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Advisory Committee began working with
John Dll!on, staff writer for the Christian
Science Monitor. A group of thirty "''Titers
had evaluated the number of violences on
television and had made these public
through the news service. Mr. Dll!on sent
the Advisory Committee complete copies of
thIs evaluation for the Summer and FaIl
prograIllil.

The FaIl programS indicated that violence
on television programming had not decreased
in 1968. In a news release to Congressional
leaders, the National Association of Broad
casters and the Network Presidents a plea
was made by the Committee for up-grading
television for children. FolIowing this a two
page letter was receIved by the Juvenlle Ad
visory Committee from the N'ational Associa
tion of Broadcasters aSking the Committee
to take initiative in creating and maintain
Ing constructive interest in the television
medium. The National Association of Broad
oasters also invited the Juvenile Advisory
Committee to not deprive the ~'oung people
of the community the opportunity of edu
cation and entertainment. A group of the
local parents were contemplating shutting
olf the television and refusing to bUy spon
sors' products if the situation did not -im
prove.

In November of 1968 Senator Carl Curtis
wrote the Juvenlle Advisory Committee ad
vising them that they were approaching the
problem in the right manner by protesting
through letters to sponsors, networks, and
the use of national news meclla. He discussed
the matters With other Senators in whose
states the sponsors of Saturday morning car
toons had manufacturing plants.

The Committee aiso wrote other leaders
throughout the nation asking their opinion
on the National Association of Broadcasters
Code for television regarding chlldren. Such
phrases as "no undue emphasis on Violence
for children," "program should reflect respect
of parents," "television programs should
bring about honorable behavior," and "ma
terial which is used on television should
create in children 110 undesirable reaction"
are outlined in Subparagraphs 2, 3, 5 and 7
of the Code.

At the beginning of December, NBC an
nounced that they were going to be scrap
ping two Saturday morning cartoons and re
placing them With a live anImal show and a
children's show. This cost the NBC Network
$750,000. Other networks have foIlowed in
dropping simil<tr shows and SUbstituting
comedy cartoons. However, there are still
cartoons of horror and 'violence being shown
on Saturday morning now which parents of
Scotts Biuff County are stll! protesting. All
three networks have new programs under
development for the next season including
some new cartoon shows. Last week CBS an
nounced that it will present four or five
original dramas on Saturday morning begin
ning next year on the CBS Children's Play
house."

On March 3, the Associated Press re
ported the effects of parent power in an
article published by the Denver Post. I
ask unanimous consent that the article
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
,';as ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

PARENTS DRAW LINE ON CARTOON SHOWS
(By Jerry Buck)

NEW YORK.-The power of the pUblic to af
fect television is aptly m'ustrated by the
changes taking place in children's program
ming.

Parents made known their extreme dis
pleasure with the cartoon diet of monsters
and superheroes being fed their children on
Saturday morning-and the networks re
acted.

"Action-adventure cartoons were highly

criticized and we took them olf the a.lr," said
Bud Grant, director of daytime program
ming at NBC.

Ed Vance, vice president for daytime pro
gramming at ABC, said, "We knew there was
adverse reaction to all the networks pre
senting cartoons with monsters and super
heroes."

As a result of the steady barrage of com
plaints the Saturday morning monster car
toons are all but olf the air. Those remaining
on the networks probably wlll disappear at
the end of the season. In many cases, how
ever, they are simply being replaced by come
dy cartoons.

NBC initiated the first changes last sum
mer when it installed the hour-long Banana
SpIlts at midmonling Saturdays. The pro
gram, a kind of "happening" for kids, was
an instant hit.

Grant said some neighborhood childre~l

join his 7-year-old every week to watch the
show in color.

"The other day I got a phone call from a
cute Ilttle girl who usually comes over and
she said, 'Mr. Grant, where are the Banana
Splits?' I told her we had a special on, and
she said, 'Okay, I'll watch it, but if I don't
like it I'll come over and punch you in the
nose! n

At midseason NBC scrapped two of its most
critioized cartoon series, Birdman and
Super President and replaced them with Un
tamed World and Storybook Squares. The
former is a live animal show and the latter
children's version of the adult quiZ, Holly
wood Squares.

It cost the networlt $750,000 to scrap the
cartoon shows,

Last fall CBS dropped two action cartoons
and SUbstituted animated comedies. The
comedies, notably Archie, proved popular and
CBS is sticking with an aII-cartoon format
for the rest of the season.

ABC retains Spider-Man and the Fan
tastic Four, with the rest of the morning
taken up with cartoon comedies, The Ameri
can Bandstand and Happening.

All three networks have new programs
under development for next season, includ
ing some noncartoon shows.

The most significant development how
ever, was CBS' announcement last week that
it will present four to five original dramas
on Saturday mornings next year on the CBS
Chlldren's Playhouse. The network is com
missioning writers at $10,000 a script for this
new program,

Mr. CURTIS. I will issue a warning
now to the moving picture industry, Mr.
President. The Scotts Bluff Juvenile Ad
visory Committee is broadening its scope
to include evaluations and, where war
ranted, to protest movements against the
production and distribution of movies
that are smutty, obscene, or violence
inciting.

I commend the committee for its fine
work toward improving children's tele
vision programs, and I wish the commit
tee well in its campaign for similar im
provements in moving pictures. I think
ths group has set an example for parents
and communty-spirited organizations
everywhere.

MINNEAPOLIS TRIBUNE ANALYZES
THE DEFENSE ESTABLISHMENT
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, one of

the signs that a newspaper is great is its
sensitivity to the great issues of the da~·.

Time and again the l\1inneapolis
Tribune has shown this sensitivity. And
now, as we approach debate on what may
be the key issue of this Congress and

this decade-the anti-ballistIc-missile
program and our defense posture-the
Tribune has reached out again to grasp
the essentials of this conftict for its
readers.

In a series of 13 articles published in
the Tribune during the past 2 weeks,
Charles W, Bailey and Frank Wright
have described "The Defense Establish
ment," analyzed it, speculated about it,
and brought it into focus in the public
forum. As a Minnesota Senator, I will be
privileged to enter this debate in the
knowledge that my constituents under
stand the issue and know how important
it is to the Nation-because a great news
paper has done its work.

Mr. President, "The Defense Estab
lishment" should be widely read. and not
only in Minnesota. I commend this series
to Senators. I hope that they will use
the perspective it provides, both for
themselves and their constituents as the
debate goes on.

I ask unanimous consent that the series
of 13 articles entitled "The Defense
Establishment," written by Charles W.
Bailey and Frank Wright of the Minne
apolis Tribune's Washington bureau, and
published from April 13 to April 26, 1969,
be printed in the RECORD, along with the
excellent summary editorial entitled
"The Defense Establishment," from the
Minneapolis Tribune's Sunday edition
of April 27, 1969.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD
as follows:

THE DEFENSE ESTABLISHMENT-I: ARMS
TRIGGER AN ISSUE

(By Charles W. Bailey and Frank Wright)
(NoTE.-In a few weeks congress will

plunge into its first major debate in nearly
20 'years on American foreign and defense
policies.

(The immediate issue is the anti-ballistic
missile system. But the debate is likely to
range beyond that, to raise basio questions
about the nation's defense pol1cy, its mlll
tary strategy and the multibillion-dollar
outiays for it.

(Congress and the country have raised
questions about the wisdom and effectiveness
of U.S. defense policy. Some critios have as
sailed the so-called "mllltary-industrial com
plex" and see dangers to basic freedoms rising
from that blend of political, military and eco
110micpressures.

(The frustrations of the Vietnam war and
the grOWing demand for federal action to
deal with social and economic problems at
home have given new urgency to the public's
concern.

(To help readers understand the back
ground and the issues of the debate, two
members of The MinneapOlis Tribune's
Washington Bureau have stUdied the na
tion's defense establlshment.)

WASHINGTON. D.C.-John Sherman Cooper
is 57. He has been in the United States Sen
ate for most of the past 20 years.

He IS not as strong now as he once was,
and the remorseless turn of the calendar's
pages suggests that most of his career is be
hind him.

But In fact the soft-spoken, gentle-man
'nered Kentuckian has just begun what may
turn out to be the biggest and toughest fight
of his iong political life, as the Republican
leader of the opposition in the coming Sen
ate debate over the anti-ballistic missile.

The ABM issue has mushroomed in the
weeks since President Nixon calIed for con
struction of a "modified" system. It has be
come the Number One Issue of this Congress,
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THE DEFENSE ESTABLISHMENT-II: ONE IN lQ
LINKED TO COMPLEX

(By Charles W, Bailey and 1!'rank Wright)
WASHINGTON, D.C.-One of every ten Amer

icans who work for a living is part of the
natIon's defense estabUshment.

He may be soldier or clvl11an, industriallst
or worker, politician or professor, phllosopher

plan for total victory everywhere in the
world. When they can plan for anything, the
plan too often becomes the policy-just be
cause you have the plan, you use it."

One thing that all the critics agree on is
the compleXity of the problem-the sheer
size of the defense establishment, the so
phistication and cost of modern weapons,
the difficulty of molding.mi:itary force to fit
established policy, and the uncertainties of
worid politics.

"The question is going to be oversimpli
fied;" Humphrey says. "You are going to have
one group saying it·s the greatest conspira~y

since Hitier started killing the Jews, and the
other group will say there is nothing wrong.

"You have to point up the compleXities
and the uncontrollables. We're not talking
about devils or saints. We're talking about
mortals. And if people just start hollering,
we could wreck the Pentagon-and that
would be wrong."

What is the "military-industrial complex"?
Who is in it? Why did it grow up? What
does it do-and not do? What are its effects
on national policy? Are new controls
needed-or possible? This series of articles
wlll examine the nation's defense establish
ment in an attempt to throw light on these
and other questions.

WE MUST GUARD AGAINST' UNWARRANTED
INFLUENCE

"A vital element in keeping the peace is
our mllltary establishment. Our arms must
be mighty, ready for instant action, so that
no potential aggressor may be tempted to
risk his own destruction.

"Our military organization today bears lit
tle relation to that known by any of my
predecessors in peacetime, or indeed by the
fighting men of World War II or Korea.

"Until the latest of our world confllcts,
the United States had no armaments indus
try. American makers of plowshares could,
with time and as required, make swords as
well. But now we can no longer risk emer
gency improvisation of national defense; we
have been compelled to create a permanent
armaments industry of vast proportions.

"Added to this, three and a half million
men and women are directiy engaged in the
defense establishment. We annually spend
on tnllltary security more than the net in
come of all United Stat-es corporations,

"This conjunction of an immense milltary
establlshment and a large arms industry is
new in the American experience. The total
infiuence--economic, political, even spirit
ual-is felt in every city, every state house,
every office of the federal government. We
recognize the imperative need for this devel
opment. Yet we must not fail to comprehend
its grave impllcations. Our total resources
and livelihood are all involved; so is the very
structure of our society,

"In the councils of government, we must
guard against the acqUisition of unwar
ranted influence, whether sought or un
sought, by the mllltary-industrial complex.
The potential for the disastrous rise of mis
placed power exists and wlll persist.

"We must never let the weight of this
combination endanger our Uberties or demo
cratic process. We should take nothing for
grant-ed. Only an alert and knowledgeable
citizenry can compel the proper meshing of
the huge industrial and military machinery
of defense With our peacefUl methOds and
goals, so that security and liberty may pro
sper together." (Dwight D. Eisenhower, Jan.
17, 196I.)

"At first I thought it was just knee-jerk
liberal criticism," Sen. Walter F. Mondale.
D-Minn., recalls. "And I must say there are
people who are just blind on this subjec•..
But in the last four years I've become a lot
more cynical tl,an I was before about weap
ons spending."

One leader in the anti-ABM bloc, Sen.
George S. McGovern, D-S.D., says: "I. don't
think there's any conspiracy between the
military and industry, but it does develop a
momentum ... It has an effect. Even the
clergymen know their congregations are
swollen· by defense installations. There's a
subtle infiuence on labor unions, busine~s,

community groups."
Sen. Mike Mansfield of I\font!ll1a, the Dem

ocratic majority leader, opposes the ABM
program even though it would bring new fed
eral money into his state. "I don't question
the patriotism of anyone," he says. "I do
question the judgment of creating a mlli
tary-industrial-Iabor complex which exer
cises such great power ... you have to con
trol the money-control the spigot-and then
you can get into philosophy."

The same metaphor is used by a former
top official of the government, a man who·
like many interviewed on this subject by The
Minneapolls Tribune-would not permit use
of his name: "First you have got to turn the
spigot off, not just put your finger over it
... it's a hell of a thing to say, but maybe
the only way you can control them is to deny
them the money."

Another man-this one a key domestic or
ficial in the new administration-is pessi
mistic about changing the ratio between mil
itary and civilian spending: "I make the
assumption that it is not going to change
too much. So that is not a problem for me. It
may not be a wise or amoral position, but it
is a practical one ... the psychological
stage has been set for larger defense expendi·
tures."

Some take a darker view of the situation.
One is Sen. Gaylord Nelson, D-Wis.: "The
military-industrial complex is all-pervasive.
The whole economy is infiltrated. We are a
warfare state, not a welfare state."

Others, not so alarmist but deeply pessi
mistic, question whether the defense estab
lishment is sUbject to. congressional cO.ntroL
One man who served in a very high national
security position during two administrations
puts it this way: "The congressional (Armed
SerVices and Appropriations) committees are
more military-oriented than the military,
partly because of seniority, which makes
them unrepresentative of Congress as a
Whole-or of the country."

Another man who stlll serves in a critical
dlpiomatl<)-mll!tary post sees the problem of
congressional control this way: "When a
congressman goes all-out for a defense plant
in his district, he buys a piece of it-and he
loses some of his standing to question over
all spending."

Rep. Donald Fraser of Minneapolis, chair
man of the liberal Democratic StUdy Group
in the House, foresees a long struggle: "The
ABM is only the opening round as far as
post-Vietnam is concerned.

"The pressure is really on from the mll!
tary to increase spending. The Defense De
partment is pushing for programs deferred

.. because of Vietnam. Inter-serVice rivalries
are beginning to crop up again; they are
fighting for jurisdiction over the new stuff.
We've got to find a way to combat that
growth,"

A parallel note is sounded by Sen. Eugene
McCarthy of Minnesota, one of the first to
cilallenge the mllitary role in national
pollcy-making.

"For a while," he predicts, "I think YOU'll
see Congress challenging just specific proj
ects, but later you may get into a general
cutback.... You have to force the mili
tary, by giving them less money, to think
of the pOlitico-strategic aspects and not just

a subject of emotional argument across the
country and the opening round in what could
become the first major debate in nearly two
decades on American foreign and defense
policies.

The talk here this spring is ali about ABM.
But the issue is already shaping up as a much
broader one: What is the prop2r place of the
nation's defense establishment in the govern
ment and in American society today?

Once again, as often before, an old buga
boo is being raised-the "military-industrial
complex," the shorthand label for the far
reaching combination of political. military
and industrial pressures which influence U.S,
national security. policy, military strategy,
armed forces and defense spending:

Dwight D. Eisenhower first used the phrase
in a 1961 farewell address drafted for him by
Malcolm Moos, now president of the Univer
sity of Minnesota, It was never completely
clear what he meant, though it is certain that
those who thought he was talking about
some kind of conspiracy between generals
and tycoons were guilty of gross oversimpll
fication at best.

But now'a combination of circumstances
has thrust the former president's words back
into the political vocabulary with more force
than ever:

A war in Vietnam which has dragged on for
years, and in which military victory, despite
the repeated predictions of the nation's top
civilian and military leaders, seems beyond
our grasp.

The steady growth of military spending to
the point where it swallows $80 billion a year
-more than 40 cents of every dollar in the
federal budget-plus the prospect that mll!
tary requests for new and more costly stra
tegic weapons wlll, in the long run, offset any
savings that might result fram an end of the
Vietnam fighting.

