for the classification of registrants until the time
of induection could lead to chaos. We are concerned that by the time a
national emergency arises, it will be too late effectivelv to process the
large number of claims for whatever exemntions and deferments, if
anv. the as yet unwritten draft law may provide,

Waiting until the eleventh hour to process these claims not only
threatens our military capability to respond to a national emergency.
From the standpoint of those who will be subject to a draft. the con-
sideration of claims for exemption and deferment in a crisis atmos-
phere, without adequate time for due deliberation, will almost inevi-
tably impair the registrants’ rights to be afforded procedural due
process.

The need for due deliberation by the local draft boards is particu-
larly important if the Administration’s current disposition to consider
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all claims to exemption and deferment case-by-case without broad
categories of automatic exemptions or deferments becomes law.

We are especially concerned about prejudice to the due process
rights of registrants claiming conscientious objector status, assuming
that the new draft law will make some provision for conscientious ob-
jection. The consideration of elaims to conscientious objector status
typically requires one or more interviews with the registrant, exami-
nation of the registrant’s religious background and training, and re-
view of affidavits and other materials submitted by persons familiar
with the registrant’s beliefs. This process takes both time and dis-
passionate judgment, two commodities that will likely be in short sup-
ply in the event a national emergency requires rapid mobilization of
our lll'[lll"l f(]l'('(ﬁ"i.

Therefore, without reaching the question of whether it is necessary
or appropriate at this time to resume registration for the draft, we
recommend that if registration is resumed, funds be appropriated at
the outset to provide for the administrative machinery necessary to
classify registrants at the time of registration.

I would be glad to take any questions you might have.

Mr. Boranp. Thank you very much for your statement. We under-
stand the President’s projected timetable proceeds on the assumption
that the Congress could enact a draft law in one day. Actually, that
would never occur. That is a concern that you don’t have to worry
about. At least in my judgment.

Mr. KorvstEIN, I'm glad to hear that.

Mr. Boranp. Mr. Coughlin?

Mr. Covanran, Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Kornstein, you indicate you concurred in the appropriation of
funds for the registration of women, even though that has not been
authorized. Are you aware of the difference?

Mr. Korxstein. I understand that.

Mr, Couenrin. We would have to have a waiver of the rule, which
is unlikely.

Mr. KornsTtEIN. We are aware of that, but we are trying to treat
that broad issue at this time. It has been something that has, even
in today’s “New York Times,” been talked about on the front page.

Mr. Covenrniy, We have some difficulty because registration of
women is not authorized. Yet you ask us to appropriate the money.
That means we would have to get a waiver of the rules of the House,
and it is unlikely we would be able to get it.

Mr. KornsTEIN. We are aware of that.

Mr. CouenriN. Secondly, am I correct in understanding that you
would opgmse registration unless it also provided for classification at
this time ¢

Mr. KornstEIN. That is the sense of our committees, yes. Whether
we would actually oppose it

Mr. CouGHLIN, 'I"mt ’s what I'm trying to find out.

Mr. Kornstein. Our committees have not come to an opinion on
that. They would strongly favor and recommend a classification to
be used at this time with registration. I am not authorized to say
whether we would oppose it if there were no classification.

Mr. Covenrin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Boraxp. Mr, Traxler?

Mr. Traxrer, No questions.

Mr. Boraxp, Mr., gabo L]
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Mr. Sapo. No questions,
Mr. Boraxp. Thank you, Mr, Kornstein.

WITNESS
JOHN H. OWEN, PRESIDENT, NORTH GEORGIA COLLEGE

Mr. Boranp. Next we have Mr. John H. Owen, President of North
Georgia College.

Mr. OweN. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for letting me ap-
pear today before this Committee on behalf of the National Service
Committee of the Association of State Colleges and Universities,

I speak in favor of registration of both men and women,

The recent holding of hostages in Iran and the invasion of Afghan-
istan by Russia has shocked the citizens of this nation into realizing
that we have de-emphasized our armed forces to a dangerous low level
and that we cannot depend on the trust and peaceful talk of other
world power countries. This is a feeling that hasn’t been experienced
since World War IT and makes all of us realize that it is essential
for us to maintain a strong national security and an armed force second
to none.

The time is right, and there is currently a strong feeling of patriot-
ism and enough national concern for reinstating the registration of
both men and women.

Registration would give our young people an opportunity. They
have an opportunity now under a volunteer program, but there is no
real urge to join. They want to be challenged and know that their
talents are needed and that they will make a contribution. This needs
to be universal and everyone should be required to serve in one ca-
pacity or another with no deferments except for medical reasons. This
does not necessarily mean with our armed forces, but may be other
types of service to country.

There is a need to demonstrate a national will and show to the
world that we are ready to make the decisions necessary for the sur-
vival of this Nation. There is a strong feeling that this will does not
exist at this time.

Registration would provide a source of information should we re-
quire it. We have no data base for mobilization, and registration
would provide a ready available file in case of a national emergency,
and should be a start toward organization when it becomes necessary.

No one wants war, and readiness is our best prevention of it.

The twelve-member National Service (lommittee of the Associa-
tion of State Colleges and Universities polled its twelve members
concerning the registration and draft. They have talked to numerous
students. These members represent colleges and universities across
the Nation, including Alaska. The results were as follows among the
members of the Committee:

1. Favoring registration of men—100 percent yes.

2. Favoring registration of women—100 percent yes.

. Favoring registration and draft of men—92 percent yes, 8 percent
not immediately.

4. Favoring registration and draft of women—84 percent yes, 16 per-
cent no.

. The evidence of opposition to registration on eampus were as fol-
lows: 12 percent yes, 60 percent no, 12 percent not certain, 12
percent limited.
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There is a very positive feeling among men and women students
that women should register, but approximately 50 percent feel that
women should not serve in combat.

The volunteer army does not give us sufficient men and women of
higher intelligence to operate the sophisticated and complicated equip-
ment used by our armed forces. We have forgotten that we need quali-
fied personnel for a quality armed forces. Our citizens want the best
doctors, good engineers, and quality educators, but they want to spend
as little as possible on our national security which might some day
determine their very existence.

Qur reserve components and the National Guard are not fully
staffed at this time. The Army alone is required to double the number
of reserve officers we are now producing by 1984 in order to meet our
needs. We need a strong reserve, and registration  might cncourage
more qualified young people to participate in the reserve units. As you
well know, reserve units are required to be ready for combat in 30
days.

The general consensus is that the majority of the young people of
this Nation would stand up and be counted in favor of the registration
when they realize that it is necessary. The minority opposing regis-
tration will be heard, but even they will follow, for we wonder what
they would do to protect their freedom to protest if it was taken
away !

We have a great nation and enjoy many privileges that do not exist
in other countries of the world, If we wish to enjoy the freedoms and
benefits of this nation, then we should share in the responsibilities
to protect them. The previous gencrations have shared these responsi-
bilities, and there is no reason to feel that the current generation will
do otherwise.

Gentlemen, I thank you for the opportunity to present this
testimony.

Mr. Boranp. Thank you very much, Mr. Owen.

How many institutions are there in the Association of State Colleges
and Universities?

Mr. Owen. I would say there are roughly around 200. They include
all of them except the land grant colleges, any of the state institutions,
state colleges and universities other than the land grant colleges.

Mr. Borann. They are all members of this Association ?

Mr. OwenN. That's right, sir.

Mr. Boraxp. Mr. Coughlin?

Mr. Covenrnin, Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I appreciate your statement. Mr. Owen. I want to quote from the first
page of your statement, where you said, “This needs to be universal
and everyone should be required to serve in one capacity or another
with no deferments except for medical reasons. This serviee does not
necessarily mean with our armed forces, but may be other types of
service to country.”

This isn’t what we are considering,

Mr. Owex. No. but it is something that is worth considering.

Mr. Covenrin. And the registration that we are presently consider-
ing would be at least for service under the present draft law, which is
a lottery system.
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Mr. Owen. Understand that, sir. Yes, sir. But I really feel that this
other should be taken into some consideration at some time,

Mr. Covanrin. I couldn’t agree with you more,

Mr. Owen. I understand.

Myr. Covenrin. If that has not been taken into consideration—if we
do not have a universal service program or a National Service program,
with opportunities for alternative service, how would you have a
lottery type draft where some would be called on to serve and others
would not?

Mr. Owen. We think we have some today and some in the past that
did not qualify. There are physical defects and these types. But there
are certain ones that might be overage, this type of thing, or have
served in the armed forces, that might be needed for other purposes.

Mr. Coveninin. Even beyond that, we would be talking about a draft
pool of say four million men. We need 650,000 or something like that.
And so by lottery you would select 650,000 people to take a couple of
years out of their lives to serve, and others wouldn’t,

Mr. Owex. That’s right.

