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ABSTRACT 

The role of Congress in the defense policy process 

is analyzed in an input-output framework in which informa

tion is treated as an input, congressional committees as 

conversion vehicles for transforming information into 
i 

policy, and authoritative decisions about defense issues 

are considered as outputs. The sources of information are 

treated as key variables in testing the hypothesis that 

Congress tends to be more influential in defense policy 

areas where it has its own independent information sources 

than in those defense matters characterized by committee 

dependence upon the executive branch as a sole source of 

information. 

Congressional committee-Department of Defense 

relationships are shaped by reciprocal needs and tensions. 

Either branch may propose policies but each needs the 

consent of the other to move them forward. Tension between 

the majority rule decision making systems on the legislative 

side and the hierarchical system on the executive side, 

stemming from different bases for authority, functions, 

structures, and information processing methods, is institu

tionalized in norms permitting either branch to veto pro

posals of the other at many stages in the policy process. 
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The authority of the Armed Services and Appropria

tions Committees to forward defense programs or veto 

administration proposals is derived from Congress, which 

usually accepts the recommendations of its specialized work 

groups. The latter, however, are accorded wide discretion 

in the interpretation of their roles, resulting in broad 

variations over time and from one defense policy area to 

another. In most defense issue areas, the authoritative 

committees have played a passive role. Other committees, 

, lacking formal authority to forward programs or veto pro

posals, have attempted to influence defense policy by 

drawing on information sources not utilized by the 
j ' 

authoritative committees. 

One measure of committee influence is defense 

related employment in members' constituencies. The Armed 

Services Committees in 1968 were near microcosms of their 
I 

parent chambers in nearly every respect but one; the 

constituencies of members enjoyed higher than average 

military base employment, suggesting committee influence 

in military construction policies. No similar association 

was found with respect to private defense plant employment. 

Military construction appropriations subcommittees also 

appear to influence military construction policies but not 

defense contracting decisions. 

Further analysis of budgetary data and legislative 

histories suggests strong congressional influence in 

i 



policies concerning military construction, reserve forces, 

selective service, and military pay—all issue areas where 

members have ready access to information and feedback from 

sources other than the Department of Defense. On issues of 

civil defense shelters and universal military training the 

committees denied administration proposals outright, demon

strating confidence in their own sources of information. 
I 

In matters of weapons development and procurement, 

the military committees have depended upon the Department of 

Defense for information and thus have usually ratified 

administration proposals. Occasionally committees have 

taken issue with the Defense Secretary, responding to con

flicting advice of the military services, in mostly unsuc

cessful efforts to obtain additional procurement funds. The 

power to reject programs, the most potent tool of committee 

authority, has seldom been used in the procurement policy 

process. 

Because Congress is weak vis-^-vis the executive 

branch in most defense policy issue areas but is strong in 

some, its weakness cannot be attributed solely to the 

peculiarities of defense policy. Congressional weakness 

appears to be associated with dependence upon the executive 

branch for information. Conversely, its ability to exercise 

influence is linked with independent information sources 

which permit development and support of alternative posi

tions. If congressional committees want to be influential 
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in defense procurement and other technical issue areas, it 

is probably necessary for them to establish and maintain 

their own independent sources of information and advice. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

During 1968 and 1969 there was intense congressional 

interest in reduction of the defense budget and in modifying 

or cancelling certain weapons procurement programs such as 

the anti-ballistic missile (ABM) and the multiple inde

pendently targeted re-entry vehicle (MIRV). Although 

Congress succeeded in reducing defense appropriations con

siderably below administration requests all major weapons 

procurement programs withstood specific attacks by a number 

of congressional committees and emerged intact from the 

legislative process.^" These events lead to a question of 

ever-increasing significance as the arms race continues into 

its third decade; are there some aspects of military spend

ing beyond congressional control? 

Congressman William S. Moorhead (D-Pa.) has stated 

flatly that Congress cannot influence the military budget 

because of its ignorance of the issues and programs: 

As I look back on my decade in Congress, I would 
say, indulging in a bit of hindsight, that the 
$80 billion military budget has been out of control 

1. The following year, 1970, which is beyond the 
scope of this study, the ABM program was reduced by 
Congress, i.e., its expansion was curtailed, but neither the 
ABM nor any other major system has been rejected by 
Congress. 