The rising pressures for greater federal out
lays to meet the domestic needs of a nation
whose urban problems are multiplying, com
pounded by racial, social and economic
stresses.

The hopes of many that now could be the
time when the United States can negotiate
some form of arms control with the Soviet
Union that will stop the spiraling nuclear
arms race and reduce the. 20-year-old ten-. 
sions of the cold war.

All these factors now are added to the long
SUbmerged concern of many, in Congress and
elsewhere, over the size, power and momen
tum of the nation's defense establlshment.

The concerned voices do not sing in unison,
and almost all of them not only recognize
thc complexities of the issue but also credit
those With whom they disagree With the _
highest of motives.

The chorus is rising nonetheless:
"When I came back to the Senate in 1957,

I noticed there was no debate on the Senate
floor on military authorizations, though we
had a great big defense blll," says Sen. Coop
er. "The point was .you couldn't get any
facts. You couldn't find out anything. The
(Armed Services) committee would say 'it's
classified,' or 'we've gone into this already and
have more information than you,' "

"The first thing I would do is repUdiate
any conspiracy," former Vice President Hu
bert Humphrey says. "It isn't as if bad men
were conspiring against good people. It is
that events combine to bring about a pre
ponderant allocation of resources to defense.
That preponderance inevitably affects na
tional policies, inevitably brings a looseness
of control, and feeds on itself."

"Probably the most relevant consideratiun
is, In blunt terms, sheer power-where the
muscle is," PhlUp S. Hughes, deputy director
of the Bureau of the Budget, told a house
committee last month. "And this is a very
power-conscious town, and the secretary of
defense and the defense establishment, are
a different and more powerful group to deRI
With . . . than ntost other agencies.
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or press agent, butcher or baker, young or
old.

Whatever their callings, millions of men
and women are part of what former Presi
dent DWight D. Eisenhower called "the mili
tary-industrial complex": that combination
of industrIal, poll tical and mllitary factors
that make up the nation's defense structure.

You measure the defense establishment In
terms of huge numbers. But you can also
measure it in terms of Individuals:

Gen. Earle G. Wheeler, U.S. Army, chair
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the na
tion's ranking military orocer, who defines
his task this way: "What the military has
tried to do for nearly two centuries .. , Is,
i! possible, to{) prevent wars, minimize the
pajn of peacetime defense as much as pos
sible, and yet protect the American people
so that they can live as they wish."

Edward J. Lefevre, Washington, vlce
president of General Dynamics, the nation's
largest defense contractor with over two
billion dollars' worth of orders in the last
fiscal year. "Over 90 percent of our business
is military," he told a reporter recently.
"We're in the business to stay."

Rep. L. Mendel Rivers, the South Carolina
Democrat who ·is chairman of the House
Armed SerVices Committee and the single
most Influential member of Congress on de
fense matters. His power Is such that he
can-and does-silence committee members
Whose criticism of the mllitary displeases
him.

Hugo Magnuson, .mayor of Grand Forks,
N.D., and the ownerof a Plggly Wiggly gro
cery store. He recently wrote Sen. Quentin
Burdick, D-N.D., urging him to vote for the
ABM-beca'-Ise the planned site near Grand
Forks would be good for business.

Retired Air Force Lt. Gen. L. C. Craigie,
one of several three-star generals who have
gone to work for Lockheed Aircraft Corp., the
second largest defense contractor. He Is a
member of a large and growing group: Just
over 2,000 retired orocers-colonels and
above-are now on the payrolls of the 100
largest defense contractors.

Howard Johnson, president of the Massa
chusetts Institute of Technology-which Is
not only one of the nation's most prestigious
scientific universities, but which also hap
pens to be one of the 100 biggest defense
contractors.

Sen. Richard Brevard Russell of Georgia,
former longtime chairman of the Senate
Armed services Committee Who now heads
the equally-powerful Senate Appropriations
Committe. Russell capSUled his defense phi
losophy last year in backing the ABM: "If
we have to start all over again with another
Adam and Eve, I want them to be Americans."

Tony Downs. operator of a food processing
plant in St. James, Minn., who in January
1969 received $4.1 mllllon In government or
ders for army field rations.

Robert V. Coulter, an electrical workers
union official who has spent a good deal of
his time in the past eight years helping settle
labor disputes at missile sites. He and other
union representatives were called to a brief
ing by the Defense Department on ABM con
struction plans last Oct. I-the day before
the Senate voted the money for the program.

Lt. Gen. W. B. Bunker, deputy command
ing general of the Army Materiel Command,
who described his feelings about the defects
In a new tank in this fashion: "It is an
embarrassment to us to have a yardful of
these things we can't deliver. We had a prob
lem, and our optimism rose up and blt'us."

Sen. Henry M. Jackson, long-time advocate
of building up the nation's strategic weapons
forces and a key figure· in the successful fight
to build the nuclear-powered balli£tic missile
submarine. "We have a large industrial com
plex that Is privately owned, and we want it
that way," he says. ·"The real problem Is to
maintain a private. highly competitive base,

With no favoritism and With the rules clearly
stated."

\Villiam M. Allen, chairman of the Boeing
Company In Sen. Jackson's home state of
Washington. Allen heads a firm that Is the
nation's seventh largest defense contractor.
He also sits on the Industry Advisory Com
mittee, which advises the Defense Depart
ment on a number of issues, including
whether industry is getting adequate profits
from defense contracts.

The former presidential assistant who de
fines the problem in the terms his boss used
to make decisions: "Remember that when he
is weighing priorities, a president asks him
self not what this will do to the resources
available to our cities, but what it will do
to our capacities ·to meet challenges else
Where in the world."

Willis Hawkins. who left a Lockheed vice
presidency in 1963 to become assistant secre
tary of the army for research and develop
ment. At the Pentagon, according to con
gressional critics, Hawkins participated In a
two-year selection process which resulted in
the award of a big contract to Lockheed to
bUild a new helicopter. In June 1966 Hawkins
resigned his government post-and returned
to Lockheed.

First and last, Richard M. Nixon, President
of the United States, commander-in-chief of
the armed forces, the man who alone is fi
nally responsible for the ultimate decisions
that shape U.S. military forces-and who
alone might, in some anguished quarter
hour, have to make the final decision to
unleash the nuclear might we have stored up.

There are thousands of others iii Washing
ton, and millions across the country· and
around the world, who make up the defense
establishment--from the secretary of state,
whose foreign policies are sustained and
sometimes shaped by the weight of U.S. mill
tary force, to the messengers who use
bicycles to travel the endless corridors of
the Pentagon.

As individuals they are, in the words of
former Vice-President Hubert Humphrey,
neither "devils nor saints," but "mortals."
Taken together, they exert Immense leverage
on our government, our society-and our
world.

THE DEFENSE ESTABLISHMENT-III: Eco
NOMIC IMPACT HITS EVERY STATE

(By Charles W. Bailey and Frank Wright)
WASHINGTON. D.C.-The U.S. Defense De

partment is the biggest business in the world.
Its projected expenditure of $78.4 bllllon for

the budget year ending June 30 will be the
highest since World War II. It also will be an
increase of $33.7 bill10n over 1961, the year
President Dwight D. Eisenhower in his fare
well speech warned about the growth of the
m1lltary-industrial complex.

In each of the two years, coincidentally,
expenditures were 8.8 percent of the country's
gross national product. Some would call that
a tribute, perhaps, to the expancllng econ
omy's ability to absorb the cost of the Viet
nam "'aI', which now Is running about $29
billion annually and 1£ the biggest reason
for the Increase.

Every state-and almost every sizable com
munity-feels the department's economic
Impact.

One of the best examples of its pervasive
ness Is the All' Force's C14l Starlifter project.

The Starlifter Is a big new cargo and troop
jet transport. The prime contractor Is Lock
heed-Georgia Co., Marietta, Ga .. a division
of Lockheed Aircraft Corp: But by no means
all of the money for the plane is being spent
In l\Iarietta.

Lockheed-Georgia subcontract-ed the Wing,
for instance, to Avco Corp., which assembles
it in Nashville, Tenn.

ALL rOLD 1,200 COMPANIES MAKE A PLANE
Avco needed a fuel pump for the wing, and

bought it from Pesco, Inc., in Bedford, Ohio.

Pesco needed, among other things, a switch
for the pump. The s'&itch came from Micro
Devices Co., Dayton, Ohio.

Micro made the switch with wire from
Westbury, N.Y.; glass from Shanton, Conn.;
electrical material from Chicago and New
York City; discs and springs from Cincin
nati, Ohio; ceramics from Paramoit, Calif ..
and Sun Prairie, Wis.; epoxy from Canton,
Mass., anet silver from New York City.

All told, Lockheed can count 1,200 com
panies Involved in the C141.

In 1968 Congressional Quarterly l!sted the
location in this country of 991 of the larg
est privately-owned defense plants and gov
ernment-owned defense installations.

Every state had at least one. So did 363 of
the 435 congressional districts.

The department has some 500 big mllltary
installations plus 6.000 smaller ones in the
continental United States. OverEeas it op
erates 400 major bases and 3,000 smaller ones
In 30 foreign countries, Hawaii and Alaska.

Approximately 22,000 corporations are con
sidered nlajor clefcnse contractors, and an
other 100,000 or so get their share through
subcontracts.

LAND, LOTS OF LAND
The department cohtrols 45,000 square

miles of land In this country, enough to fill
the state of Pennsylvania and leave room for
one or two anti-ballistic missile sites. Over
seas land holdings add another 4,000 square
miles.

The land, buildings and other property of
the department, Including weaponry, are
valued at sl!ghtly. more than $200 billion,
almost 200 times bigger than the Minnesota
state bUdget.

The value of property held by the private
contractors Is uncalculated but would un
doubtedly be even more astronomical.

More than 10 percent of the nation's work
ers are associated with the Defense Depart
ment.

The number of people In acUve military
servIce is about 3.4 million. The department
and the m1l1tary also have almost a million
civilian employees.

About 4.1 million men and women are
employed In private industry directly or In
directly because of defense spending. an
increase of more than a million In the Jast
five years because of the Vietnam escalations,

That totals 8.5 million, or more than 1 of
every 10 persons In a labor force that is close
to 80 million.

Most of the defense money is spent on re
searching, developing and purchasing weap
ons and other equipment.

The figure for these purposes last year was
$44 billlon.

According to a 1960 congressional stUdy,
there WHe 38 million procurement transac
tions with a dollar volume of $228 billion
during the decade of tIle 1950s. This is an
average of $22.8 billion per year. Obviously,
things have gotten better for defense con
tractors since then.

Deopite the eventual dispersion of the de
fense dollar-as seen in the C141 project-
the big prime contracts are concentrated
among a relatively few companies.

FAMILIAR FIR1\1S IN TOP 10

The same firms appear at the top of the
list year after year. Eight of 1967's tcp 10
also were there in ,he period 1958-60. Seven
in 1951-53 and six as far back as Wo:-ld War
II. Four-Douglas ! now part of McDonnell
Douglas Cor.p.). Lackheed. General E:ect:-ic.
Co. and United Aircraft Corp.-hfiYe been in
the top 10 for everyone of the past 24 years.

Last year's top 10, and the value of their
contracts, were:

General Dynamics Corp.-S2.2 billion.
Lockheed Aircraft-$1.9 billion.
General Electrlc-S1.5 billion.
United Alrcraft--$1.3 b1ll10n.
McDonnell-Douglas-$1.1 billion.
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American Telephone and Telegraph Co.-

$776 mlllion.
Boeing Co.-$762 mlllion.
Llng-Temco-Vought, Inc.-$758 mlllion.
North American Rockwell Corp.-$669 mll-

lion.
General Motors Corp.-$630 million.
The top 100 firms and their subsidiaries

received $26.2 billion in prime contracts last
year, 67 percent of the total.

As evidence of the defense establishment's
invasion of the college campus, the list
showed two schools among the top 100. ."

The Massachusetts Institute of Technol
ogy was 54th with $124 ml1lion. Johns Hop
kins University was 85th with $58 mlllion.

The Defense Department's role in research
is described in the latest issue of the Defense
Industry BUlletin, a department publica
tion:

"DOD (governmentese for Department of
Defense) is the largest user of research out
put in the nation and must emphasize those
areas most likely to be of milltary benefit in
the future."

DOD is spending $7.5 blllion on research
and development this year.

DEFENSE WORK GOES ON AND ON
Numerous companies depend on the de

partment to keep them alive. An analysIs
of the 38 biggest defense contractors from
1961 to 1967 showed that 15 derived more
than half their business from defense con
tracts.

Those most dependent were Thiokol Chem
ical Corp· (96 percent of total business),
Newport News Shipbuilding and Dry Dock
Co. (90), Lo<:kheed (88), McDonnel-Douglas
(75), Avco (75), Ling-Temco-Vought (70),
General Dynamics (67), Grumman Aircraft
Engineering Corp. (67), Martin-Marietta
Corp. (62) and Northrop Corp. (61).

The defense establishment, although it is
spread around, crops up more often in some
places than in others.

California, for example, gets far and away
the most prime contracts. Last year firms
there received $6.5 bUlion. one of every six
defense dollars.

Texas was a distant second with $4.1 bll
lion, about one dollar In every 10.
" Former President Lyndon Johnson's ene

mies like to point out that his home state
used to langUish In sixth or seventh untl!
he took office. Its climb, however, is due
mainly to the awarding of the controversial
TFX airplane contract to General Dynamics
in 1962 during the Kennedy administration.
Johnson was vice president then and had
relatively little Influence.

Others in the top 10: New York ($3.5 bl!
lion), Connecticut ($2.4 billlon), Pennsyl
vania ($1.7 billion), Ohio ($1.6 billion),
Massachusetts ($1.6 blllion), Missouri ($1.4
billion), New Jersey ($1.1 bllllon) and Indi
ana ($1.1 billion).

THE DEFENSE ESTABLISHMENT-IV: MILITARY
COMPLEX BORN OF WARS

(By Charles W. Balley and Frank Wright)
WASHINGTON, D.C.-The nation's atomlc

age defense establishment has grown to its
immense size for many reasons. But there
wus only one reason for its birth: We live In a
dangerous world.

Today, the halls of Congress echo with
debate about military waste, sloppy contract
ing procedures, inadequate spending con
trols-undthe alleged influence of a "mili
tary-industrial complex" in fattening the
defense bUdget to its present $80 billion-a
year size.

But behind the growth of defense spending,
and despite evidence that many of the cur
ren t criticisms are justified, lie basic pollcy
decisions made more than 20 years ago-
decisions shaped by an unprecedented mili
tary and ideological challenge Which denland
ed an unprecedented U.S. military response.

Men may be poles apart in the argument

over current defense polley, yet agree on this
one basic point. Take, for example, Sen Henry
M. Jackson and retired Gen. David M. Shoup.

Jackson, long a backer of bigger and bet
ter strategic forces, sees three factors as In
strumentalln compelllng the narion to build
Its first big permanent peacetime mllitary
establishment: "The expansionist drives of
Soviet and Chinese communism: the historic
shift of world power westward to the U.S.
and eastward to the Soviet. Union; and the
continuing scientific and technological
revolution."

Shoup, a World War II hero who became
commandant of the Marine Corps only to
turn Into a bitterly emotional critic of the
military, says the trend "was born of the
necessities of World War II, nurtured by the
Korean War, and became an accepted aspect
of American life during the years of cold war
emergencies and real or imagined threats
from the Communist bloc."

ThUS, while no two men could disagree
more sharply on where we stand r.oday
Shoup speaks of "our mllitaristic culture,"
while Jackson condemns such talk as "the
latest version of the devll theory of history"
they both agree, in general, on the starting
point.

Why did the United States abandon tradi
tion to build a huge peacetime standing
army?

At the end of World War II, the nation
rushed-as it had after every other war-to
dismantle its armed forces and turn Its at
tention toward the search for the good life.