Mr. Covenrin. You support that ?

Mr. Owex. I would support that, sir.

Mr. CovenriN. You think registration for that kind of a service
program is a worthwhile aim ¢

Mr. Owex. I do.

Mr. Boranp. Mr. Traxler.

Mr. TraxvLer. No questions,

Mr. Boraxn. Mr, Sabo.

Mr. Saso. I am just curious. Has the Association of State Colleges
and Universities adopted a resolution on this subject ?

Mr. Owex. We presented our findings to the State colleges. We have
done a survey since our last meeting and this will be presented to
them, sir, This is a committee’s report itself that has been made since
this came up. We met last in the fall.

Mr. Sapo. This is not the full organization ?

Mr. Owex. That’s right. This is a committee’s report.

Mr. Saso. Let me just indicate that you made lots of comments
about the status of the volunteer army. T would suggest to you that
the proposal we have before us really has nothing to do with the cur-
rent status of the volunteer army.

The Administration has testified that the current proposal for re-
instituting registration is totally unrelated to what current personnel
needs are and things they need to do to keep our military personnel
fully adequate for current situations.

Mr. Owex. I agree with youn. But what I said here was that T feel
like registration itself is needed in order to increase the st rength of
what we are getting in the Army. I think we we are getting certain
ones under the volunteer army: that we need a larger number that
are better qualified, I think, in our army.

Mr. Sapo. That may be a debatable point. But it has nothing to
do with the proposal that is before us. The proposal we have before
us is to provide for registration for some unforeseen emergency. 1t
has nothing to do with the ongoing strength of the military forces
in this country.
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Mr. Owex. 1 was pointing out that I thought that this would be
needed, because I do not feel that what we have today is doing the
job, sir.

Mr. Boraxp. Thank you very much, Mr. Owen.

Mr. Owexs. Thank you.

WITNESS

STATEMENT OF WOMEN USA PRESENTED BY MARGARET MASON,
LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR

Mr. Boranp. We now turn to Margaret H. Mason, Legislative Direc-
tor of Women, UUSA.

Ms. Mason. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I have a bad cold, so I hope you will bear with me.

Mr. Boraxp. I share that concern with you myself.

Ms. Mason. I am pleased to appear before you today to testify on
the Administration’s request for funds for draft registration. 1 am
presenting this testimony on behalf of Bella Abzug——

Mr. Boraxp. No one can present testimony on behalf of Bella
Abzug.

Ms. Mason. Ms. Abzug regrets that she is unable to be here today
and asked me to extend her warm greetings to her former colleagues.

Mr. Boranp. She is one of my favorite gals.

Ms. Mason. Women USA was founded by Ms. Abzug, former Con-
gresswomen Patsy Mink and Yvonne Brathwaite Burke, Maggie
Kuhn, head of Gray Panthers, Gloria Steinem, editor of Ms. Maga-
zine, and Brownie Ledbetter, a southern human rights activist, to pro-
vide educational information and action services to grassroots women
throughout the country.

On January 31, 1980, Women USA held a press conference to which
we invited women leaders to join us in opposing compulsory draft
registration for men and women. Among those who stated their op-
position to draft registration for men and women alike were repre-
sentatives of the National Organization for Women, the National
Women’s Political Caucus, the U.S. Student Association, Rural Amer-
ican Women, the Gray Panthers, the IWY Conference Continuing
Committee, the National Congress of Neighborhood Women, the
ACLU Women’s Rights Project, the American Friends Service Com-
mittee, and the Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom.

Women USA adamantly opposes draft registration for men and
women. It is an unnecessary gesture which will do nothing to increase
our country’s capability for self-defense, may in fact foster the “ap-
pearance of national disunity” which Mr, Carter has said he’s so anxi-
ous to avoid, and will only contribute to a national war climate that
appears to have political overtones.

Mr. Carter has said that draft registration “is needed to increase our
preparedness and is a further demonstration of our resolve as a
nation.” As this Subcommittee is aware, the Selective Service’s Janu-
ary 16 draft report to the President recommends against registering
young people and maintains that “we now have a capability to re-
spond in an emergency.” The report effectively refutes President Car-
ter’s contention that registration will “increase our preparedness” in
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noting that pr(--wumttahon " would save only seven days over “post-
mobilization”—registering people after an emergency is (a]lpd—-qnd
in concluding that “pre-registration® is not cost effective and is “re-
dundant and unnecessary.”

But Mr. Carter apparently has chosen to ignore this recommenda-
tion, and has called for a plan to require all 19 and 20 year-olds be-
ginning this summer and 18 year-olds beginning in 1981 to report to
their local post offices and enter their names onto computerized lists
for possible induction into the armed services. It would be mueh more
productive to continue the discussion of neutralizing Afghanistan
through diplomatic means, in our opinion.

President Carter has said that there has been “a gross overreaction”
to his call for registration. He apparently would like us to believe that
registration is an important enough symbol to intimidate the Russians,
but not important enough to warrant national attention and debate.
Those few of us who warned against deeper U.S. involvement in Viet-
nam during the Gulf of Tonkin scare in the 60s know that the best
time to stop a war is before it begins.

Any realistic discussion of l]td ft registration must be based on the
lemgmhon that registration is a prpiudo to the draft, and the draft
is a prelude to war. There has never been a time in our nation’s history
when we have had registration without also having a draft.

Feeding our sons and daughters into the draft registration ma-
chinery can only have detrimental, divisive effects on mlrmuntu The
terrible events in Iran and Afghanistan are not sufficient ]uhllh(‘lllun
for the shift from Mr. Carter’s moral equivalent of war campaign-
which was supposed to make us self-reliant in energy—into a new cold
war campaign that would sacrifice American lives to back up our
dependence on foreign oil and the shamelessly profiteering American
oil monopoly.

We should not be talking about sending teenagers to die in the
Persian Gulf or using tactical nuclear weapons there, as the Penta-
gon reportedly has said would be necessary in that area. We should
instead be using this period to press hard for energy conservation and
the development of policies that will lead to energy self-sufficiency.

If anything, the Iranian hostage crisis shows that military power
and nuclear warheads cannot protect American citizens, and what is
needed are basic changes in our foreign policy so that we don’t wind
up siding with dietators who are hated by their people, or taking uni-
lateral actions that alienate our allies in Europe or the oil-producing
nations and that can lead us closed to nuclear war.

The Administration’s policies are taking us down a dangerous path,
and draft registration is one of the steps down that path. Women have
always led anti-war movements, and we are speaking out now against
efforts to make another war thinkable and acceptable. As feminists, we
reject the male establishment’s war reflex as the solution to interna-
tional problems, and suggest that this is the time for serious and
delicate diplomacy rather than threats of military force. We must
never give up on peace,

The preoccupation with events abroad, important as they are, has
directed attention away from domestic issues, and has obseured the
departure from the 1976 Democratic party platform evidenced by




195

President Carter’s FY ‘81 budget. Women know that when military
spending goes up, the programs we care about most get lost. The
K'Y ’81 budget puts a freeze on the number of public service jobs—
which were already slashed in last year’s budget—while anticipating
that unemployment and inflation will continue to rise. Programs
for education, health, child care, nutrition, housing and nurses train-
ing are underfunded or even reduced. And women- ~who have higher
unemployment rates than men and earn less when they work—will
again bear the brunt of wrong government policies.

The issue of whether women should be registered along with men
has been used as another diversion from the real debate. The Presi-
dent’s statement that women must register for the draft to show that
they deserve equal rights is as specious as his whole registration ploy.
Women are not looking for special privileges on the basis of gender;
if we have registration, regardless of whether or not we have the LRA,
then clearly both men and women should be included.

Women have made sacrifices, fought and died in every war our
country has been engaged in. It is insulting to suggest that we must
prove our patriotism or our dedication to equal rights by blindly ac-
cepting this ill-advised draft registration proposal. We msist on our
right to debate and reject the premise that registration is necessary or
desirable. Women, as well as men, have an equal right to refuse to be
drafted, just as women have an ¢qual right to volunteer for the armed
services, 1f that is what they choose to do.

Should the Congress and the President institute registration for
men and not for women, it is inevitable that there will be a court chal-
lenge, and we believe that on the basis of previous court decisions, ex-
clusion of women on the basis of gender will be found unconstitutional.
We repeat our belief, however, that neither men nor women should be
required to register.

The issue of draft registration must be carefully considered and
fully debated before any decision is made by Congress, The contents
of the recently revealed January 16 Selective Service report provides
additional compelling evidence that this Subcommittee should con-
tinue with extensive hearings on registration, and finally, reject the
President’s request for funds for draft registration for men as well as
for women.