1 



or nearly so for all of those 10 years. ... In 
the case of agriculture or education, for example, 
those of us who are not on the relevant committees 
can make an independent judgment because the 
issues and the programs are not shrouded in secrecy 
and wrapped in the flag. When the military matters 
come before Congress we are told they are too 
complex to be properly understood by the Congress 
generally and the American public ... I would 
conclude, therefore, that the Congress, at least 
as presently structured, cannot control the 
military budget.^ 

Congressman Moorhead has touched on the crux of the 

problem which is examined by this research. There are some 

issue areas, like agriculture and education, about which 

members of Congress can make an "independent judgment" and 

thus exercise influence over policy. But there are others 

apparently beyond congressional influence, at least in 

practice if not in theory. However, Moorhead's sweeping 

assertion that the entire military budget is out of con

gressional control is not quite correct. Within the broad 

range of programs embraced by the defense budget Congress 

has demonstrated the impact of its influence at various 

times on selected issues. In 1968 and 1969, for example, 

congressional action resulted in overall reductions of the 

defense budget. Congressional influence on military reserve 

issues and military pay matters has frustrated more than one 

President. Congress appears to be a powerful influence on 

2. Address delivered before the Sixteenth Annual 
Institute on Government Contracts, May 8, 1969, reproduced 
in Congressional Record. Daily Edition, July 16, 1969, 
p. H5982. 
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military construction policy. On the other hand, few, if 

any major weapons programs recommended by the executive 

branch have ever been rejected by the legislative branch. 

The purpose of this study is to test the proposition 

that the extent of congressional influence on a particular 

public policy is related to Congress1 independent sources of 

information and advice about that policy area. When 
l 

Congress, as it functions through its committees, forms 

judgments based on knowledge and recommendations derived 

from sources other than the administration, it is likely to 

be an active participant in the formation and alteration of 

3 public policy. When committees are limited to administra

tion recommendations as the sole source of their information 

and advice, their role in the policy process is likely to be 

that of passive legitimators of executive branch initia

tives. 

The proposition will be tested by means of a study 

of various indicators of congressional influence on defense 

4 policy in the postwar period. Because defense policy 

3. The term "administration" means the highest 
levels of the executive branch, and administration 
recommendations are the official, departmental recommenda
tions which reflect the President's program. Administration 
views may be distinguished from dissenting opinions leaked 
to Congress in opposition to the official party line. 

4. The term "defense policy" is used rather than 
the customary "national security policy" to denote a 
specialized area of the latter. Defense policy is defined 
here as the annual program recommendations of the Department 
of Defense (DOD) requiring congressional authorizations and 
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includes a broad spectrum of programs ranging from common

place and public matters like levels of military pay to 

sophisticated and secret activities like weapons research, 

the proposition regarding sources of information and advice 

5 has special relevance. Some programs, like military 

construction, seem to generate information flows to Congress 

providing sources of knowledge independent of administration 

advice; others, like weapons research, do not generate such 

information flows. 

Congressional Influence 

The determination of whether congressional capability 

to influence executive policy proposals is related to 

appropriations. In this sense defense policy is a major 
means to the objectives of national security policy. These 
objectives in the postwar period have centered on the 
concepts of deterrence of attack on the homeland and con
tainment of Communist expansionism. The distinction is made 
to facilitate analysis of congressional committee influence; 
not to depreciate the overriding importance of deterrence 
and containment as the central policy objectives in the 
postwar period. While there is no disagreement in American 
policy making circles as to the desirability of preventing 
an attack on the homeland, or on containing expansionism 
that ultimately endangers the safety of the homeland, there 
is conflict about the proper means to achieve these ends. 
Conflict over means is manifested in the policy process that 
determines levels of effort. Defense policy, then, can be 
thought of as the choice of means; the money and program 
decisions which appear in the annual budget proposals of 
DOD. 

5. The terms "information" and "knowledge" are used 
interchangeably to denote both the facts about matters and 
the states of opinion with respect to those matters. The 
term "advice" suggests an interpretation of information 
which leads to a recommendation for some kind of action. 
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Congress1 independent information resources appears to be a 

matter of importance; to the question of the viability of 

Congress in an age of increasing executive branch dominance, 

to the American tradition of pluralistic policy making in a 

time when technical or expert advice is a principal compo

nent of many issue areas, and to the reasonable goal of more 

informed decision making. 