But this time things were different. The
difference was the Soviet Union, which
sought to expand its "dominion" and Impose
Its Commlmist ideology westward across
Europe anel southward into Iran, Turkey and
Greece. In Asia, another Communist govern
ment was coming to power, in a bitter civil
war in China.

The United States hesitated-and then, In
an extraordinary series of basic policy deci
sions, moved to check the Communists. In
Greece and Turkey. in Iran, then in western
Europe and final1y In Asia, this country com
mitted Itself to the defense of nations threat
ened or attacked by Communist forces.

The rationale for it all was something
called "contalnment"-'-which.came tameall
a U.S. commitment to meet, If necessary with
armed force, any Communist encroachment
on independent nations that asked for our
help.

The soundness of this doctrine, and the
way successive presidents have interpreted It,
have come under increasing attack. But it
was, and still is, the basic tenet of American
foreign polley, and It required the nation for
the first time to maintain a large peacetime
military force.

Beyond these demands of national polley,
there was another reason for the pyramiding
growth-and cost-of armed forces: the sci
entific and technological advances of the past
quarter-century.

The weapons of war became astronomically
more expensive. The two bl1lion dollars spent
to produce the first atomic bomb dwindled
to a drop in the bucket as the hydrogen
bomb, the jet airplane and finally the inter
continental ballistic missile came into being,
the successive developments spurred by con
tinuing U.S.-SOViet rivalry;

SIMPLE WEAPONS WERE LEFT BEHIND
The new weaponry, too, was SO complex

that it toolc years to develop and build each
new system; a nation committed by political
decision to constant readiness for conflict
coulc! no longer wait until war began to beat
Its plowshares into swords.

It is all summed up by Sen. George Mc
Govern, the South Dakota Democrat who is
a leading critic of defense policy anel spend
ing:

"First, we were burned by not being pre
pared for the attack of the dictators In
\Vorld War II. Everyone who could remem-

ber that took a pledge not to let it be re
peated.

"Second, there was the fear of communism.
"Third, there is the complexity of modern

military techniques.
"These combined to produce a situation

where the military could get what it asked
for from Congress. \Vhen you put a defense
label on' something, you get It through 'al
most by calling the roll."

There are other reasons why defense spend
ing has grown. Some of them have little to
do with either high polley or the march of
science.

One overriding factor is the bulk and com
pleXity of the defense program. It Is simply so
big that neither the White House nor Con
gress has yet been able to devise a way of
exercising anything like the kind of critical
scrutiny that is routinely applied to domes
tic programs.

"The sheer mass of it is overWhelming,"
complains Sen. Gaylord Nelson, D-Wis. "You
get the commlttee report five days before
the fioor vote, and it's a foot high. You dou't
even know where to look for anything. A
senator doesn't have the staff."

The problem of size is compounded by the
fact that it all has to do with the nation's
security-a concept that sometimes boils
down to an argument that "our boys" in
service should get everything their com
manders say they need.

"Every congressman should be interested
In national security, and you can always
justify a little extra," says Hubert Hum
phrey, recalllng with a twinge his own vote
years ago for a 70-wlng Air Force that be
came obsolete before it could be bUilt. "The
sword of Damocles hangs over us all the
time. and the new weaponry is very costly."

Because it has to do with national se
curity, much of the factual data invoived in
the defense bUdget is secret-though many
observers are convinced that the military
often stamps a "secret" label on an item
for less exalted reasons.

"The armed services committee will say
'it's classified,' or 'we've gone into this
thoroughly and we have more information,' "
Sen. John Sherman Cooper, R-Ky., says. He
adds that he has learned from experience
that the commlttee--on which he once
served--does not always know more, and the
secret information does not always change
the picture.

PATRIOTISl\I, u PORK" AND POLITICS

And if there is patriotism involved, there
Is also "pork"-in defense contracts for con
stituents, or the economic shot in the arm
provided by a big defense Installation in a
community. Such matters have a polltlcal
Impact, too, both In terms of votes and in
the form of campaign contributions.

"This Is the other side of the nuclear de
terrent," Sen. Edmund Muskle, D-Maine,
said last week. "We have become intimidated
by the economic strength of our mllitary as
we have intimidated others by the might of
its weapons."

There are more direct political Implica
tions, too--as McGovern discovered last year
when his election opponent, backed by a re
tired general, suggested that the 15,OOO-man
Air Force base at Rapid City. which adds
some $10 million a year to South" Dakota's
economy, might be moved out of the state
if McGovern were reelected.

Archie GUbbrud, McGovern's Republican
opponent, told a luncheon audience that
McGovern had consistently voted against
funds for the B52 bomber program. "The
people at the Pentagon know this," he said.
"It's natural that they will stay with their
friends."

And retired Gen. Nell Van Sickle, former
Rapid City base commander, said that
changes in weapons "coupled with weak
congressional support from South Dakota
could bring the closing of the air base."
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All these factors play a part In the fat

tening of the military bUdget. Another ele
ment--and one with considerable leverage
is direct lobbying on Capitol Hill by the
military services.

THE DEFENSE ESTABLISHMENT-V: MILITARY
LOBBY Is NATION'S LARGEST

(By Charles W. Bailey and Frank Wright)
WASHINGTON, D.C.-At the end of World

War II the military services had five legisla
tive agents pleading their case before Con
gress.

This year 339 employees of th-e Defense
Department are assigned that task.

That means there lire two legislative spe
cialists for e\'ery three senators and repre
sentatives.

No other special Interest group comes close
to the size of the task force working Capi
tol Hill on behalf of the military.

Nor, jUdging from the publlc record, does
any other single lobbying organization spend
as much. The Defense Department bUdget
this year for legislative activities Is $4.1 mll-

"llon. During 1967, the most recent year for
'which the House has compiled records, the

leader among private groups was the Postal
Clerks Union, Which reported spending
$277,524--0ne-fifteenth as much as tile mil
Itary.

The milltary 10bbyists-199 clvlllans and
140 armed services officers-don't limit
themselves to pushing the Pentagon legis
lative program.

They also spend a good deal of time cur
rying favor with congressmen on aday-to
day basis.

Almost half of the 339 Pentagon agents
process congressional Inquiries on such
things as contracts for companies back home
or problems that sons of constituents may
be having in the service.

Thirty others are stationed in congression
al otlice bUildings, manning mUltary infor
mation centers. The centers provide an on
the-scene beachhead unmatched by any
other lobby group, pUbllc or private.

Among other-things, they pass advance
word of defense contract awards to senators
and representatives, who in turn send the
announcements to newspapers and radio
and television stations in their state or dis
trict. The process allows some of the credit
for obtaining the contract to rub off on the
member of Congress.

AMIGHTY MAN WAS TED
A good example of this occurred in 1963

after Sen. Edward M. Kennedy, D-Mass.,
was elected on the slogan "He can do more
for MfuSsachusetts:' Republlcan congress
men from the state complained that SO many
announcements were funneled through Ken
nedy that it looked as if he single-handedly
had obtained $100 million worth of con
tracts for Massachusetts within a month of
his election.

The information centers also can give con
gressmen early warning of bad news, such
as the closing of military bases. In Novem
ber 1964, then-Secretary of Defense Robert
McNamara announced plans to close 80 mili
tary installations In this country for budg
etary reasons. The military, which usually
doesn't like to lose a base for any reason,
spread the word so fast on Capitol Hill that
McNamara's otlice had 169 congressional pro
test calls before the day was over.

The Defense Department·s constant in
terest in the well-being of influential con
gressmen is demonstrated- in other ways.
too.

For example: the home district of Rep. L.
Mendel Rivers, D-S.C" chairman of the
House Armed Services Committee, somehow
has acquired a glut of mllltary installations.

At last count, the economy of the dis
trict--which includes Charleston and the
surrounding area-was enhanced by an Alr
Force base, an Army depot, a Navy shipyard,

a Marine air station, a Marine recruit train
ing base, two naval hospitals and a naval
base that inclUdes a supply center, a weap
ons station and a Polaris submarine train
ing and operations center.

GEORGIAN FLIES HIGH, WIDE AND HANDSOME
Rivers' campaign slogan is "Rivers deliv

ers."
Sen. Richard Russell, D-Ga,-who, like

Rivers, has so many bases in his state that
another one, according to an old Pentagon
line, would sink it--has been the frequent
beneficiary of plush air transportation pro-
vided by the mllltary. '

Once recently he was attending a conven
tion more than 2,000 mlles from Washing
ton when Senate Democratic Leader Mike
Mansfield of Montana called to sayan Im
portant vote was Imminent.

Russell had no trouble getting back in time.
He simply used the VIP jet in which the Air
Force had flown him to the convention
complete with a colonel to play host, a chef
to broil the steaks and a bartender to smooth
out the trip.

Russell for years was chairman of the
Senate Armed Services Committee. This year
he gave that up-but only to switch to the
chairmanship of the equally powerfUl Ap
propriations Committee.

Most of the Pentagon's top brass fiew on
government planes to Jackson, Miss., one
night last month and attended an appre
ciation dinner for Sen. John Stennis, D-Mlss.,
who has succeeded Russell as chairman' of
the Armed Services Committee.

Those present included S¢cretary of De
fenseMelvin Laird;' Secretary of the Navy
John Chafee; Gen. John McConnell, Air
Force chief of staff; Gen. Leonard Chapman,
commandant of the Marine Corps; Gen. Wil
liam "','estmoreland, Army chief of staff;
Adm. Willard Smith, commandant of the
Coast Guard, and others.

NO, CASEY, YOU BEAST
The government also flew In the entertain

ment. The Naval Air Training Command
choir from Pensacola, Fla" opened the pro
gram with "The Star Spangled Banner:'
The 14th Army WAC band from Ft. McCl
lellan, Ala., provided dinner music, The Air
Force Strolllng Strings from Washington
serenaded during dessert.

The military does have Its llmlts, how
ever.

It once said no to an inquiry about fiylng
Casey, the gorllla from St. Paul's Como
Park Zoo, to Omaha for a mating session
with a girl friend In the zoo there.

The military also can turn a cold shoulder
to its foes.

The other day four Hepubllcan senators
who oppose the antiballlstic missile flew to
Dayton, Ohio, and held a press conference In
front of the XB70 bomber at the Air Force
Museum. They said the ABM would be as
big a White elephant as the bomber, devel
oped at a cost of at least $1.5 billion but
never put into production.

The museum Is at Wright-Patterson Air
Force Base, where the commander likes to
roll out the red carpet--lIterally-for any
body who comes close to being a VIP, He is
so zealous, in fact. that the base labor union
recently complained that civilian workers
were spending too much time handling the
carpet and not enough in producti,'e enter
prise.

But when the four senators. led by Charles
Goodell of New York and William Saxbe of
Ohio. arrived unim'ited thev were met onlv
by a shavetail lieutenant-and no carpet. .

"That press conference stricj;ly was not an
Air Force function," a base spokesman said.

Goodell later said that Laird had tried to
talk him out of haVing the conference.

A HOT Lli"E TO THE PEOPLE
Sometimes, when Congress Is giving the

Defense Department a hard time, the sen'-

ices try an end run and go directly to the
people for support.

The current argument In the closely di
vided Senate over the Nixon administra
tion's ABM proposal Is an excellent example
of how the process can work.

Last fall Stanley Resor, the secretary of
the Army, drafted a public relations program
intended to arouse publlc backing for tIle
ABM.

It proposed that, at pUblic expense,
friendly scientists be persuaded to write
friendly articles; that high otlicials visit and
brief hostile members of Congress and state
and local officials from proposed ABM sites;
that special calls be made on editors and
pUblishers and trips be arranged for re
porters to New Mexico and Kwajalein to see
test firings of ABMs; that traveling eXhibits
and pUblicity kits be prepared, and that
community groups be organized In favor of
theABM.

Defense contractors on the ABU project
also were to be enlisted.

The plan was classified for "national se
curity" reasons, and the public was unaware
of it unt!! a Washington newspaper disclosed
its eXistence in mid-February.

At that point Laird said it was being
junked.

This may be so, but It also can be said
that new admlnistratlon efforts to win publlc
support are under way.

WESTMORELAND IN KANSAS SECTOR
Last week Westmoreland traveled to Man

hattan, Kan., and made a speech on behalf
of the ABM. Kansas happens to be the home
state of Sen. James Pearson, a RepubliClln
and former member of the Senate Armed
Services Committee. Pearson, who usually
supports the milltary, has been persuaded
otherwise this time and Is opposing the ABM.

Last Monday Laird was scheduled to plead
the case for the ABM at a meeting of the
Republican National Committee in Washing
ton. But he canceled out as Democratic and
Republican senators complained that the ad
ministration was trying to turn the missile
issue into a partisan political fight.

Such an obviously partisan performance by
a secretary of defense would have been a
rarity. Only last summer Republlcans com
plained when Dean Rusk, then secrctary of
state, testified before the Democratic Plat
form Committee. Presidents traditionally
have kept both of these top Cabinet posts
out of party poll tics.

At least part of the growth In the military
budget is accounted for by the effectiveness
of the Defense Department agents.

But, even so, there can be small defeats
along the way:

Last August a ceremonial test raising of a
Minuteman intercontinental balllstic missile
from its underground silo was arranged at a
North Dakota installation. The audience in
cluded voters. congressmen. top officers of the
Strategic Alr Command and high Pentagon
officials.

Sen. Milton Young, R-N.D., top-ranking
Republican on the Sena te Appropriations
Committee and a candidate for re-election
pressed the button to summon up the big
missile.

Nothing happened.

THE DEFENSE ESTABLISHMENT-VI: LOBBYISTS
AVOID THE SPOTLIGHT

(By Charles \Y, Bailey und Frank Wright)
WASHINGTON, D.C.-Milton Young of North

Dakota, the senior Republican on the Senate
Appropriations Committee, clainis tha~ de
fense industrv lobbyists don't do a lot of
lobbying. - .

Although Young is a key man on a com
mittee that appro\'es billions of dollars iR
defense spending each year, he says, "I'll bet
I don't see more than three defense con
tractors a year. Most people probably think
they lobby the hell out of you. They don't:'

They do have their ways, however, and



10696 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE April 29, 1969
there are plenty of them, as a glance through
the lists of registered lobbyists in Congress
or through the defense industry sections' of
the Washington telephone book will attest.

They spend little time in the spotlight.
One member of the House Armed Services

Committee, asked by a reporter if a particu
lar agent for,a large aircraft manUfacturer
appeared often in pUblic on behalf of his
employer, replied. "He appears often in pri
vate on behalf of his employer,"

Lobbying can be SUbtle, too, in contrast
to the time-worn practices of wining and
dining and" asking outright for a friendly
vote on an appropriations blll or a new
weapon.

VOLUNTEER LOBBYISTS HELP COMPANIES
For instance, when Young was running for

reelection last year he encountered some
grumbling among the electorate that he
"hadn't done enough for North Dakota"
economically.

It wasn't long before Lockheed Aircraft
Corp., the nation's second-largest defense
contractor, arranged for Young to an
nounce-in advance of the election-that the
company had decided to open a parts plant
in the state.

The company now is revamping a factory
in Minot and is scheduled to start opera
tions in early 1970 with a force of 100 em
ployees that could expand to 200.

Firms find it is not always necessary, either,
for them to do their own lobbying.

The economic impact of the industry is SO
great that it often gets volunteer help from
chambers of commerce, state and municipal
government officials and labor leaders who
are eager to inform their congressmen or sen
ators of the benefits that can accrue if their
community lands a new mll1tary base or the
local defense plant a new contract.

Two years ago a study of 27 of the prime
contractors on the antiballistic missile
(ABM) system underscored the potential for
this kind of pressure.

The companies listed, which included Min
nesota-based Control Data Corp. and several
other firms that have facl1ities In the state,
operate more than 300 plants and employ, at
a conservative estimate, a million workers.

The plants were spread over 42 states and
172 congressional districts.