Thank you.

Mr. Boranp. Thank you, Miss Mason.

This is a Bella Abzug statement !

Ms. Mason. Yes.

Mr. Boraxp. She put in everything but the kitchen sink, I must say.

Ms. Masox. I will try to answer any questions. But if there are some
I don’t feel I can answer, I will be happy to pass them on to her and
have her respond 1n writing, :

Mr. Boraxp. I think you did a beautiful job.

Incidentally, on page 3, the second paragraph, you indicate, “There’s
been no time in our Nation’s history that we have had registration
without also having a draft.”

That isn’t realy quite so. The draft ended in 1973, and the last per-
son was dr_nftw_!' in December 1972, but registration actually went on
until early in 1976. :
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Ms. Mason. I am aware of that.

Mr. Bor.anp. That isn’t quite accurate, It isn’t too bad either.

Mr. Couenrin, You certainly covered a broad field, as the Chairman
mentioned. I would not want it to be left unsaid that you said we
should never give up on peace. And I think all of us feel that way.
There may be some differences as to how you get there, whether you
get to peace through strength or through appeasement. We may have
some differences in that area. I want to let that statement be in there
without saying that we agree on this statement. We may disagree on
how to get there.

Mr. Boraxp. Mr, Traxler.

Mr. Traxrer. No questions, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you.

Ms. Mason. All right.

Mr. Boranp. Thank you, Margaret. We were pleased to have you.

WITNESS

JAMES HUBBARD, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, NATIONAL SECURITY/
FOREIGN RELATIONS DIVISION, THE AMERICAN LEGION

E. PHILIP RIGGIN, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE
COMMISSION, THE AMERICAN LEGION

Mr. Boranp. Our next witnesses are Mr. James Hubbard, Deputy
Director, Foreign Relations Division and Mr. Philip Riggin, Deputy
Director, National Legislative Commission of the American Legion.

Mr. RieaIn. T am here to introduce Mr. Hubbard and assist in any
way, if T can, in responding to the Committee’s questions. Mr. Hub-
bard will present the testimony.

Mr. Husparo. T am pleased to present the views of the 2.7 million
members of my association, The American Legion, on the important
subject of Selective Service. The resolution appended to this state-
ment we believe is comprehensive and thus properly addresses the
issues which must be considered by this Subcommittee, The resolution
was adopted unanimously by the delegates at the 61st National Con-
vention in Houston in August of 1979.

The Military Selective Service Act of 1967, as amended by Con-
gress in 1971, provides that the Selective Service System shall be
maintained as an active standby organization with a complete regis-
tration and classification structure capable of immediate operation
in the event of a national emergency, and personnel adequate to re-
institute immediately the full operation of the System.

The current DoD manpower requirements in the event of an emer-
gency call for the first deliveries or registrants for induction to the
M plus 30, with the first 100,000 inductions by M plus 60, and 650,000
by M plus 180.

The present system is no more than a centralized planning activity
whose basic task is to plan for a potential reinstitution of the draft
under an emergency condition which mav arise in the future. Given
the current anthorized manning levels in the Selective Service System,
to transform the agency into an organization capable of providing the
necessary manpower to our armed forces under the time constraints
required by current planning will be a very formidable undertaking.
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The Administration has recognized the difficulty in revitalizing the
System in light of aggressive Soviet behavior in several areas of the
world, notably Cuba, where they mantain MIG 23 nuclear-capable air-
craft and a combat brigade, and in A fghanistan where an outright in-
vasion and governmental take-over has been accomplished.

Accordingly, the Administration has requested an additional $45
million in FY 1980 supplemental appropriations and FY 1981 ap-
propriations to remove the Selective Service System from its “dee{)
standby” status and make it operational to the point of registering all
males of the ages 19 and 20

The American Legion supports these efforts to revitalize the Selec-
tive Service System as being the minimum necessary to support the
manpower needs of our armed forces.

Civil libertarians have argued that induction in the armed forces
constitutes a vielation of civil and individual rights and amounts to
a form of involuntary servitude.

At this point, I would say every American, and I quote, “Owes to
our Nation not only a portion of his property, but even of his personal
services to the defense of it.” The author of that quote was George
Washington.

That Constitution grants the power to our Federal government
“to provide for the common defense” and grants the power to Congress
“to provide for calling forth the militia ...” I do not believe that our
founding fathers intended any restraint on how that militia was to be
called forth,

We are not aware of a single precedent-setting court ruling de-
claring registration, which is all the Administration is requesting at
this point, or even peacetime conscription unconstitutional.

Religious groups who argue that the System is unfair or immoral
should face the fact that we are a nation of individuals who have
banded together and formed a government for the common good?
I think not.

To be sure, there have been times in the recent history of the Selective
Service System when inequities and unfairness existed. Fortunately,
our government, acting on behalf of those it governs, forced changes.
By the time the United States withdrew from Vietnam, the System
had operated for two years with a random sequence lottery; no oc-
cupational, student, or paternity deferments; and permission for
registrants to appear in person before local boards. This last provision
1s significant.

Historically, the cornerstone of Selective Service System has been
the jurisdiction of the local board over all eligible personnel in its
area to include the responsibility for registration, issuance of in-
duction orders, and the initiation of deferment requests for indi-
vidual registrants. We believe that the local board has had and should
retain the responsibility to each registrant and the community at
large. This is possible only if action to initiate classification remains
with the local board.

The Selective Service System, operating at the “grass roots” level
as provided by the Military Selective Service Act, touches more
people of this Nation than any other agency, with the possible excep-
tion of the Internal Revenue Service. It touches them in a most unique
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and sensitive way. When inductions are required, particularly during
a war in which this Nation may engage, the Selective Service System
operators render judgments which affect the lives of our citizens—a
very serious business.

It therefore behooves everyone connected with the operation of the
System to make sure that the operation functions on a decentralized
and personalized basis. This can only be accomplished at the com-
munity level by a board made up of respected citizens of that com-
munity.

People who wish to apply for deferments based on religious con-
victions are entitled to do so under the law. A panel of representatives
from each applicant’s community, we believe, is the most equitable
method of judging each application on its merits,

Mr. Chairman, In October 1971, a Select Committee on Manpower
of The American Legion issued the following statement :

We are unalterably opposed to allowing the Selective Service System induction
authority to expire on June 30, 1971. The standby draft is impracticable and

the delay involved in activating it in a national emergency by Joint Resolution
of Congress would endanger the national security of this country.

In spite of this recommendation, the induction authority expired
and a deep standby posture was implemented and the seeds of our
armed forces present manpower problems were sown. Indeed, the
standby posture is so deep that the Selective Service System until
last November had not had a permanent director for two years.

We urge this Conunittee to issue a favorable report on legislation
to revitalize the Selective Service System. I would like to submit for

the record the resolution which was adopted by the American Legion.
| The resolution follows:]

Glsr NATIONAL CONVENTION OF THE AMERICAN Leerox, HeLp 1x Houstoxn, TEX.,
AvgusT 21-23, 1979

BESOLUTION 206

Committee : National Security.
Subject : Universal Military Training and Selective Service.

Whereas, The American Legion has long supported a system of universal mili-
tary training, which would insofar as possivle require every citizen of our
nation to share his equitavle portion of the burden of defending our country
and a system of military manpower procurement sufficient to meet the needs
of present and foreseeable defense commitments including wartime demands ; and

Whereas, the eftectiveness of the present all-volunteer military service pro-
gram has fallen short of expectations in its ability to meet our nation’s require-
ments on a vital and continuing basis ; and

Whereas, the Selective Service System has proven itself to be fully effective
in meeting the vital defense needs during all wars this nation has been engaged
in during its history, as well as the requirements of the peacetime army since
World war Il until the all-volunteer program was instituted: and

Whereas, The American Legion believes that a revitalization of the Selective
Service System to include registration, classification, physical examinations and
other aptitude examinations would have the secondary effect of stimulating in-
terest in our National Guard and Reserve programs: now, therefore, be it

Resolved, by The Ameriean Legion in National Convention assembled in Hous-
ton, Texas, August 21-23, 1979, that while complimenting our fine men and women
now engaged in the military programs of our country, we reaffirm our continued
support of: (1) the principle of universal military training which will require
insofar as possible every person to share his or her patriotic obligation to support
the national derense of our country; (2) that we support the re-establishment
of a completely operational independent Selective Service System, including
registration, classification, physicals and presidential induction authority to be




199

effective upon an individuals 18th birthday, and if not called to service by the
22nd birthday, then released, believing same to be essential to correct the current
shortage of manpower in our active armed forces and Reserve components; (3)
that annual registration of 18 year old men and women he resumed as soon us
feasible ; that annual conseription of up to 200,000 men and women for the Army's
Individual Ready Reserve be instituted as soon as practicable; (4) that we eall
upon Congress to enact laws which will re-establish the Selective Service Systein
to accomplish the purposes of this resolution, with no deferments for educational
purposes, but with educational benefits for service concurrently provided, and
that we support budgetary support of these mandates in order to muke them
viable and ettective.

Mr. Boraxp. Thank you, Mr. Hubbard.

Mr. Coughlin.

Mr. Coveurix. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I have looked at the resolution which was adopted by the American
Legion, that is appended to your very fine statement.

Mr. CouanriN. I agree with you in prineciple. I guess my concern
is what the American Legion adopted in that resolution and what you
have mentioned in your statement is not what we are really talking
about here.

The first thing the legion resolved was, one, that the principle of
universal military training—they are in support of the system of
universal military training. We are not talking about that principle
here. We are not talking about any kind of universal service proposal
in this registration ; you understand that?

Mr. Hussarp. Yes.

Mr. CouenriN. And you say that you support registration classifica-
tion, physicals, and Presidential induction authority. And you real-
ize we are not talking about that either?

Mr. Huesarp. I understand that.

Mr. CovenriN. And the third thing that you support is the annual
registration of 18-year-old men and women and conseription is up to
200,000 men and women for the Army’s ready Reserve. We are not
talking about that either.

Mr. Hussarp. I understand that.

Mr. Covenran. The things in your resolution that was adopted by
the American Legion are not really subjects we are talking about here,

Mr. Hueearp. The fourth part of the resolution ealls on the Con-
gress to reestablish a Selective Service System. That is primarily the
part to which my statement is addressed.

Mr. Covenrin. We never disestablished the system. This Subcom-
mittee has funded it year after year. It was never totally disestablished.

[ guess you are aware of the previous testimony that pre-mobiliza-
tion registration wonld only speed up mobilization by a very insig-
nificant amount, seven davs plus or minus. Are you aware of that? Tt
wonld not be a significant increase.

Mr. Hussaro. T am aware of the January 16th report, and T tend
to believe that the seven-day figure, in the eves of a battlefield com-
mander, when he is to receive replacements, seven days could be a very
lone time for a unit. under fire. Seven days could be very critical.

Mr. Cougnriy. You are aware that there is no proposal to classify
people involved in this?

Mr. Husparp. I am aware of that. sir.

Mr. Couanrin. Are vou aware that. at Jeast. the best testimony we
have is even if you did induet substantial numbers of people, you
wouldn’t have the training capacity to train them?

$8-510 0 - B0 - 13
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Mr. Hussagrp. I am aware that that statement was made. I ques-
tioned that. I am of the opinion that if the Pentagon needed that kind
of—the numbers of troops that are inductees that we are talking about
here that they say they need, that they would find a way to train them.

Mr. Covennin. At least, according to the best testimony we could
get a capability is simply not there to train that large number over a
very rapid period of time. . o

T guess my question then comes down to whether this pre-mobiliza-
tion registration proposal, which is a very bare bones kind of an
operation, is really tied into the objectives that the Legion has? 3

Mr. Husearp. The pre-mobilization proposal, which is under dis-
cussion at this point, is, as I say, the minimum necessary. It is a
form of an insurance policy, as it were. n

I would think that the post-mobilization registration plan is prob-
ably a little like buying health insurance after the patient is ill. Tt
provides a questionable method of coming up with the manpower and
locating the people. It is waiting too long, or closing the barn door
after the horse leaves if you want to put it another way.

Mr. Covenrin. My concern is doing something that gives the
American people the idea we are doing something which is strengthen-
ing our national defense when we really aren’t, when we are really not
increasing our mobilization time frame, we are really not providing
additional trained people; we are not classifying people; we are not do-
ing anything. But we are giving the impression that we are doing
something, and that might be an illusion. That worries me. We are
deluding people that we are doing something to increase our military
preparedness when we are really not.

Mr. Huesarp. The provision for registration-only may qualify as
that kind of delusion. But if you follow that registration up with
classification and even perhaps physical examinations, that is a big
step.

Mr. Couenrin. T couldn’t agree with you more, but that isn’t what
are being asked to do.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Boraxp. Mr. Traxler.

Mr. Traxrer. Yes.

I appreciate your bringing the views, Mr. Hubbard, of the American
Legion to us. T think you have followed this closer than we have. On
this Subcommittee we sort of drew this assignment by an act of the
draw. We almost got drafted on this one. So we are not the Armed
Services Committee. It is uncomfortable—at least T speak for my-
self—to make these kinds of decisions, without having served on the
Armed Services Committee, and not having been totally briefed on
issues of war and peace, how much mobilization is necessary, and
what kind of training facilities may be available at this point fime.

My recollection is that we are going to. in the first 124 days under
the post-mobilization proposal that was in the draft SSS report.
going to register 650.000 men. Assuming also that we had called the
National Guard and the Army Reserves we would have another
600,000. If we had on top of those men an additional 400,000 volun-
teers, how could we handle all this in the first four months?

T recognize you are not DOD, but this is a staggering number of
people to feed into this pipeline almost instantaneonsly. It is an in-




201

credible number of people. I know the casualties in the early weeks of
a European war would be staggering, also. The question is: How
can the pipeline expand that rapidly, to handle all of these people

I was interested in your response on the need for replacement troops.
And we recognize that if a unit is decimated, replacement is essential
then, there, and now. Seven days could make the difference, obvious-
ly. But I am saying, also, that I wouldn’t want the record to indicate
perhaps, or leave an impression that the difference between the Presi-
dent’s proposal and post-mobilization is all that we are talking about,
because certainly we are talking about volunteers that are instantane-
ously going to respond. At least I hope that would be the case, and I
would feel confident about that.

Mr. Hussarp. If I might comment on that, Mr. Traxler. The
Reserve, active Reserve-National Guard units are some 200,000 men
short on their strength authorization right now. The individual ready
Reserves—I think the number of 780,000 needed. They are 500,000
short, so there is a problem there.

Also, mobilization would be a very traumatic experience for this
country, because we don’t have the people available to supply units
with trained replacements. DoD has already indicated that.

Mr. Traxrer. As a personal aside. I would feel more comfortable if
we were addressing the question of the ready Reserves. I think that
would be a more significant message to Moscow.

Mr. Hussaro. I tend to agree with you on that score.

As far as the Pentagon’s ability to handle the number of people

we are talking about, I might respectfully recommend that you ask
the Pentagon.

Mr. Traxvrer. Thank you.

Mr. Boraxp. Mr. Sabo.,

Mr. Saro. Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

I have a question, also, that should be addressed to the Pentagon,
really. I am just curious if you might know the answer. What are the
requirements, if you know, of additional training for Reserves if they
were called back ? Do you know that offhand ?

Mr. Hussaro. Off the top of my head, I believe the plan is to com-
mit Reserve units, actively formed Reserve units, selected Reserves,
within 30 days, I think. T am not sure that is a fact, but I think that
is the case,

The individual ready Reserves, which would serve as combat fillers
for combat casualties—in some cases, T am afraid the selected Reserve
units would have to be dishanded, if you will, to provide the individual
replacements needed to active duty units.

Mr. Sapo. Is that a question we might be able to submit to DoD for
the record ?

Mr. Boraxp. Yes.

Thank you very much, Mr. Hubbard.

Question Submitted by Congressman Sabo

Question. What are the requirements of additional training for Reserves if
they were called back?

Answer. Unlike the eall-up of the Guard and Reserve for Korea, when a large
number of Reservists were called up who had never served on active duty,
current law requires that all persons serving in the Selected Reserve do an
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initinl tour of active dnty training. The few exceptions inelude those who are
in the so-called delayed entry program. All personnel in the Individual Ready
Reserve have served on active duty. Consequently, it ean be said that the Ready
Reserve wounld be ready to take on their wartime tasks as soon as they could be
transported to the places where they were needed. However, becanse it would
take time to move actives and Reserves to where they were needed, we would
anticinte using whatever time was available to provide
retraining if that was deemed advantageons.