Thus it could be said that, along with
other forces infiuencing them, at least 84 of
the 100 members of the Senate and 172 of
the 435 members of the House had some eco
nomic stake in the ABM.

ABM: A NEW ECONOMIC STIMULANT
More recently it has been estimated that

some 15,000 firms, including subcontractors
and suppliers, stand to benefit if the ABM
system is installed.

There are those Who would like to add to
that number, as Sen. George McGovern,
D-8.D., a leading opponent of the ABM, has
discovered.

Shortly after President Nixon announced
his revised Safeguard ABM plan McGovern
was visited in Washington by a southwestern
South Dakota delegation that "expressed
some dismay over my stand because the area
needs a new economic stimulant. They
wanted to know, 'Why the hell didn't we get
an ABM site?' They thought it was a mistnke
for me to sound off when the Departnlent of
Defense was picking sites."

McGovern's constituents were worked up
because they and the 150 lIIinuteman mis
siles and the B52 bomber base in their part
of the state were left out of the economic
largesse proposed by 1\1r. Nixon for North
Dakota and Montana, the states with missiles
and bombers he designated for ABM pro
tection.

Industry infiuence is felt at the Depart
ment of Defense as well as in Congress.

Because of the growing complexity of mod
ern weapons systems, it has become increas
ingly difficult for the department to main-

tain an arms-length relationship with its
suppliers.

No longer is it a matter of a general some
where deciding that the Army has a need to
fil!, designing a new weapon to fill it and
then ad\'errising for somebody to build it.

John Moore. president of the Aerospace
and Systems Grollp of North American Rock
\vell Corp., the ninth largest defense con
tractor last year. views the process as one of
joint parenthOod.

INDUSTRY AND MILITARY INTERACT
"A new (weapons) system usually starts,"

he said recently "with a couple of military
and industry people getting together to dis
cuss common problems.

"By far the largest part of the business
comes from requirements established by the
Defense Department ... But it isn't a case of
industry down here," he said, gesturing to
ward the ground, "and the government up
here. They are interacting continuously at
the engineering level."

There are those in industry who would go
even further than Moore and say that most
of the initiative indeed does come from in
dustry. partly because the civilian techni
cians are more proficient than their military
counterparts.

At any rate, it can be a mutually bene
ficial arrangement. l\-Iilitary men often get
ahead in their careers by pushing hard for
greater strategic emphasis on their special
ty-missiles, tanks, planes, ships-and by be
ing able to propose a new weapon to "ad
vance the state of the art." Industry men
often get ahead by designing new hardware
that lands a contract for their firm.

The mutual interests involved have been
recognized formally in a group called the
Industry Advisory Council.

Created by presidential order in 1962, It
consists of 21 of the top executives and busi
ness experts in the nation, most of them
chosen from the biggest defense firms.

They meet three times a year under the
chairmanship of the deputy secretary of de
fense to discuss common problems-such as
improving adherence to production and de
livery schedules and to procurement regu
lations and the adequacy of profits.

Defense officials claim the members try
hard to avoid pushing their own products in
the discussions.

TRADE ASSOCIATIONS HAVE INFLUENCE
Minnesota has had two members-E. W.

Rawlings, a former Air Force general who
was president of General M11Is, Inc., at the
time, and Paul Wishart, then head of Honey
well Inc., last year's 20th largest defense
contractor.

Industry and the military also join hands
in other ways.

One of the most infiuentlal entwlnings is
the trade association.

These include the Association of the U.S.
Army, the Navy League, the Air Force As
sociation, the American Ordnance Associa
tion, the Aerospace Industries Association,
and the National Security Industrial Associa
tion, formerly known as the Navy Industrial
Association.

In some, the members are active or retired
military officers and defense company offi
eLlis. The membership ranges from about
40,000 or 50,000 to more than 100,000 for the
Air Force group.

In others, membership is limited to de
fense corpora tions.

The income of the associations often is
high, almost $2 million annually in some
cases. It comes largely from the corpora
tions and their officials. They pay big dues,
$75,000 or more for the larger firms, and ad
vertise heavily In profitable association pub
lications.

Last month, for example, Honeywell bought
nvo full pages in Air Force and Space Digest,
publislled by the Air Force Association, to
tout the automatic fiight ~ontrol system it

is building for the Air Force's new C5A jet
transports.

The stated purpose of the organizations is
to push for a continuing liubstantial role for
their particular service and for the weapons
to carry out tha t role.

QUESTIONS OF PROBITY ARISE
Another evidence, of mutuality is the ease

with which some men move from industry
to the Defense Department--and vice versa.

For years many top civilian spots in the
department have been filled by people from
the defense industry, and the cases frequent
ly have raised questions of probity.

The most celebrated cases are those of
Deputy Secretary David Packard, former head
of Hewlett-Packard, and two former secre
taries--Robert McNamara, head of Ford, and
Charles Wilson, head of General Motors.

But there are many lesser-knov;'11 instances,
such as that of Willis HaWkins, a vice-presi
dent of Lockheed,

He became assistant secretary of the Army
for research and development in 1963, a posi_
tion in which he had jurisdiction over the
Cheyenne helicopter-gunship project.

During his tenure expert evaluators ranked
Lockheed third in the competition for the
development contract, only to be overruled
by their superiors. Lockheed got the contract
In March 1966, Hawkins resigned in June and
returned to the company.

Rep. Otis Pike, D-N.Y., who likes to dig up
that kind of information as an antl-estab
l!shment member of the House Armed Serv
ices Committee, called the chain of events
"fascinating,"

The same mobility applies to the military.
Sen. William Proxmire, D-Wis., reported

last month that a new study had shown
that. .. retired officers of the rank of colonel
or above are employed by the top 100 military
contractors.

This is three times the number 10 years
ago.

Proxmire called it a "most dangerous and
shocking condition" that "represents a dis
tinct threat to the public interest."

The senator also disclosed that 1,065 of tile
officers were working for 10 of the companies,
an average of more than 100 per firm. The
10 were Lockheed, 210; Boeing Co., 169; Mc
Donnel-Douglas Corp., 141; General Dynam
ics, 113; North American Rockwell. 104; Gen
eral Electric, 89; Ling Temco Vought, 69;
Westinghouse Eleotric, 59; TRW Inc., 56, and
Hughes Aircraft Co., 55.

THE DEFENSE ESTABLISHMENT-VII: POWER
IN HANDS OF CONGRESSIONAL ESTABLISHMENT
(By Charles W. Bailey and Frank Wright)

WASHINGTON, D.C.-A few senior members
control congressional action on defense pol
icy and spending.

They hold this power because they have
been around for a long time, have their
hands firmly on the machinery of Congress
and don't let other people play with it.

Four committee chairmen-all Southern
ers, all conservatives, all well along in years
and all with over 20 years of congressional
service-are the ranking barons in the Capi
at! Hill defense establishment. They are:

Mendel Rivers Of South Carolina, 63, a
congressman for 28 years, chairman of
the House Armed Services Committee.

George Mahon of Texas, 68, a congressman
for 34 years, chairman of the House Appro
priations Committee.

John Stennis of Mississippi, 67, a senator
for 21 years, chairman of the Senate Armed
Services Committee.

Richard Russell of Georgia, 71, the senior
member of, the Senate with 36 years service,
and chairman of the Senate Appropriations
Committee.

There are a few others, such as Milton R.
Young, 71, the North Dakotan who is rank
ing Republican on the Senate Appropria
tions Committee, and Florida's Robert Sikes,
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62, ranking Democrat on the House M11Itary
Appropriations SUbcommittee. But the four
chairmen hold the ultimate power.

They hold it partly because they are strong
and talented men In their own right. But
the primary source of their power lles in the
way Congress operates.

Rivers, Mahon, Stennis and R.ussell sit
where they do because of the seniority sys
tem, because of the way congressmen are
chosen for advancement and because of the
structural and jurisdictional traditions of
Congress.

In the House, for example, members are
limited· to one "major" committee seat. As
signments to such blue-ribbon panels as
Armed Services and Appropriations are
tightly controlled by party leaders-who nat
urally like to pick men who w111 see things
as they do.

A similar system operates in the Senate,
though the strict structural rules of the
Houes are somewhat softened by the smaller
membership and "club" atmosphere of the
Senate.

SOUTHERNERS RUN DEFENSE POLITICS
The Southern flavor of the key defense

posltlons---one official calls it "the South's
revenge In perpetuity for Gettyburg"-is a
self-feeding process. Here's how it 100ks to
Hubert Humphrey, who as senator and vice
president had ample reason to study it:

"By geography and climate, a substantial
amount of mllltary funds find their way
into the Southern states, so you find that
the members from those states gravitate to
Armed Services and Appropriations.

"By the. fact or easy reelection, South
erners gain seniority. This means ·that those
congressmen who are ordinarily the most
conservative in domestic matters really be
come partners-and not conservative part
ners, either, but generous partners-in mili
tary matters."

The power is even more tightly focused
in the Senate because of multiple, inter
locking committee memberships. The three
top-ranking members of Armed Services
Stennis, Russell and Republican Margaret
Chase Smith oCMaine-=--also serve on Ap
propriations: Russell and Sen. Henry M.
Jackson, D-Wash., another Armed Services
stalwart, also sit on the joint Atomic Energy
Committee.

Whether because of such dual member
ships or merely because of parallel inclina
tions, the net effect of the congressional
defense structure Is almost always the same:
Armed Services Committees approve the pro
posals of the military, whereupon the Ap
propriations Committees approve the funds
to put them into effect.

The two committees In each house have
other, more personal ties to the mllltary,
too. Two members of the Senate Armed Serv
ices Committee-Democrat Howard Cannon
of Nevada and RepUblican Strom Thurmond
of South Carolina-are major generals in
the Air Force and Army Reserve, respectively.
Sikes, who writes the annual military con
struction appropriations blll, Is an Army
Reserve major general.

(Dozens of other congressmen, on and off
the "military" committees, hold reserve com
missions. A survey by The Minneapolis Tri
bune in November 1967 turned up 32 sena
tors and 107 representatlves-or one member
of Congress out of every four-with reserve
officers' commissions, mostly in the "stand
by" or retired categories.)

"The two comm1ttees," says one former
top national security official who served In
two administrations, "are more militarY-
oriented than the mllltary ... they are un
representative of either congress as a Whole
or of the country."

But if this is so, why doesn't "Congress as
a whole" overrule the committees?

CONGRESSIONAL JEALOVSLY IS FACTOR
The answer Is complicated. Part of it Is

jurisdiction-the body. of rules and prece-
CXV~74-0-Part8

dents which discourages one congressional
committee from sticking its nose into an
other's specified area of a uthorlty.

The Armed Services and Approprhltions
Committees guard their territory with re
lentless zeal; when another (1ommittee does
intrude--as is currently the case in the Sen
ate Foreign Relations Committee hearIngs
on the antiballistic missile (Am,i)-they are
quick to fight back.

Another factor is the mass and complexity
of defense legislation. Military authorization
and appropriations bllls are big not only in
dollars but In pages; the hearings that sup
port the bllls often run to five or six thick
volumes.

"The sheer mass of it can be overwhelm
Ing," says Sen. Gaylord Nelson. D-Wis. "You
get the committee report five days before
the floor vote; and it's a foot high. You don't
even know where to look for anything."

Nelson recalls that when he tried to write
an amendment last year to knock ABM funds
out of the defense bill, he had to be rescued
by an Armed Services Committee staff mem
ber who knew where to find all the references
to the ABM In the voluminous bill.

"He didn't want me to be embarrassed not
only by not having the votes but also by not
even having an amendment that would do
what I wanted It to do," Nelson says.

Even If a congressman could find time to
read all the hearings, he might have diffi
culty getting the information he wanted.
For one thing, most key defense hearings
are held behind locked doors, and the testi
mony is censored for "security" reasons be
fore pUblication.

In addition, the Armed Services· and Ap
propriations Committees simply do not seek
out witnesses who oppose ml1ltary proposals,
so the record tends to be lopsided. (This
may change this year; Stennis has agreed to
hear anti-ABM scientists,. and House mem
bers opposing the project hope to testify
before Rivers' committee.)

Sometimes the committees go a step be
yond just not seeking anti-ml1ltary testi
mony. A case In point Is hearings by a Senate
Armed Services Subcommittee in 1963 on
the nuclear test-ban treaty_ T·he Armed
Services sessions, held concurrently with the
formal ratification hearings by the Foreign
Relations Committee, turned into a parade
of Air Force officers-testifying In opposition
to the treaty.

MrLITARY BUDGETS HALLOWED
When it comes to appropriations bllls

Which prOVide the actual money to build
planes, ships, missiles and so on-another
factor operates In favor of big outlays. It Is
described this way by a current high White
House aide:

"One problem Is that you start with what
you already have-that Is somehow sancti
fied-and then you make minor adjustments
based on political pressures or insights."

Tllese words echo the complaints of such
congressional critics as Sen. William Prox
mire, D-Wls., who argue for "zero bUdget
ing"-meaning that each existing military
program would have to be newly justified
each year before it got any more funds. Most
of those who have worked closely on defense
programs-including many critics of present
practices-say this simply would not work;
but they agree with ProxmIre that the pres
ent system takes too much for granted.

"When you start a program it's hard to
stop It, and when you start a big program you
magnify the difficulty," says Sen. Walter
Mondale of Minnesota. "Everybody can be
against it, but it·s stlll as hard t:J kill as
moss. t

•

Beyond all these specific reasons Why Con
gress as a whole has a hard time challenging
its "military" committees. there Is one other
factor that can carry more weight than all
the others combined.

It Is simply the fact that when a congress
man votes on a proposed new weapon or an

appropriation to pay m1l1tary costs, he Is vot
Ing .on something that could involve the
security of the nati<m and the lives of Ameri·
can servicemen.

Thus he may think twice before voting
against a new weapons program--such as the
ABM-or f.or a cut in the defense bUdget,
regardless of the arguments for or against
the specific item,

If this consideration Is not uppermost In
his mind, the wavering congressman can
usually count on someone putting it there.
A classic example was Rivers' reIr_ark last
year in a debate over funds for buying a new
Army helicopter whose cost had far exceeded
the original estimates:
. "There is no one on our committee," the

chairman said, "who arrogates unto himself
the authority to tell those experts in the
department of the Army what they have to
have.

"I calied and talked to Gen. Westmoreland
(the Army chief of staff) just this morning.
He told me how badly needed these weapons
systems were, and asked me please to make
sure our forces got them." .

As he usually does, Rivers won-by a three
to-one margin.

THE DEFENSE ESTABI.ISHMENT--VIII: MENDEL
RIVERS GIVES MILITARY WHAT IT WANTS

(By Charies W. Bailey and Frank Wright)
WASHINGTON, D.C.-Rep. L. Mendel Rivers

makes no bones about being an autocrat.
The House Armed Services Committee is

his domain and. as Its chalnnan, the 63-year~

old Democrat tolerates little or no rebellion
in its ranks.

His heroes are the generals and the admirals
from the Pentagon, his enemies the occa
sional committee member or clvlllan witness
who dares to question his customary en
dorsement of what the military wants.

It is not for nothing that Charleston,
S.C.-which is home to Rivers, about 80,000
other persons and a dozen or so mllltary in
stallations-was on the original list of 25
cities to be defended by the proposed antl
missile system.

Nor is It for nothing that Rivers has re
ceived the "Minute Man" awards from the
R.eserve Officers Association and the Citation
of Honor from the Air Force Association and
has been made an honorary member of the
Fleet Reserve Association, the National
Guard Association and the Air Force Ser
geants Association.

Rivers is a friend of those In uniform-and
they know it.

His power over the money spigot is im
mense, largely because most committee
members think as he does or, if they don't,
are afraid to challenge him.

DISSENTERS ARE IGNORED
Committee members critical of the defense

establ!shment say they have found them
selves ignored by the chairman for as long
as a year when they wanted to question
witnesses.

One member was given 35 seconds in the
committee last year to offer and argue-un
successfully-for an amendment cutting out
of the budget SI38 million for the first
Cheyenne gunship helicopters destined for
use in the Vietnam War.

Rivers' handling of the Cheyenne is an
example of his ability to protect a costly new
p:ece of hardware that has come under fire.

When the principai opponent, Rep. Otis
Pike. D-N.Y., chairman of the committee's
Tactical Air Subcommittee, asked for a con
gressional investigation of why the Defense
Department's cost estimate kept going up,
River simply said no.

After the amendment deleting the appro
priation lost In committee, Pike carried the
fight to the floor.

He sent to each House member a letter
detal1lng the project's financial history, a
good deal of which had been deleted-



10698 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE
allegedly for security reasons from the public
record of the committee's closed hearings.

The $138 million would procure only 15
helicopters. at a cost of $5.8 million each.
and parts for additional ones, Pike said. He
called the program a "disaster" and the
cost "staggering."

He said that in view of previously inac
curate Defense Department estimat~s of the
cost of developing the aircraft. money for
actual production models should· be with
held until development was completed.

Pike noted that the Defense Department
origi,nally. in 1965, had estimated that 10
experimental prototypes could be produced
by the developer, Lockheed Aircraft Corp.,
for $78 mllJion and that Lockheed had said
the cost would be less.

COST UNDERESTIMATE IS CLAIMED
As it turned out, Pike said, the figure rose

to $186 million In three years.
He also complained that the Army, with

out waiting for Congress to appropriate the
$138 milUon for procurement of the heli
copters for field use, had gone ahead and
awarded the contract for their production
to Lockheed. In addition, he said, the con
tract failed to spell out a firm price.

Pike's arguments had little effect.
Rivers told the House that the Army "says

that they need it. I had rather (they) have
it than want it."

The money was approved by a vote of 121
to 47.

Congressional supporters of the project
contended all along that the cost increases
were due mainly to design changes-such
as the addition of improved night-vision
eqUipment-which could not be foreseen.

It now develops that there also have been
expensive-and fatal-problernsencountered
in making the Cheyenne work properly.

A test pllot was killed March 12 when an
experimental Cheyenne crashed into the
Pacific Ocean near Lockheed's plants in
Santa Barbara and Ventura, Calif.

Witnesses reported that three of the heli
copter's four main rotor blades came off, and
the craft exploded in the air before plung
ing into the sea.

The chairman of a government adVisory
committee, appointed before the crash to
provide the company with counsel on rotor
difficulties, said the fatal flight was ordered
by Lockheed over the committee's objec
tions.

Word of the crash did not become public
until last Friday.

The misbap helps explain Why the Army
in a rare action April ll-announced that it
was sending to Lockheed a letter giving the
firm 15 days to "satisfactorily demonstrate in
writing your ability to cure your failure to
make satisfactory progress" toward produc
tion of the gunship.

The Army's announcement of the letter
made no mention of the crash.

The letter said that unless Lockheed can
comply, "the government may terminate the
contract ... for default," an almost unheard
of step.

ARMY PLOY IS SUSPECTED
Rivers this year has been demonstrating

another talent-his ability to provide more
money than requested by the milltary or, at
least on the record by industry.

The other day a $76-million mllitary-au
tllorizatlon bill was approved overwhelmingly
by the House,

rt included $14 mlllion as the first in
stallment on an eventual $62-mlllion SUbsidy
to finance the retooling of Northrop Corp.'s
Hawthorne, Calif., production llnes for an Im
proved version of the F5 fighter plane.

The United States does not use the F5,
but has sold or given 725 of them to for
eign countries for their defense.

The Defense Department did not ask for
the money nor, says the company. rtid North
rup. JUdging from the transcript of a closed

meeting of the co=ittee on March 12, the
main proponent was Rivers.

He pushed for Inclusion of the $14 million
In the blll, explaining that the plane needed
improving If it was to remain competitive
with French aircraft being offered to the
same countries.

He predicted a market of 400 to 1,000
planes, at a price of $1.3 mllllon each, and
said their sale not only would increase the
ability of the recipient nations to fend off
attacks bv advanced Soviet jets but also
would benefit the United States balance of
trade.

When asked by another congressman why
the taxpayers had to pay for the retooling
when the market appeared to be "such a
good deal," Rivers replied that "nobody" In
the defense industry finances that sort of
thing out of his own pocket.

"It just doesn't happen . . ." he said.
Later. on the floor of the House, Rep. Les

lie Arends of Illlnois, assistant Republlcan
minority leader, sided with Rivers, saying
that government controls over foreign mill
tary sales "preclude contractor Investment
risk to develop these markets." Arends also
said the United States government eventual
ly might recover its SUbsidy to Northrop.

IT JUST DOESN'T HAPPEN
The vote was 341 to 21.
Rivers now Is going to bigger things-the

promoting. at a time When attention Is cen
tered on missile systems, of a new Navy.

Armed with a SUbcommittee report that
calls most of this country's fleet obsolete or
almost so, he has introduced a bill to ap
propriate $3.8 billion during the coming year
as the start of a long-range ship-building
program,

The $3.8 billion is what the Navy says it
wants. Clvllian officials In both the Johnson
and Nixon administrations trimmed the Navy
request to about $2.5 blllion before passing
it on to Congress.

The amount provided last year by Con
gress was $1 blll1on, mostly for nuclear sub
marines. Rivers has crossed swords with De
fense Secretary Melvin Laird several times In
recent weeks over the issue.

Rivers, while looking out for the plane
builders and the Navy, Is allowing critics to
take picks at the Army.

He hasperinltted a subcommittee to probe
the tank development program, which has
been plagued by numerous problems, delays
and cost Increases.

The major criticism has been that the
Army ordered hundreds of mlsslle-firlng light
tank bodies even though difficulties with the
ammUnition and the turret had not been
solved. .

TANKS SITTINO IN STORAGE
The Army admits that hundreds of tUl'l'et

less tanks now are sitting in storage, a costly
testimony to its fallure, It says it Is con
tinuing to seek a solution.

Those In storage are modified versions of
an older tank, refitted to use the new turret
whenever it Is deemed ready.

Another version. called the Sheridan, is
new from the ground up and has been or
dered Into limited prodttctlO!l,

A few have been shipped to Vietnam and
are in action there, although the list of re
strictions and warnings concerning their use
and the list of Improvements needed Is 30
pages long.

It is recommended, for example, that crews
using one model of the Sheridan not be ex
posed to more than four missile firings a day
because of carbon monoxide problems,

There also has been criticism because the
tank, which Is supposed to be used for re
connaissance among other missions, can be
heard 3 miles away and spouts an easily
Identifiable "rooster-tail" exhaust.

Rivers, however, does not want the investi
gation overdone, as he indicated a few days
ago.

After Rep. Samuel Stratton, D-N.Y., chair
man of the special three-man investigating
team, called the tank program a· "blllion
dollar booboo," Rivers told him to stop talk-
Ing pUblicly about It. .

Said Rivers: "I'm not trying to put the
lid on anything, I'm simply concerned about
the morale of our troops in Vietnam."

Stratton has not been heard from slIlce.

THE DEFENSE ESTABLISHMENT-IX: MILITARY
CONTRACT WASTE COMES UNDER FmE

(By Charles W. Balley and Frank Wright)
WASHINGTON, D.C.- The Air Force origi

nally planned to buy 120 of Its new C5A jet
transports, the biggest airplanes it ever or
dered, for $3 b111ion.

The Air Force now estimates that tIle
planes, none of Which has been dellvered,
wlll cost $5.2 b111ion.

Those figures tell why the C5A has be
come the latest Washington "hvrror story"
of waste and inefficiency in the defense es
tabUshment.

Such stories are legion. They have been
so numerous over the years that usually they
sink quickly and almost without a ripple,
attracting Uttle sustained attention.

But now they are beginning to get more
notice and, along With the criticism of the
Vietnam War, are helping to erode the sel
dom-challenged idea that the Defense De
partment always knows what Is best in time
of cold war or hot crisis.

No longer would the admission of a $l-bll
lion error in judgment on a mllltary matter
escape without a peep of protest-as hap
pened on the floor of the Senate only last
fall.

During a speech on the antiballistic mis
slle (ABM) , Sen. Richard Russell, D-Oa.,
chairman of the Defense Appropriations sub
committee and one of Congress's most pow
erful men, said: "One of the most serious
mistakes I ever made was in allotting vast
sums to the Navy for missile frigates before
we knew we had a mlsslle that would work
on them. It was an honest mistake ... it
probably cost the taxpayers $1 blllion."

The new feeling was evidenced this year
by Sen. Stuart Symington, D-Mo., a former
secretary of the All' Force who always had
beenloOkedllpon as a faltl1f\11 .frlend by the
mllitary. '

He inserted Into the Congressional Record
a list of 43 mlsslle systems which were aban
doned prior to their depolyment or have been
replaced because they became obsolete.

Their cost, according to Symington, was
$23 blllion.

Procurement waste thus eats at the in
nards of the defense budget, consuming bll
lions that could be used for other purposes.

Adm, Hyman Rickover, the fiesty head of
the Navy's nuclear submarine construction
program, summed it up this way In a con
gressional hearing last fall:

"First, the laws and regulations concern
Ing Defense procurement are toothless,
loose and outmoded. They contain many
loopholes that industry Is able to exploit.

"Second, in procurement matters, the De
partment of Defense is too much Influenced
by the Industry viewpoint.

"Third, Congress will have to take the
Initiatiye in correcting deficiencies ...
neither the Department of Defense, the De
partment of Commerce nor the Oeneral Ac
counting Office wlll do It, It should not be
left to a Eelf-interested defense industry to
decide what Is best for the American people."

RICl~OVER ALLEGES MALPRACTICE
He went on to detail several examples of

what he considered malpractice, most of
them dealing with the ticklish question of
profits:

A Defense Department official who refused
to appro\'e one of Rlckover's submarine con
tracts, for $50 million, because the official
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felt the contractor should get a higher profit
than he already had agreed to accept.

Another official who told Rickonr he had
no business negotiating a profit lower than
the 8 to 10 percent maximum contained in
department regulations.

The continued granting of a total of $1.2
billion in contracts to a firm over a six-year
period despite the firm's failure to provide
the department with cost and price infor
mation required by law.

The department's insistence that con
tractors do not receive unreasonably high
profits, as contrasted with its refusal to l'e
quire uniform accounting practices among
contractors-which would mal;e more accu
rate cost and profit 'information available
and its failure to obtain any facts at all on
profits in more than 50 percent of defense
contracts.

-The discrepancy between reports from a
group of contractors who said they earned
profits of 2 percent to 22 percent, based on
cost, and reports of government audits which
showed the profits actually ranged from 10
percent to 33 percent.

Rickover countered the contention of low
to barely reasonable profits with a survey
of his own which showed that the 35 top
defense contractors in 1967 earned 12 per
cent more on their investment than clid half
of the 500 biggest industrial firms in the
country.

HOW MUCH IS ACTUAL COST?
Part of the profit problem is figuring out

how much is actual cost and how much is
not. One of the isSues here is the practice
of profit pyramiding.

A Senate investigating committee found a
classic example in 1962:

Western Electric Co. received more than
$1.5 billion for work on the Nike missile
system. The company showed profits of $112
million, a reasonable 7.9 percent of the total
contract.

But it actually had done only about a
quarter of the work itself, producing some
$359 million worth of electrical equipment.
Its $112-million _profit, on that baSis thus
amounted to 31 percent.

The remainder of the work was subcon
tracted to firms which each made delivery
directly to the Army.

The principal subcontractor-in the
amount of $645 million-was Douglas Air
craft Co. It produced $103-million worth of
aeronautical equipment and passed the me
chanical and trailer SUbsystems on to sub
contractors.

Douglas claimed a profit of $46 million,
7.6 percent of the $645 million-but 44 per
cent of the $103 million in work it actually
performed i tsel!.

The trailers were built by Fruehauf Corp.
for $49.3 million.

Along the way, all three firms took a profit
on the trailers. Fruehauf, the producer, was
allowed $4.5 million; Douglas which never
touched them, $3.7 million, and Western
which also did nothing on them $3.3 million.
The total profit on the trailers was thus
$11.5 million-23 percent of their cost.

Today, the president of Western Electric
is a member of the department's high-level
Industry Advisory Committee, chaired by the
deputy secretary of defense.

PROFITS AREN'T ONLY PROBLEM
One of the committee's current projects

is a study of whether profits are adequate.
Profits, howe,'er, are far fronl the only

problem In procurement, which covers 15
million transa-::tions and' $44 billion in ex
penditures this year.

For some reason, new projects always seem
to cost more than originally estimated, both
by the defense department and by the con
tractor.

"Cost increases of 200 percent and more
over original estimates have become com
mon," says It. new report by Congress's Joint
Economic Committee, of which Sen. William
Proxmire, D-Wis., is vice-chairman.

Most of the diffiCUlty, the report says,
arises with major weapons contracts on Which
the department has dealt only with a single
supplier from the very beginning.

Some of the excess is due to the pressure
of war. When you have to get something
done in a hurry, it often costs more than it
otherwise might.

Case after case of this has been documented
in the construction of mllltary installations
In Vietnam, for instance.

Another reason simply is inflation. Every
thing is going up, and it often takes five
years to develop a weapon and produce it.

o Sometimes longer.
Another is that the Defense Department

frequently changes its mind about the de
tails of what it wants after a contract for
research and development of a new item has
been awarded.

This "over-design" is the real problem, in
the opinion of a high-ranking bUdget officer.
It means "you have to pay a lot more for
research and development and a lot more
for operations and maintenance."

Translated, he means there's too much
gold plate on too many new weapons.

Another reason for the ballooning is that
bidders often underestimate cost in order to
get the development contract, secure in the
knowledge that they probably can recover
any losses later when they are awarded the
production contract as well-became nobody
else will be eqUipped to produce the new
item.

NOT ALL BUSINESSES EFFICIENT
Not all businesses are ntn efficiently.
In the case of Lockheed and the C5A, all

of these fOrces seem to be at work, accord
ing to government officials.

When he took office, Secretary of Defense
Melvin Laird qUickly became aware of the
"over-run," as it is called.

In one of his first appearances before Con
gress he noted that he had discovered proj
ects in which costs were exceeding estimates
by upwards of $1.8 billion.

Included were Navy destroyer escort con
struction, the Army's Cheyenne helicopter
aIld- the Air Force's FIll bomber as well as
the C5A.

Laird, the man at the top of the depart
ment, was considered rather candid about it,
which is more than can be said for some of
his underlings.

A Navy captain, during appropriation hear
ings las·t year, told Congress: "We do not call
it cost escalation, We call it engineering
judgment."

Laird indicated that in the C5A program,
at least, the department might order fewer
planes than originally planned, in order to
keep the cost down. If that happens, it will
be something new.

Says Sen. Walter Mondale, D-Minn., an op
ponent of the present practice: "Once you
fund a military program initially, you never
deny money later for the over-runs, With a
human program it's different; we set ceil
ings."

Another issue, In addition to profits and
over-runs, is whether the country and the
taxpayers get a product that works as well
as it ought to even when they have tel pay
more than perhaps they should for it.

COMPONENTS OFTEN WORK POORLY
Making the rounds now in Washington is

a 41-page paper which concludes that very
frequently they don't-at least not in the
case of the sophisticated electronic systems
that make up the heart of modern weapons.

The paper was written about a year ago by,
Richard Stubbing, who then was at Prince
ton University and who now is an examiner
for the Bureau of the Budget.

The study found that often the computors,
ra.dar, gyroscopes and other gadgetry worked
only a fraction as long as their developers had
promised they would,

The study covered 13 major missiles and
airplanes started since 1955 and costing $40
billion and 11 others begun in the 1960s.

Of those from the 1950s, only four could be
counted on to function 75 percent as well a.s
promised. Of tllose from the 19605, only three
reached 75 or better.