The additional training that would be desirable varies among the compo-
nents and among units within the components,

Units requiring little or no additionnl training include the air units of the
Naval Reserve, Army National Guard units and Army Reserve units available
for the fifty thousand eall-up, elements of the 4th Marine Division and all of the
4th Marine Air Wing. The Air National Guard and Air Force Reserve units
are capable of mobilizing and moving out to their wartime bases within honrs

The remainder of the Selected Reserve generally wounld profit from several
weeks additional training. Some limiting factors that may impact on the length
of training will be the availability of training facilities such as training areas
and ranges,

The personnel in the TRR will require more time to hecome nroficient as they
generally do not have the opportunity fo train in peacetime. Many of these per-

refresher training or

sonnel will profit from several weeks training to process, integrate into units and
become more proficient in their specialty and participate in team training.

WITNESS

EDWARD F. SNYDER, FRIENDS COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL
EGISLATION

Mr. Bor.anp. We have come to the end of a lone conple of davs and
we are delighted to have Edward F. Snvder. Friends Committee on
National Legislation. You have waited for two days. We are glad to
have you,

Mr. Sxyoer. Thank vou. Mr. Boland, and members of the Clom-
mittee. We appreciate this opportunity to testify before you today.

We appeared before this Subcommittee last year also to express
our opposition to funding

Mr. Boraxp. Tt wasa lot different Jast year.

Mr. SxypER. That’s exactly right. That is what T would like to talk
abont, if T might.

Since then, there has been a vote on the House floor on the basie
question of draft registration with nearly a 100-vote margin in opposi-
tion toit.

Also, last year, the Administration was opposing draft registration
and beginning in 1981. Now it favors it beginning in 1980,

It seems clear to us that the Administration’s reversal was caused
by several factors—the Soviet invasion of A fghanistan, which came
during a period of intense public frustration over U.S. diplomatic
personnel being held hostage in Iran, all as a Congressional and Presi-
dential election year began.

We now have extraneons considerations involved. We want vou to
urge this mission on its merits and seriously question arguments to
support it for “symbolic” or “message-conveying” reasons.

Draft registration is not a vote on whether one js a patriotic Ameri-
can. If patriotism is being tested. all should be asked to stand and be
counted—not just those under 21. And effective demonstration of
national will and resolve would call for sacrifice by a much larger
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and more representative group—perhaps a “draft” surtax on personal
incomes; some kind of compulsory energy conservation, or imposition
of an excess profits tax on corporations.

Now we feel that a draft registration vote is a measure of whether
one opposes the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. Draft registration, as
a response, is remarkably unimpressive, as a number of people have
pointed out. Peacetime registration saves only 7 to 13 days in total
mobilization time and is unnecessary to meet the Department of
Defense’s stringent mobilization timetable,

It would provide inductees faster than training camps would absorb
them. And amazingly, Selective Services assumes that there would
not be volunteers in a national emergency.

In our view, embargoes of grain or high technology and Olympic
boycott and other measures are a more direct and effective expression
of opposition to Soviet aggression.

Nor should the draft registration be seen as an endorsement of the

“Carter Doctrine.

Unfortunately, the Administration has firmly linked the two. The
President’s reversal on draft registration was first made public in his
January “State of the Union Message,” in which he said : “An attempt
by any outside force to gain control of the Persian Gulf region will be
regarded as an assault on the vital interests of the United States of
America. And such an assault will be repelled by any means necessary,
including military force.”

In his draft registration statement later, and in the statements of
some of his aides, the Carter doctrine is put alongside the draft regis-
tration issue.

We feel that this may lead in a vote on draft registration for the
Administration to assume implicit and explicit support for the Carter
doctrine.

Wao believe that this would be very dangerous. There are many seri-
ous questions about the possible use of the United States military
forces on a unilateral basis in areas immediately adjacent to the Soviet
Union.

These should be extensively discussed and debated by the Congress.
There should be, but there is not now, a legislative vehicle like the
Gulf of Tonkin Resolution, which could provide a focus for discussing
these basic issues.

But whether or not there is a Congressional resolution spelling out
the Carter Doctrine, we urge Members of Congress to separate these
issues and focus on the precise issue of draft registration.

We are confident that if you do that on its merits, you will arrive
at substantially the same decision that you came to last September.

Indeed, the only thing which has changed significantly is that the
Selective Service System representatives have apparently improved
their post-mobilization registration plan to eut nearly in half the time
when the first person would be inducted. from 13 to 7 days.

One final word about some of the hidden costs involved in draft
registration.

Registration is only the first step. Tt seems highly likely it would be
followed by much more extensive steps-—classification, examination,
lottery, draft board reactivation, and induction.
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Even before some of these steps are taken, there will be other more
important costs. History shows that a number of young people would
refuse to register for the draft becanse they are conscientiously op-
posed to participation in a war system.

Indeed, the number of nonregistrants might be higher than in the
past because of heightened sensitivity following the Indochina war,
because there would be no other way to evidence their conscientious
objection.

Failure to register is punishable by up to five years in prison and a
$10,000 fine.

The Department of Justice would undoubtedly feel impelled to
follow some policy of pursuing. trying. convicting, and imprisoning
nonregistrants, all in order to put a name on a computer list in
preparation for an emergency which does not exist.

This is a great waste of taxpayers’ money and would lead to acute
disruption of the lives of these young men and women, many of whom
are highly motivated and are devoting their lives to the service of
their fellow human beings.

Even a highly conservative estimate of 2 percent nonregistrants on
a 4 million base, that would be a 2-year age group of men or one-year
for w.an and women., means 80,000 nonregistrants, which is more than
three times the average Federal prison population of 25,000.

We urge you to reject any money in the bill for draft registration.

[ The complete statement follows:]
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TESTIMONY OF EDWARD F., SNYDER IN BEHALF OF THE

FRIENDS COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL LEGISLATION BEFORE THE

HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUD/INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
REGARDING FUNDS FOR THE SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM

FeBruARY 27, 1980

We eppreciste this opportunity to express specifically our opposition to
any funds for draft registration. While cur Committee does not purport
to speak for all Friends, opposition to conscription has very broad and
deep support in the Religious Society of Friends in the United States.

Last year we appeared before this subcommittee to oppose - funds t‘or

draft registration, which was then the subject of auth

tion in the House Armed Services Committee. Later, on ¢

full House rejected by a 100-vote margin the Armed Services

proposal to begin draft registration of eighteen-year-olds in vr.n.mry 1981.

You now have before you an Administration request for an sdditional $21.9
million in FY¥1980 supplemental and $24.5 million for FY1981 to begin
registration of those under twenty-one.

Last year the Administration o-wpoded draft registration beginning in
1981, Now it favors registration beginning in 1980.

It seems clear to us that the Administration reversal was caused by
several factors--the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, which caeme during a
period of intense public frustration over U. S. diplomatic personnel
being held hostage in Iran, all as a Presidential and Congressional
election year began.

The draft registration issue, which was decisively defeated lest September
in the House, has now become mired in a host of extraneous considerations,

We urge you to consider this issue on its its and seriously question
arguments to support it for "symbolic" ox =ssage-conveying" reasons.

Draft registration is not a vote on whether <<:w is a :ic American,

If patriotism is being tested, all should be 0 ste be counted--
not Just those under twenty-one. An -.-.“'!'L"f.'tivt: demonst ion of national
will and resolve would call for sacrifice by a mucl

representative group--perhaps a "draft" surtax on pe

conpuls energy conservation, or imposition of an excess profits

tax on corporations.

FRIENDS CUMM

Fij N NATIONAL LEGISLATION bruany 28, 1950
245 Second S{ NE Washington PC 20002 (202) 547-4343 T-2
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Edward F. Snyder, Draft Registration, 2/27/80 - 3

We urge you to recall again the reasons for the House vote
draft registration last September. They are still wvalid.
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Mr. Boraxp. Thank you, Mr. Snyder.

The Friends Committee on the National Legislation is based here
in Washington,

Mr. SNypER. Yes.

Mr. Boraxp. Who makes up the committee itself?

Mr. Sxyper. Our committee is composed of 200, approximately,
Quakers, who are appointed for most of the Friends’ bodies in the
United States. And these delegates, representatives, come to Washing-
ton once a year. They make our policy. They determine our legisla-
tive priorities.

Mr. Boraxp. Thank you very much.

I must say that your statement indicates the frugality of the
Friends, in that you got about 500 words here on one page.

Mr. Coughlin?

Mr. Couenrin. No questions.

Mr. Boranp. Mr. Traxler?

Mr. Traxvrer. No questions.

Mr. Boraxp. Mr. Sabo

Mr. Saro. No questions.

STATEMENT OF HON. RONALD E. PAUL. A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS

Mr. BorLaxp. The Committee has received a statement from the dis-
tinguished Member of Congress, Ron Paul. The statement will be
placed in the record at this point.

[ The statement follows:]

TESTIMONY OF THE HoN. RoN PAvL, BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE oN HUD AXND
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES

Mr. Chairman : In deciding whether to revive registration, we eannot separate
it from the draft, since registration has as its only purpose preparing for the
draft.

We must not allow our young men—and women, as the courts will mandate, no
matter what Congress says—to be sent off to die in another no-win land war in
Asia.

Drafting young people will not rectify a ridicnlous foreign policy that has
seen the American taxpayer subsidize both the highway and the trucks that
Soviet troops used to invade Afghanistan,

Spending millions on the Selective Service System is not only fizscally irrespon-
sible, it is militarily, economically, practically, constitutionally, and politically
wrong.

THE MORAL CASE AGAINST THE DRAFT

The concept of natural rights was uniquely incorporated into our Constitution.
For the first time in history, a clearly written contract between the people and
the State recognized that men are endowed by their Creator with the inalienable
rights of life and liberty.

Coming from God, these natural rights are not subject to the authority of the
State, )

Military conseription, therefore, is incompatible with this concept of natural
rights.

Even registration, with the intent to conscript, violates civil liberties, just as
registration of guns, with the intent to confiseate, violates Constitutional rights.

Is there any reason to believe that a free society can be preserved with compul-
sory service? I don't believe so.

The patriotism and volunteer spirit necessary for the security and defense of a
free nation are goals we all seek, but I doubt if they can be instilled in our eiti-
zens by force or threats of force.
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No draft has ever been fair, and cannot be. Conscription of every eighteen
year old is untenable. Therefore, any draft not only violates the rights of each
individual drafted, but also is inequitable and therefore immoral.

Only by accepting the notion that our rights are the gift of the State, can we
submit ourselves and our children to conseription or national service.

If ecompulsion is an acceptable way to fill the ranks of the military, then it is
acceptable for any purpose deemed vital by the State,

Only a clear understanding of natural rights will enable us to preserve the
individual liberty and free economy that are the glories of our country.

Freedom cannot be preserved with coercion. For moral reasons, we must reject
registration, the draft, and any form of compulsory national service,

THE CONSTITUTIONAL CASE AGAINST THE DRAFT

Any action taken by the Federal government must be authorized by the Con-
stitution or the action is illegal, Conseription, its proponents argue, is authorized
by Article I, Section 8, Clauses 1, 12, 13, and 14 : “Congress shall have power . . .
to provide for the common defense and general welfare of the United States;
... To raise and support Armies,..."”

Conscription is obviously not explicitly authorized by these or any other
clauses, so its proponents fall back upon an implicit authorization But con-
seription is not authorized by the Constitution, either explicitly or implicitly.
In Paper No. 41, James Madison wrote :

“It has been urged . . . that the power ‘to lay and collect taxes . . ., to
pay the debts, and provide for the common defense and general welfare of the
United States, amounts to an unlimited commission to exercise every power
which may be alleged to be necessary for the common defense or general welfare.
No stronger proof could be given of the distress under which these writers labor
for objections, than their stooping to such a misconstruction.”

In 1814, Daniel Webster opposed conscription in the House of Representatives:

“Where is it written in the Constitution . . . that you may take children from
their parents, and parents from their children, and compel them to fight the
battles of any war in which the folly or wickedness of government may engage
it? ... Such an abominable doctrine has no foundation in the Constitution. . . .
(I)f it is to be assumed, that all powers were granted, which might by possibility
become necessary, and that government itself is the judge of this possible neces-
gity, then the powers of the government are precisely what it chooses they
should be.”

Finally, in 1865, the States approved the 13th Amendment, which provides
that “Neither slavery nor involuntary servitude, except as a punishment for
crime whereof the party shall have been duly convicted, shall exist within the
United States, .. .”

If conseription is not authorized by the Constitution, registration is not either,
for registration has no purpose except as a means to execute conseription. Neither
Congress nor the President has the authority to draft or register anyone.

THE MILITARY CASE AGAINST THE DRAFT

The Soviet Union, over the past ten years, has engaged in the greatest military
build-up in history. In the face of this, every American wants the best possible
national defense for our country,

But that does not include the draft, which is neither cost-efficient nor militarily
effective, In fact, a draft would harm our military preparedness.

When we need to spend more on weapons research and development, it doesn't
make sense to allocate billions to training unwilling 18-year olds to fight World
War IIL

We need, not foot soldiers and bayonets, but highly technological weapons
operated by highly trained professionals. It makes no sense to train resentful
young people who will leave as soon as their hitches are up. And a draft in
today's society is bound to include girls as well as boys. What this will do to
military discipline is unimaginable.

Do we really want our defense in the hands of people who must be forced to
fight for their country? Instead we should drastically increase pay, to attract
and hold the right kind of soldiers, reservists, and national guardsmen.

The late Admiral Ben Moreel, whose Seabees set such a magnificient example
during World War II, refused to accept any draftees. Not only was the draft one
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of the “greatest intrusions on individual freedom in the history of the Republic,”
said the Admiral, but it was also militarily ineffective.

Basil Liddell Hart, the great British military historian, summed up conserip-
tion as not fitting “the conditions of modern warfare and its specialized technical
equipment. . . . Success inereasingly depends on individual initiative, which
in turn springs from a sense of personal responsibility—these senses are
atrophied by compulsion. . . ."”

Our country should be defended by the best. The draft—and what it does to
an army—ensures the opposite.

THE ECONOMIC CASE AGAINST THE DRAFT

It has been frequently argued, even by proponents of an all volunteer defense
force, that a voluntary force must be more expensive than a drafted force.
Nothing could be further from the truth.

Defenders of the draft are quick to point out that defense manpower costs
inereased from $£22 billion in 1964 to 850 billion in 1976. But a 1977 Rand Cor-
poration study showed that virtually none of this increase could be attributed
to the all volunteer force: “The end result is that the volunteer force has added
less than $300 million to the cost of defense manpower—i bout two-tenths of one
percent of the defense budget.”

In its December 81, 1978, report on the All Volunteer Armed Forces, the
Department of Defense wrote :

“When adjustments are made for phased-out AVF programs and for changes
in turnover costs, returning to active force conscription is estimated to save
about $250 million per year. . . . No costs have been included for enforcement of
draft laws or for higher disciplinary rates such as the SRervices experienced
before the AVF. It is assumed that a return to a draft wounld not result in re-
institution of the GI Bill. To reinstate the GI Bill educational benefits adds
about $1.5 billion to the Veterans' Administration budget annually, swamping
all other changes considered. . . . The results from this study suggest that the
savings from a return to the draft may be overstated by many commentators . . .
and do not provide a sufficient or even a good reason for abandoning the AVF. ...
The results of this study do not support a return to the draft.”

The costs of the AVF and a conscripted force are virtually identical, even
though we have maintained a large standing army. If our armed forces were
reorganized into a smaller, highly trained and highly effective corps equipped
with the most advanced weapons; if we elected to pay our soldiers rather than
give them benefits in kind ; and if we made other changes (such as not encour-
t:ir.égn;:‘:dretirea:'mmt after 20 vears), our manpower costs could be drastieally

uced.

We eannot hope to match the manpower of the world's dietatorships. What we
lack in quantity we must make up for in quality, The draft cannot perform this
function ; it, rather than the AVTF, is the costly and wasteful approach to defense
manpower.

THE POLITICAL CASE AGAINST THE DRAFT

If the draft, or even registration, is reinstituted, young Americans will feel a
resentment unknown since the Vietnam war.

It is a serions matter to disrupt a young man's edncation, or career, for even
the best of reasons. And the draft will not be seen as such.

The politicians associated with bringing back the draft will suffer demonstra-
tions and organized voting campaigns against them.

College and university communities, especially, will be active, as will many
high schools. Campus anti-draft rallies in 1979 and 1980 have already drawn as
many as 1,100 students.

Parents too will often be unhappy about having their children dragged into
the army.

Nothing will mobilize young Americans like the draft. Politicians interested
in staying in office should beware.

No one will work and vote on behalf of a candidate because that eandidate is
for the draft. Plenty would work and vote againat him for this reason.

Anti-drafters will be single-issue people par ezcellence.

The draft is wrong Constitutionally, morally, economically, militarily, and
practically.

It is also wrong politically.
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THE PBACTICAL CABE AGAINST THE DEAFT

Renewed registration will cause widespread resistance. Another draft would
be a nightmare. And it simply would not work.

The lesson is all too clear from Vietnam: many who obeyed the law, and
went to fight, were wounded or killed. Even if they returned unharmed, the
reception from their neighbors was cold and unfeeling,

Those who broke the law and fled to Sweden or Canada received not ignominy,
but amnesty.

The draft might function after a fashion in peacetime. But given another
no-win war where the United States isn't directly threatened, the numbers
streaming overseas would be boggling.