The study brought out other fact<lrs, too,
indicating that the Pentagon sometimes pays
well for poor performance.

North American AViation, Inc .. had only
two good performers out of seven of its
weapons in the study; but yet Its profits were
40 percent above the average for the aero
space industry.

General Dynamics, the biggest defense con
tractor, also had above-average profits al
though none of its seven systems "measured
up to expectations" in the study.

Both firms do Virtually all of their busi
ness witll the Pentagon.

Admits one former top Pentagon official:
"They (the new weapons) never quite per
form in the field as well as they do on the
test range. But they always perform better
than last year's systems.

"In the meantime. of course, the enemy is
developing his systems, too, both in conven
tional war and in strategic war. So we have
to keep working on these things in order to
stay ahead of the game."

IS IT POSSIBLE TO REDUCE WASTE?
Is it possible to reduce waste?
Rickover and Proxmire think more can be

done.
Rickover argues that $2 billion annually

could be saved, Just for starters, by tougher
and more uniform contractor accounting pro
cedures that would prevent the piling up
costs that lead to bigger profits.

Proxmire says there is too' much pressure
on the Pentagon's 25,000 procurement agents
and "too much reliance on their zeal" for
holding costs down in negotiating contracts.

He urges that more contracts be awarded
on the basis of advertised competitive bid
ding-only 11.5 percent was so handled last
year-and fewer through competitive or non
competitive negotiation.

Helpful as such moves might be, they really
may be only tangential.

As one top former budget official put it:
"You don't diddle with an FIll. You can save
a blllion dollars here and a blllion there that
way.

"What you do is you go to the real guts of
it.-evaluating and making decisions on the
underlying security posture you are wllling to
pay for."

The official, over the long haul, probably is
correct.

But saving a billion here and a billion
there has its merits nonetheless. And, given
the long Santa Claus list of new projects be
ing requested J:5y the military, the opportu
nity for cutting waste certainly will continue
to exist.

THE DEFENSE ESTABLISHMENT-X: PEACE
"SAVINGS" ALREADY SOUGHT

(By Charles W. Bailey and Frank Wright)
WASHINGTON, D.C.-The U.S. government

estimates it is spending $29 billion a year
on the war in Vietnam.

\'I'ith peace talks under way and the Nixon
administration talking of "disengagement,"
the scramble is already on for this money
the military won't need to spend in Vietnam
when there isn't any war there any more,

Members of Congress, gO\'ernors, mayors
and the heads of a dozen federal domestic
agencies are reaching for a chunk of that
$29 billion-to say nothing of those who
would like to see their tax bills trimmed a
bit.

But what some optimistically call "the
peace dividend" could prove to be little
more than small change if the military serv
ices persuade Congress to buy all the new
and improved weapons they want.

One of the pessimists on this score Is a
man who should know: Charles Schultze,
the former director of the budget who pre
sided o"er the sharp boost in military spend
ing for Vietnam.
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In a study early this year, Schultze raised

two big questions about the "dividend."
First, he suggested that the $29-billlon

figure Is inflated. He argues that some of
that money would have been spent, war or
no war, in one way or another, by the serv
ices.

Second, Schultze said there are enough
large weapons systems already planned, ap
proved or even being bought to push defense
spending back up-after an iniLial postwar
drop--to a level close to the present $78
billion a year.

The Hst of new weapons being researched,
designed or already procured is long and
varied. It includes:

Bigger and better land-based long-range
offensive missiles to replace the existing Min
uteman force.

New mUltiple warheads which can carry
nuclear bombs thousands of miles to strike
at several separate targets at once.

New antiballistic-missile defense systems
In addition to the Nixon administration's
Safeguard program-that include not only
land-based but also shipboard or airborne
weapons.

A new and more powerful offensive missile
to be fired from undersea by a new genera
tion of nUclear-power submarines.

A new Intercontinental bomber to replace
the present B52 and the disappointing FBIlI
Which was touted as its successor.

New "air superiority" fighter planes for the
All' Force and the Navy.

A new navy anti-submarine plane for which
$100 mllIlon is being sought this year to start
what is eventuaHy planned as a $2-bil1lon,
200-plane program.

(This demonstrates another facet of the
weapons-buying business: the initial outlay
may be relatively small, but In practical terms
It commIts Congress to come up with a lot
more money In subsequent years.)

A whole new air defense system against
enemy bombers, including two kinds of air
borne radar and a new interceptor plane.

New devices to help present and future
U.S. bombers pelletrate enemy defenses, in
cluding short-range attack missiles and fly
Ing decoys, both of Which would be fired
from the bombers themselves.

A new light transport plane, now in the
preliminary planning stage, to combine a very
short takeoff ability with a relatively heavy
load capacity.

A new, bigger troop-carrying helicopter to
ferry twice as many men as the familiar
"Huey" used In Vietnam.

A new "heavy lift" helicopter to carry loads
of from 20 to 30 tons of cargo.

The new Cheyenne fire-support helicopter,
scheduled to start coming off the prodUC
tion line this year after a series of cost
boosting design problems and changes.

A new Army heavy tank, stlIl in the re
search stage and under "reassessment" be
causo of "development problems."

A fleet of 15 "fast deployment logistics"
ships which would be able to remain at sea
for long periods of time, fully loaded with
heavy weapons and equipment which could be
put ashore qUickly to support U.S. military
operations. Congress has twice rejected a 30
ship program, but the Defense Department is
asking for $187 million to start a trlmmed
down version of the program.

New nuclear-powered attack SUbmarines,
some designed primarily for high speed and
some to combine speed and silence of opera
tion. The Defense Department has asked for
nearly $400 mlIlion to start the first three of
"a substantial nun1ber" of these submarines.

Three new nuclear-powered alreraft car
riers, costing something over half a billion
dollars each. One is scheduled to join the
fleet In two years, another two years after
that, the third still later.

The manned orbital laboratory, designed to
put men into space for long perlods of time
to find out Whether there are possible mlli

. tary uses for spaCe vehicles. This year's pro-

posed Installment of this project: $556 mll
lion.

There are dozens of other projects on the
Pentagon "shopping Hst." Their abbreVia
tions and acronyms-numbers and letters and
nicknames-fill a 106-page handy little pack
et glossary pUblished by the Defense Elec
tronics Prodl:cts Division of RCA, one of the
major defense contractors.

AXN"t7.\L Ot7TL.-\ Y FOR RESEARCH INCREASING

One measure of the future as the defense
planners see it is in the annual outlay for
research and development by the Defense De
p.lrtment.

It's going up. In the 1965 fiscal year, the
figure was just under $6.5 billion. For the
coming year, the request is $8.3 bllllon. For
"basic" research alone--work on "long-term
scientific problems" and "basic natural phe
nomena"-this year's request Is $443 mllIlon,
a $6.1 mllIion rise over two years ago.

Included in this "basic figure is a $33 mil
lion item for something called "Project
THEMIS"-a program started In 1967 whieh
alms at establishing, by the end of 1970, a
total of 150 "additional academic centers of
defense-related research."

(ThiS was one of the issues raised by former
President Dwight D. Eisenhower in his fare
well address. While his warning about a
"milltary-industrial complex" Is most often
cited, Eisenhower expressed equal coneern
about the danger of government domination
of tile nation's universities and research In
sti tutlons.)

The appetite of the Pentagon for new
weapons development evokes concern not
only from traditional congressional oppo
nent.s of "military waste" but also from a
range of others in and out of government.

A 11igh-Ievel miIit:lry budget specialist
raises one basic question: "You have to look
at the whole array of doctrines. If the Air
Force is preparing to fight a 36-hour war
and the Navy is preparing to refight World
War II, which one do you want?"

A top domestic official In the Nixon admin
istration cites a specific case to make a gen
eral point: "The ABM decision has a strong
scientific component. Whatever the moral
Impllcatlons and so forth If It doesn't work,
we're crazy to bulld It."

A former defense aide has a different kind
of reservation: "If you have these things lying
around, the temptation Is to use them. You
may be less Willing to consider alternatives.
This is not an argument against having
weapons-but an argument for more effec
tive contra!'''

ABM CALLED HERALD OF. FUTURE SPENDING
A number of members of Congress say

they regard the ABM as a symbol of things
to come-t!lat unless It is stopped, the
spending floodgates will open.

"Tne ABM is only tJ:.e opening round as
far as post.Vietnam is concerned," says Rep.
Donald Fl'aser, D-Minn. "We've got to find
a way to combat the growth."

"We should have asked more questions in
the past," says Sen. Quentin Burdick, the
North Dakota Democrat who opposes the
ABM inst:tllatton propo$ed for his state. "No
body is against security, but this time it
isn't security that is the real Issue ... It's
the whole question of whether this thing
just keeps going on and on."

When they look beyond the ABM. the crit
ics in and out of Congress ~end to point
to one item above all others on the military
"shopping list"-the program to put multi
ple warheads on the existing U.S. intercon
tinental oITensi ve missiles.

This "multiple independently targeted re
entry vehlcle"-MIRV in the Pentagon's
acronym-happy jargon-WOUld provide a
mUltiple boost In U.S. strategic offensive
power, for it WOUld. if it worked, allow one
missile to carry three or more warheads
against an equal number of separate targets.

But to men like Fraser, MIRV would be

anyth1ng but an addition to this natIon's
security.

"MIRV 1s really a more serious threat to
escalate the arms race than ABM," he says.
"If you get it fully developed and ready to
deploy, the other fellow can no longer tell
but what you may have deployed It.

"Then he has to do the same to keep up.
As long as it Is being developed, he can trace
it by following test flights. But after that,
his detection systems won't tell him if it Is
deployed. He can't tell how many warheads
are under the tip of the missile In the silo.

"Disarmament efforts may be Immensely
complicated by MIRV."

A former top officiai Intimately Involved
In strategic weapons decisions takes an even
more ominous view:

"Once the MIRV tests go past the point
where we can deplOy It, the Soviet planners
will have to assume we have deployed them.

"In six months to a year we wlII have
passed the paint of no return-as far as the
SOViets are concerned."

MULTIPLE WARHEADS INCREASE PERIL
What worries these men is the arithmetic

of MIRV. If, for example, three warheads In
stead of one could be put In the nose cone of
each of our 1,700 land-based and submarlne
based offensive missiles, we could triple the
number of nuclear warheads we could fire at
the Soviet union-raising the figure to 5,100.

If Soviet planners concluded the U.S. had
the ability to do this, and if they were un
willing to gamble that we had not done it,
they might decide they had to do the same
thing. If they then put triple-warhead tips
on the 1,000 Intercontinental mlsslles we now
believe they have, they could boost their nu
clear warhead total to 3,000.

This process would, in one stroke, raise the
total nuclear strategic arsenal of the two
super-powers from 2,700 to 8,100 warheads
without the construction of a single addi
tional missile.

And if either side found It could put more
than three warheads on each mlsslle-a de
velopment that Is not at all unlikely-Its
planners would have to assume that the other
side had the same capablllty. Then the ensu
Ing bulld-up might Involve not a three-fold,
but a. five- or even eight-fold Increase in war
head numbers.

"The balance of terror would have been
cranked tip another notch," as former Vice
President Hubert Humphrey wrote recently,
and the difficulties of limiting nuclear arms
would not only be added to-but would be
Ilterally multiplied.

But whether the United States bullds
MIRVs-and many of the other new weapons
proposed by the milltary-is a decision not
yet finally made.

Gen. Earle G. Wheeler, chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, told The Minneapolis
Tribune that "these weapons don't belong to
the military, but to the American people for
their defense. We, the mlIltary, are merely
the custodians or operators of them."

How, then, are decisions made in the U.S.
government on defense polley, mllltary
strategy and weapons proc\lrement?

THE DEFEN3E ESTABLISHMENT-XI: OTHER
OPINIONS ARE NOT HEARD

(By Charles W. Bailey and Frank Wright)
WASHINGTON, D.C.-American defense pol

icy is shaped in many places and by many
men.

The great decisions are formally made, In
the end. by only one man: the president of
the United States.

But those decisions are strongly Infiuenced
by others, and the coinage of presidential
action Is often designed and minted long be
fore It is issued by the White House.

Proposals for U.S. foreign policy, defense
policy, military strategy-and for the spend
ing to implement them-'all come together on
the president's desk.
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They come separately from many sources:

the secretary of state, the secretary of de
feme, the Joint Chiefs of Staff of the mili
tary services, the staff of the National Secu
rity Council, the Bureau of the Budget and
the Congress.

Each of these has statutory or constitu
tional authority in the defense field. Each
should, in theory, contribute to an orderly
policy-making process which will permit a
president to select the best course of action
from a set of options whose c03t and con
sequences have been calculated in advance.

But it doesn't always-{)r even often-work
out that way. The reasons are varted. Some
are political, some are personal, some are
structural and some "are simply a matter of
money. ,

The secretary of state is supposed to IJe the
president's principal foreign policy adviser
and overseer of almost all oversea·s U.S. gov
ernment operations.

But his department is ill-equipped, accord
ing to men both inside and outside of it, to
prOVide the kind of policy gUidance a presi
dent needs-or to provide it when he needs it.

The Defense Department. on the other
hand, is amply staffed ("They have full
colonels over there just to handle the junl_
mail," grumbles one White House aide), and
possesses both the resources and the expertise
to provide proposals for almost any national
security contingency.

One man who has served in both the De
fense and State Departments offers this wry
comparison of their relative strengths:
"Which one has handball courts, squash
courts, a bowling alley and a whole gym
nasium right in the building for any junior
officer to use-and which has one little row
Ing machine In a closet whIch only the sec
retary and two or three other guys can use?"

The Budget Bureau, Which can reject the
spending proposals of any other Cabinet of
ficer and force him to bear the burden of an
appeal to the president, cannot do this to the
secretary of defense. Instead, It is the bUdget
director-the president's own fiscal agent
who must appeal the decisions of the defense
secretary. -- -

In addition, while every other department
Is reqUired to deliver Its final bUdget pro
posal by Sept. 15 each year, the separate
military services do not have to get their
money requests to the secretary of defense
uItlI Oct. I, and he does not delivel' his over
all proposal to the White House until late
November-leaving little time for appeal be
fore the budget goes to the printer.

The National Security Council (NSC) staff
is supposed to make sure that the president
hears all relevant opinions and has the wid
est choice of options to deal with problems
before him.

But the NSC staff is small-about two
dozen men-and must depend on the State
and Defense Departments, and the govern
ment's intelligence agencies. for much of its
basic material. Because the departments are
always advocates of their own proposals. it Is
hard to get dispassionate papers from them:
thus the NSC staff, as one of Its members
says, "is always flying in the face of gravity."

The Congress, under the Constitution, has
great power. It alone can levy taxes and ap
propriate funds, it alone can "raise and sup
port armies," and the Senate alone can con
sent-or refuse consent-to treaties 'with
other nations.

But these are essentinlly negati\"e pow
ers-Congress can influence policy by refus
ing to tax, by limiting military strength. by
refusing to approve treaties-and in any
event, as previous articles in this series ha\"e
Indicated, congressional attitudes on defense
matters have In the past been shaped by the
Armed Services and Appropriations Com
mittees, which tend to see eye-to-eye with
the military services.

LOGIC SOMETIMES REVERSED

In theory, decisions should flow In an or
dered sequence: first basic foreign pollc,';
then defense policy to support It; then mill·
tary strategy to implement defense policy;
then military force structures to carry out
strategy: and finally budget decisions to pro
\"Ide the needed forces.

Again, It doesn't always work out so log
Ically. Sometimes money decisions determine
force levels, these in turn affect strategy,
strategy influences defense polley-and de
fense policy dominates foreign policy.

The major concern of those members of
Congress and present or former officials of
the executive branch who question the work
ings of the nation's foreign policy and na
tional security machinery is that the De
fense Department. and the military services,
carry a disproportionate share of infiueI:c2.

"What is needed," says one former top of
ficial, "is a counter to the parochially pre
sented programs and decisions of the Defense
Department. No other part of our s3ciety
functions with so little check and balance.
This is not a plot-it Is the failure of the
rest of our society to develop the expertise
t.o permit reasoned decisions on basic poll
cles."

A key White House assistant puts it this
way: "The question is where the initiative
will lle. The secretary of defense will get pro
posals anyway-the services are staffed to do
It. So they will take the Initiative.

"The State Department Is notoriously
weak. ami It has trouble anyway because it
is always arguing 'political considerations'
against what the services call 'military neces
sities.' "

PENTAGON MAKES DECISIONS

Another former high-level official raises a
question about the way basic defense poli
cies have been decided:

"Our basic policy is to maintain forces
sufficient to fight a land war In Asia, a land
war in Europe and a small 'brush-fire' con
flict somewhere else, all at the same time.

"This was never debated In Congress or by
the publlc. The decision was made in the
Pentagon, not in the Congress or the Budget
Bureau ... decisions In the Pentagon are
not 'hidden: but they are made. The costs
of the missions are not laid out, though the
costs of the weapons are:'

As for the prospect of building up the
Budget Bureau as a tool for controlling the
Defense Department-an idea that has gained
some favor In Congress-men who have
served high up in government think it
wouldn't help much by Itself.

"You have to have leadership, but you
can't expect leadership to get too far ahead
of the country," says one. "The BUdget Bu
reau is not going to take off against the
Joint Chiefs without congressional support.
The Budget Bureau has no political support
on its own ... I can't imagine them going
over to the Pentagon and saying "it's about
time to stop thinking In terms of a land war
in Asia."

One present official suggests that the State
Department Is an unlH:ely controller of the
Defense Department for the same kind of
reason:

"The State Department has no American
constituency. The Pentagon has an enormous
one-in Congre~s, In. terms ofjgbs. industry.
and so on: That's the politics of the Penta
gon-they can cia things for you."

WHICH QUESTIONS WHEN?

Some see the problem as a matter of the
wrong questions being asked at the wrong
times. This is the opinion of one man who
sen-ed several years in a top defense-related
job:

"It is not basically a military jUdgment, for
example, Whether to keep forces in being to
fight a land war In Southeast Asia. That's a
poll tical decision. If you say 'yes: then you
bring the military expertise in.

"The paradOX is that we are more likely
In the office of the secretary of defense, or in
the Budget Bureau-to question the second
step than the first."

Another authority In the national securlt,'
field also sees the problem as one of asking
the right questions-in the wrong order:

"First. you ha,-e to ask whether a particular
mllitary force element (I.e., weapons system
or military unit) is rele\"ant to any possible
conflict.

"Then. given a decision that a certain item
Is needed, what is its cost? If you need a cer
tain number of air groups, for instance, can
you use $4 million planes instead of '$12 mil
lion ones?

"If you say as (former Defense Secretary
Robert) McNamara clld to the Navy. 'you can
have 12 r,ircraft carriers: then the Navy
bullds costlier carriers. If you say 'you can
have X million dollars for carriers: then they
bulld cheaper ones so as to get the greatest
possible number of ships for their officers to
command."

It is not simply a matter of one department
competing with another. either. Sometimes It
Is a matter of several departments trying to
work togeti1er but failing to produce what Is
needed: Sometimes it Is officers In one depart
ment playing the wrong roles: sometimes it
Is one agency being forced to fill a vacuum
created ty another agency's failures.

Washington Is full of inter-agency working
committees. and the national security field is
no exception. Sometimes-as in the case of
the emergency working groups set up to deal
with the 1961 Berlin crisis or the 1962 Cuban
.crlsls-,-they work. welL Often, however, the
result Is what a retired senior official likens to
"the Indian rope trIck: It has no top and
leads nowhere. You cllmb up the rope with
your problem and both you and the problem
disappear."

PERSONALITIES ARE A FACTOR

Sometimes the built-in checks and balances
don't work because of the people involved. An
authoritative study of the national security
maChinery early this year put It this way:
"The civilians in the Department of Defense,
who must battle dally with the joint (mili
tary) staff, are In fact often less 'military'
than their colleagues in the state depart
ment."

And when a department does not produce,
the system is further warped. As the same
stUdy said in discussing the growth of the
NSC staff: "In those instances Where the
State Department response did not measure
up to the president's expectations, the NSC
staff moved in. The result was a slow but
perceptible Increase In the size and activity
of the NSC staff."

Often the presence-or absence-of one
man makes a dil!erence. Deputy Budget DI
rector Phlllp S. Hughes, testifying before a
house committee this year. explained recent
changes this way:

"The personalities have changed, and obVi
ously relationships between personalities do
not al!ect the balance of power within the
executive branch.

"1\11'_ McNamara was a very able man, and
he had a unique set of relationships because
of his capacity and various other consider
ations With two presidents, and With the
Congress on these matters-and these things
affected his ability to act as an Individual."

Freely translated, this would read as fol
lows: McNamara had such standing with
Presidents John F. Kenned" and Lyndon B
Johnson, and was. such a !naster of detail:
that he was able to hold off challenges to his
authority from the mllitary and from Con
gress as well.

But this yery determination-some would
call It "stubbornness"-got McNamara in
trouble. His personality. the frustrations of
the war In Vietnam and his own mistakes
(above all the failure of the FIll plane, a pet
McNamara project) were major factors in
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producing the congressional discontent
which Is now beginning to surface-and
which may produce the first searching look
in two decades at basic national security
policy and the defense establishment itself.

THE DEFENSE ESTABLISHMENT-XII: HALLS OF

CAPITOL ECHO DISSENT

(By Charles W. Bailey and Frank Wright)
WASHINGTON. D.C.-\-Tllese are the voices

of dissent In Congress",
"The illusion of national securitv offered

by the ABlII offers no sanctuary' against
hunger, poverty and ignorance. Hunger and
poverty are mere dangerous than Commu
nism."-Senator Edmund Muskie, D-Maine.

"The proposed deployment of the ABM
arouses my fear of the military-industrial
complex of which President Eisenhower
warned. I have ... my doubts about its mll!
tarv effectiveness, enormous cost and adverse
affects on possible disarmament talks."-Sen.
William Saxbe, R-Ohio.

"Laird is using the missile gap in Congress
the same way Kennedy did--to scare us and
get more money and more weapons."-8en.
William Proxmire, D-Wis.

"First here's the cost. The ABM seems to be
more a beginning of a separate weapons sys
tem, with a clearly identifiable purpose, not
an extension of existing weapons. On the
policy side, I am more concerned with what it
would do to the arms race, to the possibility
that we will ever be able to bring it under
some control."-8en. John Sherman Copper,
R-Ky.

"If Congress is going to bring the ABM and
military spending and policy under control,
it needs outside help from the independent
scientific community. This is the first time
we've had it."-Sen. Quentin Burdick, D-N.D.

BASIC POLICIES FACE CHALLENGES

For several reasons-concern over effective
ness and cost, fear of accelerating the arms
race, an tagonism toward the tactics of Secre
tary of Defense Melvin Laird, fear of further
growth of the defense establishment-op
position to President Nixon's proposed de
ployment of antiballistic missiles has mush
roomed into a challenge of the country's basic
domestic, foreign and military policies.

Sen. Mike Mansfield of Montana, Demo
cratic majority leader, has expressed the
hope that Congress will cut $5 billion from
the Nixon administration's request for $77.6
billion in defense funds for next year.

He says those seeking the trims will have
"greater strength this year" and "more co
hesion" in their efforts than in the past.

The most appealing targets, he said, along
with funds for deployment of the ABM, will
be $187 million for fast-deployment cargo
and troop ships and the general areas of
overseas bases and research and development.

Sen. Walter F. Mondale, D-Minn., a young
liberal in his fifth year in the Senate, sees
the issue this way:

"I've watched every fiscal dividend be
dribbled away. There's not a dime left for
people.

"We ought to put out a book on ourselves.
"The first chapter ought to be what we

think we are as white people.
"The rest should be on what we really are

and what we do to people who can't defend
themselves-the Indians, the blacks, the
Mexican-Americans.

"And then we call them animals because
they don't react right after we've beat them
flat.

"If you want to destroy the defensive ca
pacity of our nation, just keep it up the way
we've been going. If these young militants
on the campuses and in the political parties
are going to be the leaders-and someday
they are-they are not going to be interested
in keeping this kind of society together."

In addition to the cost, l\londale sees these
results flowing from an ABM deployment:

"You might start a war" because-with

only 15 or 20 minutes at most to react to an
incoming missile or What is believed to be
an incoming missile-the decision to fire an
ABM "devolves dov,,"]l from the President to
a lieutenant on tbe line or maybe to a
computer."

It strengthens "the hard liners in both
camps, our side and the Russians."

You "focus society more on weapons.:'
And, when people are "afraid in a military
sense, there is no environment for dealing
with human problems."

You "fracture" your society even further
because "when there is no money for dealing
with human problems" you "harden the
splits."

The opposition to the ABl\I numbers about
a third of the House and, more importantly,
about half the Senate.

LARGE, MORE VOCAL OPPOSITION

Although it is conceded that the ABM will
pass the House, the opposition there is ex
pected to be larger, better organized and
more vocal than ever before.

Much of it is centered around members of
the Democratic Study Group (DSG) , headed
by Rep. Donald Fraser, D.-Minn.

Its interest is not limited to the ABM.
The DSG task force on defense matters is

urging members to testify on the entire
1970 military budget before the House Armed
Services Committee.

The committee, chaired by Rep. L. Mendel
Rivers, D-S.C., almost never hears witnesses
hostile to weapons proposals. They are not
invited, and in the past seldom have asked
to appear.

Fraser will be among those who will ask
this ye"r.

He said he intends to propose that some
of the "lower priority military items"-such
as Rivers' pet proposal for a $3.8-blllion start
next year on a new Navy-be dropped in
favor of domestic programs.

Rivers is arguing that we need a new
Navy because the existing one is getting old,
and the SOViet Union rapidly is building a
new one.

Others, inclucling a former high-level offi
cial of the Defense Department, say we don't
need a new fieet.

"A ship is just a platform to fire weapons
from. It doesn't nave to, be new . , , It just
has to be seaworthy," he argued.

The Senate opposition to the ABM is more
solid than in the House, claiming enough
votes to defeat deployment appropriations.
The administration, while not conceding de
feat, acknowledges the vote will be close.

SENATE WILL FEEL PRESSURE

Also, although the opposition includes
Democratic floor leaders Mansfield and Ed
ward Kennedy of Massachusetts, it Is more
bipartisan than in the House. Some 15 to
20 Republicans have sided with 30 to 35
Democrats against the AB1\!.

When the Republican administration
starts to put on the pressure at voting time,
it will be those 15 or 20 who will feel it
most.

The question is whether they wlll be orga
nized well enough to hold firm.

As in the House, the Senate challenge
to the defense establishment has broadened
beyond the ABl\I.

A subcommittee headed by Sen. Stuart
Symington, D-Mo., is probing the whole
stnlcture and rationale of the vast U.S.
system of more than 400 overseas military
bases.

Proxmire, chairman of the economy in
government subcommittee, is trying to block
Defense Department plans to start work on
a new manned bomber to replace the B-52,
workhorse of the Vietnam war as well as
our principal strategic bomber.

Efforts will be made to challenge other
weapons systems, too, and, in the words of
Sen. Gaylord Nelson, D-Wis., "There will be
·a lot tougher evaluation from now on."

Some moves also have been made to make
the structure of the Senate at least a. shade
more fiexlble.

Sen. John Stennis, D-Miss., chairman of
the Armed Services Committee, was per
suaded to allow several scientists critical of
the ABl\l to testify earlier this week, a most
unusual procedure for a committee used to
hearing only the Pentagon siqe of things.

And Sen. Albert Gore, D-Tenn., has moved
his disarmament SUbcommittee, a division of
the Foreign Relations Committee, onto Sten
nis' territory by holding his own ABM hear
ings.

"LAIRD'S BELLIGERENCE IRKS FOES

One of the things which has hardened the
opposition is Laird's occasional personal bel
ligerence on the issue and his contention that
th~ Russians will in a few years be able to
knock out our Minuteman and Polaris retal
iatory power with their SS9s.

Numerous members of Congress simply do
not accept the argument that the SOViet
Union by the mid-1970s could destroy in one
swoop so many of dur 2,000 intercontinental
ballistic mlssiles-stashed in scattered con
crete silos on land and in moving submarines
at sea-that we could not fight back effec
tively.

"I find it incredible to be expected to be
lieve that the Soviets could knock out our re
taliatory power. It's irresponsible for Laird
to claim they could," Fraser said.

"Laird is ridiculous when he says we
couldn't retalIate without the ABM to protect
us," Burdick said. "We'd have a second-strike
capabillty no matter what they did."

Sen. Eugene McCarthy, D-Minn., expressed
the theory that part of the attack on Laird is
pent-up congressional venom left over from
the days when many members felt intimi
dated and silenced by his predecessor, Robert
McNamara.

"McNamara may have reestablished civilian
control at the Pentagon, but he also estab
lished the idea that they couldn't do any
thing wrong over there," McCarthy said.
"That made it dOUbly hard for Congress to
get at the Defense Department.

PENTAGON INFALLIBrLITY IS GONE

"It was worse than trying to lay siege to a
fort. you were really trying to lay siege to a
fort with a moat around it.

"With Laird it's different. People here have
served in Congress with him. And there isn't
anybody who doesn't think he knows at least
as much about defense as Laird. The infalli
bility is gone. That's why he's such a good
appointment," McCarthy said.

MCCarthy Is hopeful that Laird will permit
the milltary services to resume the frequent
public feuding over money and weapons that <

existed in the days before McNamara man
aged to confine most of it inside the Pen
tagon.

The senator said he thinks that pUblic
claims and counterclaims from the Army,
Navy and Air Force wlll give Congress a
chance to make better informed decisions.

"You know how the services are-each
branch wants enough to not only defeat the
enemy but the other two branches as well,"
he said.

It shOUld be pointed out, however, that
such a system depends for its success on
the congressmen who oversee it. The feuding
of the pre-McNamara era did not result in
many cutbacks.

Help against the ABM is coming from out
side Congress.

Technical Information is being prOVided by
scientists ("not one independent scientist
has spoken out for deployment," says Bur
dick) . and political support by citizens
groups.

The newest and most prestigious of the
latter Is the National Citizens Committee
COncerned About Deployment of the AB!\.!.

Its cochairmen are Arthur Goldberg, United
Nations ambassador during the Johnson ad-
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ministration. and Roswell Gilpatrick, deputy
secretary of defense in the same adminis
tration.

THE CAMPAIGN IS UNDER WAY
Other members include Dr. Herbert F. York,

director of defense research and development
under Eisenhower and now chancellor of
the University of Callfornia at San Diego;
R. J. Miller, vice-chairman of Ford Motor Co.,
which ranked 19th among defense contractors
last year; Whitney Young Jr., director of the
Urban League; Averell Harriman, former
Vietnam peace negotiator.

So, the campaign is under way.
Arthur Larson, director of the World Rule

of Law Center at Duke ·Universlty and former
special assistant to Eisenhower, described it
thus:

"The only voice in the land is no longer the
one that says the boys in the Pentagon must
have everything they say they need. We now
are saying that the children back home must
have some of the things they need, too,"

It appears that the opponents have a fair
chance, at least, to block the ABM.

They hope to go on from there to apply
a newly critical and continuing judgment to
the entire defense establishment.

THE DEFENSE ESTABLISHMENT-XIII: Is IT
BIGGER THAN THE U.S. GOVERNMENT?

(By Charles W. Balley and Frank Wright)
WASHINGTON, D.C.-Can the nation's de

fense establlshment be controlled?
"There is a real question whether you can

exercise either fiscal or pollcy control over
it," says former Vice-President Hubert H.
Humphrey, who has been involved in the
process for the last 20 years.