If we fought a war the conservatives liked—to defend Taiwan, for example—
the liberals would leave.

If we fought a war the liberals liked—defending guerrillas against South
Africa, for example—the conservatives would leave.

And in today's ERA climate, any renewed draft would be bound to include
the girls along with the boys.

This would increase the difficulties of an unwilling army tenfold. Teenage
boys and girls together, away from home against their will, are going to pay
more attention to each other than to the drill sergeant.

It just doesn't make practical sense to spend billions registering, inducting,
and training young people who don't want to go.

Far from strengthening our armed forces, the draft and its morale problems
would undermine the military.

The draft is wrong Constitutionally, morally, economically, militarily, and
politically. And it just wouldn't work.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN J. CAVANAUGH, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEBRASKA

Mr. Boranp. The Committee has received a statement from the dis-
tinguished Member of Congress, John Cavanaugh. This statement
will be placed in the record at this point.

[The statement follows:]
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STATEMENT OF REP. JOHN J. CAVANAUGH
SUBMITTED TO THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUDINDEPENDENT AGENCIES
OF THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS
FEBRUARY 27, 1980
Mr. Chairman and Distinguished Members of the Subcommittee:
1 am pleased to have the opportunity to submit these prepared
remarks for the inclusion into the Record of this Subcommittee's deliberations
on the Supplemental Appropriations necessary to carry out the President's
proposal to resume registration for a military draft. In response to the
current Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, President Carter has submitted to
the Congress a request for funding to begin registration of 19-and 20-year
old men and women. That proposal would cost an estimated $45 million over
the next two years and would contribute nothing to the resolution of what
I consider to be the most serious shortcoming of our current system of military
manpower procurement, that is the inherent unfairness and inadequacy of that
system. It will not appreciably reduce the time required for mobilization
in the event of any armed conflict, nor will it have the intended purpose
of sending a message of resolve to the Soviets. Rather, I fear that the
President's proposal will serve to confuse the issues involved, give to the
American people a false sense of security, and continue the All-Volunteer
Force concept of military manpower procurement which has preyed upon the
economically and educationally disadvantaged segments of our society.
This Subcommittee has heard ample testimony from leading experts in
the field of military manpower management, including Dr. Bernard Rostker,
Director of the Selective Service System, which indicates that we can
expect to save approximately seven days in the mobilization process as a

result of registration. That mobilization process, however, will take from

90 to 120 days to bring the first recruit from induction to a fully-trained

status. The Administration has premised its argument for the need to
reinstate registration on the assumption that there would be no voluntary
enlistments in the first days of any mobilization, an assumption with which

1 cannot agree. There have been serious questions raised as to the capacity
of the current system of training bases to accommodate an influx of voluntary

recruits in the initial phases of any mobilization. There must be a comparable
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capability on the part of our Armed Forces training system to process and
train large numbers of inductees rapidly and efficiently, but I believe
that the Administration has yet to make the case that that capacity exists.

Aside from these questions of the effectiveness of President Carter's
proposal to reinstate registration, though, 1 believe that the President's
proposal is an ineffective answer to the wrong question. The more appropriate
question involved in any analysis of our current military manpower procurement
system is simply this: Given a clearly identified and generally accepted
consensus of the defense needs of the Nation, upon whom does the obligation
fall for actually meeting those needs? Upon only those to whom our society
offers no other alternatives for meaningful employment? Upon those to whom
the educational process in this Mation has failed to provide with a basis
upon which to improve their lives? Upon those with no skills and no opportunity
other than military service, to acquire those skills? Only when this issue
has been satisfactorily addressed and resolved can the Congress move ahead
to fashion a suitable mechanism for building a type of military fighting
force which can best protect American interests and values in the years
ahead in the fairest possible manner and at a reasonable cost.

The element of unfairness is the most serious of the many inadequacies
which have plagued the A11-Volunteer Force concept since the draft was ended
in 1973, and yet it remains the least widely recognized and least often
discussed. There are today a disproportionate number of blacks and other
minorities to, lacking other economic and educational opportunities in our
society, are afforded only the alternative to enlist in the Armed Forces
and serve their country under what most middle class citizens would consider
substandard conditions. Of the Army's 129,284 non-prior service recruits

in FY 1979, 36.2% were Black; another 5% were of other minorities. This

system of racial and economic conscription has served as a social safety

valve since 1973 and can no longer be tolerated. It is essential that

this Nation intensify its efforts to provide true equality of opportunity
for all, and at the same time institute a system in which members of all
economic and social strata are asked to contribute to meeting the needs of
the society. It is my belief that, just as the rights and privileges which

are guaranteed by the Constitution accrue to all within the society, so too
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should the obligations for the protection and maintenance of those freedoms
fall upon the citizenry without distinction or discrimination.

Even while relying to a disproportionate degree upon the least advantaged
in our society, the system has been unable to meet congressionally authorized
troop levels. In FY 1979, for the first time since the inception of the
Al1-Volunteer Force in 1973, all branches of the Armed Services failed to
meet their recruiting objectives. The U.5. Army, for example, was able to
meet only 90% of its needs, and was forced to substantially lower its
educational standards, effective October 1, 1979, and the Marine Corps,
after lowering its recruitment goal by 10,000 accessions, still was unable
to meet 100% of its needs. Recruiting shortfalls have been even more acute
within the reserve components, with some units below 50% of authorized strength.
This downward trend can only continue to deteriorate in the years ahead, as
there are now fewer young people attaining the age of 18 every year. Today,
the Armed Forces must attract every one of four eligible young men to meet
authorized levels; by 1985 they must attract one in three, assuming no increase
in authorized strength.

1 have proposed legislation in the Congress calling for the creation
of a Public Service System whereby the youth of America would be called upon
by means of a random selection process to serve their country in either a
military or civilian capacity. Because I believe that any compulsory system
can offer the widest possible flexibility to those asked to serve, and because
I believe that this country will in the years ahead will be faced with increasddg
demands for other social services and will have available a decreasing supply
of resources with which to meet those demands, I have included civilian
alternativesin my proposal. Our country does, in fact, have many needs beyond
those of the military which are equally essential to our national interest.

The care and protection of our natural resources, the health care and social

needs of our poor and elderly, the obligations which our Nation owes to its

veterans, the redevelopment and revitalization of our urban centers are all

areas of current commitment by the Federal government; and yet these needs
are becoming increasingly difficult to meet at the current cost.
Regardless of whether Congress accepts my proposal or chooses another

mechanism to utilize in addressing the needs with which our country is faced,
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it is essential that it address those needs and assess the fairness and

adequacy of our current military personnel system. 1 am deeply concerned that
the tenor of the current debate over registration will divert the national
attention from the even more serious, though less widely recognized, shortcomings
in our current system and serve only to confuse the real issues which I have
outlined above. Rather than reacting to the recent and unprecedented Soviet
invasion into Afghanistan with an ill-conceived and ineffective proposal to
revive registration for a military draft, the President should, in conjunction
with the Congress and the support of the American people, embark upon the

effort to devise a new system such as I have proposed, as fair and as flexible

as possible, with which to meet the manpower needs, both civilian and military,

of this country in the years ahead. That, I believe, is the real issue which

must be addressed and which I hope this Subcommittee will consider in its
deliberation on this issue of critical importance to the future security

and well-being of this country.
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STATEMENT OF WOMEN STRIKE FOR PEACE

Mr. Boranp. The Committee has received a statement from the
Women Strike for Peace. The statement will be placed in the record
at this point.

[ The statement follows:]

TESTIMONY OF WOMEN STRIKE FOR PEACE OPPOBING DRAFT REGISTRATION, BEFORE
THE House SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUD-INDEPENDENT AGENCIES, FEBRUARY 27, 1980

Women Strike for Peace opposes the draft registration for both men and
women. We see such a program as a prelude to reinstating the draft and we see
the draft as one more step in an upsurge of militarism in this country. The draft
would furnish the Administration with unlimited numbers of bodies to earry out
foreign adventures—this time to “protect our interests” in Middle East oil, an
interest that assumes a US right to that oil, contrary to any international law.

The framers of our Constitution held that conseription is inconsistent with the
character of a free society, believing that only wars of self-defense are justified
and that if our country were threatened by a foreign foe there would be no need
to draft our young. With a peacetime draft, the executive branch of government
has a pool of manpower with which it can conduct unpopular foreign wars, wars
not formally declared by Congress, wars whose purposes are obscure or un-
acceptable to the men and women who might fight and die in them,

We fear that registration is part of a dangerous process of whipping up a war
hysteria at home—it could be the first step toward unleashing forces which could
result in a nuclear war. A recent seminar of 630 doctors, scientists and allied
professionals meeting in Cambridge, Mass. on February 10, concluded that plan-
ning for nuclear war is madness.