"It is either so patriotic you can't touch
it-or so semantically removed you can't
even reach it," says a key oilicia1 who has
spent a decade in the national security field.

"It isn't a question of good against bad,"
Minnesota's Sen. Walter F. Mondale says.
"But we have such a big defense establlsh
ment now that there's It good question if it
isn't bigger than the U.S. government."

Notall the opinions are so gloomy-one
former defense aide benses "a tide swing
ing against the military, and it may swing
hard"-but a common strain of pessimism
runs through the comments of the many
men in and out of government who are con
cerned about defense poliCy and spending.

The question is getting more attention
right now-from Congress, the public, in
print and on the air, and within the de
fense establlshment itself-than ever before.

PROPOSALS ARE LISTED
A half-dozen proposals for study of the

current U.S. defense structure and its im
pllcations for future national policy are
either under way, about to start or in the
planning stage:

Defense Secretary Melvin Laird has an
nounced a "blue-ribbon" committee to make
"a thorough, independent and objective
study of the defense community,"

Deputy Defense Secretary David Packard is
now directing a high-priority administration
review of U.S. defense strategy and examina
tion of both the U.S. role in the world and
the milltary forces reqUired to fulfill that
role.

There are a number of proposals for con
gressional stUdy of both short-range and
long-term issues, from how to exercise con
tinuing closer scrutiny oyer defense pollcy
and spending to whether we need so many
onrseas mllitary bases.

At least one major priyately financed
study is in process, and influential publlc
men and private citizens are working to es
tablish a permanent nongovernmental com
mission to keep a continuing watch oyer
defense programs and pollcies.

Finally, and perhaps most significant, a
growing number of senators and representa
tives are preparing to try to force a major

publlc and congressional debate on the entire
range of U.S. defense policies.

The starting point will be the Senate fight
over the Nixon administration's antiballistic
missile system. But, as one top White House
aide says, "The Senate is not really debating
the ABM. I think the issue is really our
whole foreign policy and our whole scale of
military spending. Some think that we have
gone too far."

EYERYTHING THEY ASKED-AND MORE
The very fact that a major floor figh t is

breWing is itself testimony to the frustrations
and fallures of previous efforts to put a brake
on the constantly growing defense establish
ment-or to influence the policies that have
spurred its growth.

One factor, mentioned earlier in this series
of reports, has been the readiness of the
congressional Armed Services and Appropria
tions Committees to give the milltary services
everything they asked for-and sometimes a
little bit more.

Most of the critics see no hope of per
suading these "military committees" of Con
gress to exercise tighter control. So they are
looking to the Senate and House floors, or
to the creation of some new Joint Senate
House committee with ample staff and a
strong grant of authority. as possible
al ternatives.

But some see this as an unllkely remedy.
"There is no structural way Congress can
control this," Mondale said. "We just have
to do it politically-we just have to fight."

Others look in different, and sometimes
conflicting, directions.

"We've made .cuts from time.J6 time,"
claimed Sen. Henry M. Jackson, D.-Wash.• a
powerful member of the Senate Armed Serv
ices Committee. "But the real move has to
come from the head of the Defense Depart
ment."

That won't be enough, argued an aide to
former Defense Secretary Robert McNamara.
"Probably the best way is to bUild up the
Bureau of the BUdget ... not so much to
review or appeal on dollar amounts as to
compare national needs.

Humphrey, from his own experiences in
both the legislative and executive branches,
agreed but sees an additional requirement:

"You have to have a strong inside White
House staff, loyal only to the president. with
no departmental loyaltles at all,"

HOW MUCH IS ENOUGH?
Another ex-oilicial pointed to a little

noticed presidential staff oilice as a potential
strong point of control over military policy:
"I think there is a real possibility of restoring
the President's Science Advisorv Council to
the position it had under Eisenhower. Then
it was critical-in both senses: It played a
key role and it provided essential defense
critiques. Those are not going to be done
in The BUilding."

(There is a hint where power lles in the
fact that people who work in the Pentagon
refer to its as "The BUilding." As one of them
says, "The other place is the White Honse.")

But the same man goes on to argue that
in the executiye branch of goyernment. it is
really all up to one man: "The president has
the crucial role. The White House is the real
place where the buck stops."

And, in a sense. he is supported by all t.l1e
others who seek tighter controis in other ex
ecutiye offices, for all of them-in State and
Defense. in the Budget Bureau. on the presi
dent's own staff--can, in the end. only pro
Yide information and advice to the man who
must decide.

The kind of question that a president
and sometimes only a president--can ask is
exemplified by one former official's account of
a decision on the size of U.S. misslle forces:

"Once l\IcNamara had a great fight with
the Joint Chiefs o\'er how many missiles we
needed. They wanted 1,200 and he wanted
1.000. He won. and went to the President
with the recommendation.

"Kennedy looked at the paper, and the first
thing he said was, 'How do you know you
don't enly need SOO?'"

ISSUES ARE F AR FRO~I SIMPLE

Another retired high oilicial, recalllng for
mer President Dwight D. Eisenhower's suc
cess in holding down military spending by
simply imposing a bUdgetary ceiling, sug
gesting this may be the only practical device:

"It's a hell of a thing to say, but maybe
the only way you can control them is to deny
them all the money they need to meet all
the policy commitments."

But if it comes down to a matter of
money-and most of those who wrestle with
the issue agree in some form with the former
White House aide who said, "Christ, yes, it's
the money"-then even a determined Presi
dent must rely on Congress to back him up.

As pointed out earlier in these articles, the
powers of Congress in the national security
field are essentially negative. Whlle this
llmits congressional ablllty to shape pollcy
formation, It means that in theory, at least,
Congress is ideally situated to control spend
ing-although in practice it has falled to
exercise this power.

But however strong the will to control at
either end of Pennsylvania Av., the under
lying questions trouble men of good wlll no
matter what their personal views.

No one would disagree with Jackson's
assertion that "publlc oilicials have an over
riding responsiblllty to the American people
to mal.e the most carefUl, balanced judg
ments on the critical issues of national safety
and survival." But those issues are far from
simple,

What should be the nation's priorities?
Can we have both all the guns and all the
butter we wish-or must we, in order to meet
urgent domestic needs, cut back on our for
eign policy and defense commitments? Or
must we leave those commitments undimin
ished and meet them in full regardless of
problems at home?

"The defense of the country has to have
the highest priority," said Packard. "'The so
lution to our social problems has to have a
high priority-almost as high, perhaps,"

"We've got a combined domestic problem
of perhaps a trlllion dollars," said Mondale.
"If we keep on taking weapons flrst, there
will never be anything left."

Can defense spending be cut in the face
of a continuing Communist threat to world
peace? Do we dare limit our arms outlays
whlle the Soviet Union continues to preach
and-as in Czechoslovakia-to practice ex
pansionist policies?

How big a role can the public-and the
average member of Congress with only lim
ited access to secret data-play In defense
policy-making in an era of immensely com
plex, very expensive and awesomely destruc
tive weapons?

Here the argument runs both ways. It is
hard for the average citizen to grasp the tech
nicalities, understand the scientific argu
ments or measure the destructiveness of
modern weaponry. But just because of these
diffiCUlties, it may be all the more important
for deCisions to be made on the basis of the
broadest possible participation.

What is the proper role for the United
States In the world of today and tomorrow?
Should the United states go back to thes1(art
and reexamine all the decisions of the 1940s
which put it for the first time in a world
role?

Must the United States somehow. whether
because of domestic needs or changing world
political circumstances, cut back its rcile
in global peace-keeping? Or should it main
tain its established policy of containing the
spread of communism, by military force if
necessary?

None of the answers to these questions wllI
come eas!!y, especially in a world where na
tions build great mllitary forces not to go to
war but in an effort to prevent war-a world
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where weapons are bUilt, as one scholar sug
gested, "not to be used but to be manipu
lated."

But however hard the questions, they are
at least beIng asked. some for the first time
In 20 years, some for the first time ever.
Upon the course of the debate, and the kind
of answers that emerge, may depend the
place of the United States in the next. dec
ades---or the next century.

THE DEFE>lSE ESTABLISHMENT

Enormous by any measurement-budget,
destructive power, influence on AmerIcan
society and world politics-the defense es
tablishment of the United states is beginning
to receive public attention commensurate
wIth its size. A series of 13 articles in The
Tribune by Washington correspondents
Charles Bailey and Frank WrIght has exam
ined the political and economic interrelation
ships Which. by their number and complexity.
make control of the defense establishment so
difficult. As the last of those articles pOinted
out yesterday. "the underlying questions
:rouble men of good will no matter what
their personal views."

The difference between 1969 and previous
years is that now, for the first time. many of
those underlying questions are being brought
out for examination. More than at any time
since the Korean War, members of Congress
are shOWing an unwlllingness to accept with
out question the budget proposals urged by
the administration or by their own armed
services committees. The questioning arises
on two related but separable grounds.

One is national security policy. There seems
to be no serious move to repUdiate this coun
try's role of defense leadership as one of the
two nuclear superpowers. There is not much
question that the United States has the in
dustrial strength to continue and, if neces
sary, expand Its defense spendIng. But there
is a serious question whetHer natIonal secu
rity is best served by the defense posture that
bas evolved In the past decade. That is,
should the United States strIve toward a
military readiness which combInes nuclear
deterrence with the ability to fight limited
(non-nuclear) wars anywhere in the world
and the ability to proVide counterinsurgency
advice. or special forces for friendly govern
ments?

The answer, we suggest, lies neither In the
omnipotence which an affirmative response
would imply nor in such rhetoric as "No more
Vletnams." Nuclear sufficiency Is at hand;
containment Is no longer an adequate catch
all policy to justify the present extent of
overseas bases and commitments; but no neat
list of contingencies can be drawn to cover
the future. This means selectivity, not
across-the-board shrinkage. There Is evi
dence, for example, that the U.S. contribu
tion to NATO shOUld be increased, rather
than held at present levels or diminished.

The other source of questlonlng is eco
nomic, the meshing of defense and domestic
priorities at a time of Increasing pressure
to restrain the national bUdget, slow infla
tion and reverse the adverse trends In bal
ance of payments and trade. High levels of
defense spending work against all those ob
jectives. and tile growing movement for a
substantial red llctlon in the defense bUdget
seems to us well-founded.

If lower defense spending is a practical
objective-and we think it Is-two ap
proaches are apparent. One is that old saw,
"Cut out waste." The phrase Is old but not
obsolete. The Bailey-Wrigh t series quoted
Adm. Rickover's assertion tha t $2 billion
could be Cllt simply by better management.
Examples were given of excessive defense
contractor profits, contrary to recent docu
mentation offered by the Industry group
Itself. Congress has been too prone to fund
questionable projects and In some cases to
exceed departmental requests. Improvements
are therefore needed, but even if all defense
"waste" were eliminated-a goal achieved by

no other organization--only the periphery
of the problem would be attacked.

The core is the polltlcal decision on na
tional security. Budget management, con
gressional pressure, study commissions and
public opinion can Influence but not control
the defense-polley decisions which, in the
end. must come from the White House. Bit
ter critics of Vietnam or the ABM or the FHI
should not be faulted for trying to correct
what they see as unjust or foolhardy. Simi
larly the Defense Department should not be
condemned for advocating military prepared
ness or falling to produce an eyanescent
Vietnam "peace dividend."

We believe the requirement for political
de~lsion is causing the country to re-evaluate.
not retrea t from, global military responsibil
Ities. We believe It Is a necessary examination
and one which Is leading to the conclusion
that both national and international secu
rity will be served by a smaller U.S. defense
budget. And we believe that President Nixon
should begin now the process of sele~tlve

reductions.

PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE ON ORGA
NIZED CRIME IS ENCOURAGING
OMEN
Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President. in an

other place in this issUe of the CON
GRESSIONAL RECORD will be found the
Attorney General's transmittal letter
addressed to the Senate concerning the
proposed "megal Gambling Business
Control Act of 1969," together with re
marks, discussIon, and text relating to
it.

It is the first concrete step to imple
ment the President's declaration of war
on organized crime as set out in his
message on organized crime which was
received in the Congress on Friday of
last week. My instant remarks will be
directed to the substance and the signifi
cance of that message.

The American people will be greatly
encouraged by that message because it
clearly constitutes a declaration of war
on organized crime. The President cor
rectly analyzed and stated the threat
which such crime poses for the Nation.
He correctly called attention to the ne
cessity that this Government wldertake
a concerted and persistent attack sup
ported by the necessary funds and man
power.

As we know, recent statistics have
shown that serious crime has increased
17 percent, Murder has increased 14
percent, armed robbery has increased 29
percent, and larceny has increased 21
percent. we must not forget that per
haps as much as 50 percent of the street
crime is a direct or indirect result of
the activities of organized crime. When
the President levels his guns on orga
nized crime, then he is attacking one of
the great causes of street crime.

It is the deliberate destruction of hu
man beings, their health, and their dig
nity. however, that makes organized
crime the heinous thing it is. Through
narcotics, prostitution, gambling, loan
sharking, blibery, and extortion, the hu
man toll is terrible, And it is the poor,
Mr. President. crowded into our large
cities who furnish many of the victims.
It is easy to pick on the downtrodden,
Fear is all the more a formidable weapon
when used on the defenseless.

In the past, Federal and local govern
ments have aimed their efforts at pros
ecuting and imprisoning the leaders of

organized crime. This, of course, is an
essential step. Despite the number of
prosecutions and convictions, however,
the fact remains that not one of the 24
known families of La Cosa Nostra has
been destroyed, The reason is simple.
Organized crime is a business that may
gross as much as $50 billion a year. With.
such an incentive. there are always eager
replacements, \villing to take a risk of
prosecution.

The assault against organized crime,
then, must be two pronged. Prosecute
the overlords and destroy the financial
structure and stability of their empire.
This is precisely what President Nixon
has proposed. Although he recommends
a witness immunity statute and effective
laws on bribery. it is in designating gam
bling revenues as the prime target that
the President has aimed at the jugular
vein of organized crime.

It was most pleasing to me to note that
President Nixon has endorsed S, 1624,
the Wagering Tax Amendments of 1969,
which I introduced on March 20, 1969.
Identical legislation was introduced also
in the other body by the distingUished
Representative from Virginia (Mr.
POFF) •

The wagering tax bill will revitalize
the provisions of the Internal Revenue
Code aimed at gambling which were
rendered ineffective by the U.S. Supreme
Court in the Marchetti and Grosso de
cisions. By regulating the use of infor
mation furnished to Internal Revenue,
the problems posed by the fifth amend
ment prohibition against compelled tes
timony are removed. The 10 percent tax
on gross wagers will then be collectible.
In addition, the fees required by opera
tors of a gambling enterprise will be in
creased from $100 to $1,000,

During the presidential campaign,
President Nixon called organized crime
the. tapeworm of American society and
promised forceful action against it. In
his message to Congress todaY, he said:

Organized crime has deeplY penetrated
broad segments of American life. In our
great cities It is operating prosperous crim
Inal cartels. In our suburban areas and
smaller cities, It is expanding Its corrosive
Influence. .

This is the threat that must be met.
The priorities are clear. The President's
decision to increase the budget for the
Department of Justice by $25 million to
increase the fight against crime was a
necessary one. It will be the purpose of
this admnistration to do everything pos
sible to protect the lives and livelihood
of the American people from the ravages
of crime.

Further, the President has ordered an
evaluation of the effectiveness of exist
ing organization to fight crime, This is
a wise procedure to fallo,,:'. T1F Advisorv
Council on Executive Organizati:m. ca~
provide valuable guid9nCe i':1 th's fiEld.

In emphasizing the importance of per
manent field offices to fight organized
crime and in using the special Federal
State racket squad in New York City, the
President has affirmed his willingness to
organize and reorgsnize in any way nec
essary to most effectively fight organized
crime.

President Nixon has covered many of
the major parts of the effort against