It is significant to us that our European allies do not share the Administra-
tion's view of the magnitude of the threat to US security or world peace in the
events now occurring in Afganistan and Iran. In our view, aggressive gestures
by the United States (and the draft registration has been portrayed as such)
threaten our own security more than they are likely to gain political objectives
they purport to serve.

Therefore, we strongly oppose any funding for draft registration and urge
members of the Subcommittee to vote against any appropriation to that end.

Respectfully submitted,

ErHEL TAYLOR,
National Coordinator.
Eprre VILLASTRIGO,
National Legislative Coordinator.

Mr. Boraxp. Thank you very much. We appreciate your presence
here. We will stand adjourned, subject to the call of the Chair.
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On Monday, February 11, I will transmit to the Congress a compre-
hensive report on strengthening this nation's capacity for rapid
personnel mobilization in an emergency.

The United States is committed to peace -- a peace that allows
every nation to live in an atmosphere free of coercion or intim-
jdation. We pursue that goal through many kinds of national
strength -- the strength of our ideals, the strength of our
economy, t strength of our alliances and our relationships
with other countries, the strength of our national will and
unity, and the strength of our military forces.

We maintain a strong military establishment not for aggressive
purposes, but as a bulwark to be used against aggression and

war. Military readiness may be the best guarantee that military
force need never be used. Even in the nuclear age, we must be
prepared for conventional conflict -- and deterring such conflict
may depend on the timely availability of our forces.

The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan poses a serious threat to a
region that is vital to t long-term interests of the United
States and our allies. It rep ts the first time since

World War II that the Soviets have used their military force to
invade an independent nation outside the sphere of the War:

Pact. This brutal act of ¢ ssion has called forth the con-
demnation of the whole world -- and a series of firm and measured
responses from the United States.

These responses include continuing to increase necessary defense
spending, restricting the sale of grain and high technology pro-
ducts to the Soviet Union, and secking to prevent the summer
Olympics being held in Moscow. We have made it clear to the
Soviet Union that it must pay a severe price for choosing the
path of violence and aggression.

Registration for the draft is needed to increase our prepared-
ness and is a further demonstration of our resolve as a nation.
It will improve our capacity, if circumstances require, to
increase the size and strength of our armed forces -- and that
capacity will itself help to maintain peace and to prevent con-
flict in the region of the Persian Gulf and Southwest Asia.

Our objective is plain: to deter Soviet aggression. A vigorous
elfort to improve our current capabilities will help achieve
that goal.

Accordingly, I will take the following actions to allow us to
mect perscnnel requircements in an emergency:

I will secck from Congress funds to register American
young men under existing law.

1 will sceck additional authority to register women
for non-combat service to our nation.
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== I will take steps to enable the Selective Service System
to carry out registration in the most economical and
efficient way, using the U.S5. Postal Service for the
registration process, the Internal Revenue Service and
the Social Security Administration for computer support,
and the Department of State for overseas registration.

I will develop new procedures for the selection and
training of local draft board members, Registration
does not require that we reconstitute local boards now,
but as part of our effort to revitalize the Selective
Service machinery we are developing plans to select
and train local board members for availability in the
event of a mobilization emergency.

I will request additional funds from the Congress of $20.5 million
in FY '80 and $24.5 million in FY '81 for the Selective Service
System to carry out this program.

In peacetime, our military ganpower policy continues to rely on
voluntary enlistment, I wi?ﬁ continue to strengthen the All
Volunteer Force. My 1981 budget requests $500 million in new
authority for better recruitment and retention in our active and
reserve forces.

My decision to renew registration is in no sense a move away

from the volunteer force, which is performing its mission well.
We are maintaining our armed forces with volunteers, and recruit-
ment is holding up well.

In developing the All Volunteer Force, we have always recognized
that it would have to be supplemented by the draft at a time of
national emergency and mobilization. Should that time ever come
I am committed to ensure that the draft would be fair and non -
discriminatory.

Renewing registration for the draft now will save us critical time
in the event of mobilization. This additional rcadiness could

range from several weeks to several months, depending on the state
of the Selective Service machinery and the nature of the emergency.

The process of registration in pcacetime is simple. Individuals
will go to their local post office and fill out a brief form. No
draft card will be issued. No classification or cxamination of
the person registering will be required. If mobilization is
required in the future, the Congress would have to authorize
through separate legislation registrants to be inducted into the
armed forces. We must be prepared if the need arises.

My decision to register women is a recognition of the reality

that both women and men are working members of our society. It
confirms what is already obvious throughout our society -- that
women are now providing all types of skills in every profession.

The military should be no exception. In fact, there are already
150,000 women serving in our armed forces today, in a variety of
duties, up from 38,000 only 10 ycars ago. They are performing well,
and they have improved the level of skills in every branch of the
military scrvice.

There is no distinction possible, on the basis of ability or per-
formance, that would allow me to exclude women from an obligation
to register.

I am very much aware of the concern that many Awericans feel
about the issue of women in combat. There are almost as many




job categories in the military services as there are in civilian
life, and many of these categories do not involve combat. 1In the
All Volunteer Force, women are now successfully carrying out tasks
which, in the event of hostilities, would involve deploying them
in or near combat zones. But women are not assigned to units where
engagement in close combat would be part of their duties, and I
have no intention of changing that policy.

In every area of our national life, women are meeting the respon-
sibilities of citizenship. That is as true of the military services
as it is of the political arena or the economy of our nation. Just
as we are asking women to assume additional responsibilities, it

is more urgent than ever that the women in America have full and
equal rights under the Constitution. Equal obligations deserve
egual rights.

I urge the Congress to act on my proposals promptly. The regis-
tration of young people is an important element in our overall
response to Soviet aggression. It signals our resolve and enhances
our military preparedness. This step, along with the others we
have taken, displays our commitment to peace and our readiness

to defend it.
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The context of the decision

Last fall, the Congress asked the President to report on a range
of Selective Service and military manpower issues by February 9,
1980. As this report was being prepared, Soviet aggression in
Southwest Asia caused the President to initiate a series of
measured and calculated actions demonstrating our resolve and
strengthening our defense posture. The President's decisions to
revitalize the Selective Service system and to reinstate registra-
tion were part of this series of actions. The studies which were
underway when the decision was made will facilitate the implemen-
tation of registration and the Selective Service revitalization;
they did not precipitate the decision.

Registration of women

The President's decision to seek authority to register women is
consistent with this Administration's support of equal rights

for women and recognizes the increasingly important role they
play in our Armed Forces. Women presently constitute 8 per cent
of the Armed Forces. By 1985, this figure is expected to rise to
12 per cent. The Administration remains opposed to the assignment
of women to combat. The decision to seek to register women does
not represent a change in that policy.

Age groups registered

While the entire 18- to 26-ycar-old age group could be required

to register under the Military Selective Service Act, the President
has decided that registering this whole group would exceed our
presently foreseeable mobilization needs. Conseguently, only

19- and 20-year-olds (those born in 1960 and 1961) will be required
to register this year. Starting on January 1, 1981, those born

in 1962 will register, and there will be continuous registration

of l1l8-yecar-olds (each person will register when he or she turns 18).

Regisprﬂ}jjﬂ\t_gIJSﬁifiggijpn, and examination

While the President has the legal authority to order registration,
classification, and examination, he has decided to proceed with

only registration at this time. Both classification and examination
would require substantial additional expense. In addition, classi-
fication would require the immediate reestablishment of local draft
boards, and physical examinations would have to be repeated at the
time of induction. Neither of these additional steps was thought

to be appropriate in the pre-mobilization context.

Process of registration

When the registration process begins later this year, young men
and women born in 1960 and 1961 will be asked to go to their local
post offices to register. They will fill out a simple form with
their name, address, date of birth and social sccurity number.
rhe forms will be checked at the peostal windows to insure that
they are legible and complete. The completed forms will then

be scent to the Sclective Scervice system where Lthe information
will be entered 1nto computers. Thercalter, the regiscrant will
receive a short letter indicating he or she has been registered
and asking that thwe Selective Serviece system be kept informed of
any change of address,




Status of local draft

Local draft boards are not necessary in the registration process.
However, inthe event of a mobilization, t be re

process aims for exemptions and deferments. We are

plans to select and train local board members for availability
should such an gency occur. The selection proc es

ensure that peoj ik .rve on local boards in the future wi
representative of th - ity as a whole and will have the
training needed to provide for consistent application of the

law nationwide.
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