In spite of the significance of the defense budget 

as representing about half of the administrative budget (or, 

since fiscal 1969, about one-third of the newly adopted 

unified budget) there have been relatively few studies 

treating the congressional role in defense policy, and none 

which have examined the strategies and patterns of committee 

influence.^ The question of Congress' independent 

6. Among studies which link congressional com
mittees to defense programs are two which examine the work 
of the appropriations subcommittees, but neglect the role of 
the other military committees: Elias Huzar, The Purse and 
the Sword. 1933-1950 (Ithaca, N. Y.: Cornell, 1950); Edward 
A. Kolodziej, The Uncommon Defense and Congress. 1945-1963 
(Columbus: Ohio State University Press, 1966). Samuel P. 
Huntington provides a general history of the Truman and 
Eisenhower periods with many references to the role of 
Congress in The Common Defense (New York: Columbia Uni
versity Press, 1961). Two specialized historical studies 
which treat the congressional role in respect to a limited 
issue, over a limited period of time are: Paul Y. Hammond, 
"Super Carriers and B-36 Bombers: Appropriations, Strategy, 
and Politics," in Harold Stein, ed. American Civil-Military 
Decisions (Birmingham: University of Alabama Press, 1963), 
pp. 465-567; Warner R. Schilling, "The Politics of National 
Defense: Fiscal 1950," in Warner R. Schilling, Paul Y. 
Hammond, and Glenn H. Snyder, Strategy. Politics, and 
Defense Budgets (New York: Columbia University Press, 1962), 
pp. 1-267. There are two useful articles which grapple with 
the problem of congressional influence on military policy: 
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information resources, although treated in the literature 

indirectly as pressure group activity, constituency 

interest or expert advice, has not been explored in terms 

of the relationship between Congress1 access to information 

7 and its influence on policy. This approach examines the 

influence of Congress on defense policy from the point of 

view that congressional influence is strong in some areas of 

Lewis Anthony Dexter, "Congressmen and the Making of 
Military Policy," in Robert L. Peabody and Nelson W. Polsby, 
ed. New Perspectives on the House of Representatives 
(Chicago: Rand McNally and Co., 1963), pp. 303-323; Raymond 
H. Dawson, "Congressional Innovation and Intervention in 
Defense Policy: Legislative Authorization of Weapons 
Systems," American Political Science Review. LVI (March, 
1962), 42-57, also in Peabody and Polsby, pp. 275-303. 

There is a growing body of literature on congres
sional committees which has helped add to the understanding 
of the role of the defense related committees. The appro
priations committees are thoroughly explored in Richard F. 
Fenno, Jr., The Power of the Purse (Boston: Little, Brown 
and Company, 1966). The Ways and Means Committee is treated 
in John F. Manley, "The House Committee on Ways and Means: 
Conflict Management in a Congressional Committee," American 
Political Science Review. LIX (December, 1965), 927-939. 
Other studies treat specific policy areas such as Richard 
F. Fenno, Jr. and Frank J. Munger, National Politics and 
Federal Aid to Education (Syracuse: Syracuse University 
Press, 1962); James R. Kerr, "Congress and Space: Overview 
or Oversight?," Public Administration Review. XXV (September, 
1965), 185-192; Charles O. Jones, "Representation in 
Congress: The Case of the House Agriculture Committee," 
American Political Science Review. LV (June, 1961), 358-367. 
An important study which treats both civilian and military 
aspects of atomic energy is Harold P. Green and Alan 
Rosenthal, Government of the Atom (New York: Atherton Press, 
1963). 

7. One study suggesting that lobbyists are sources 
of information is Lester W. Milbrath's "Lobbying As a Com
munication Process," Public Opinion Quarterly. XXIV (Spring, 
1960), 32-53. However, the relationship between information 
sources and policy was not explored. 
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defense and weak in others, and that the influence of 

Congress is related to its independent information sources. 

Lurking behind this research is a deep concern for 

the continued viability of Congress in policy making. In 

highly technical areas such as weapons development, the 

executive branch has a near monopoly of information and 

legislators are at a disadvantage. If decisions are made in 

the executive branch by administrators on the basis of 

expertise and passed on to Congress for ratification, 

traditional processes stressing pluralism and open discus

sion of alternatives are bypassed. The legislative branch 

remains representative only when it ensures the representa

tion of many points of view in the policy making process, 

and it remains accountable only if it makes judgments on the 

basis of several viewpoints, rather than solely on the basis 

of executive branch advice. It is not simply a case of the 

Presidency versus Congress. It is not the President who has 

the monopoly on technical information; he cannot know all 

the facts about all the matters for which he is responsible 

and he is, to a great extent, necessarily under the influ

ence of his advisers. At issue is the conflict between 

bureaucrats, expert bureaucrats in this case, and elected 

representatives of the people. When Congress accepts 

administration recommendations without question and debate, 

without reality-testing them against other views; when 

Congress in effect "rubber-stamps" administration decisions, 



it relinquishes to appointed officials the traditional 

8 authority accorded to elected officials. While it may be 

argued that the appointed officials in many cases know best, 

and that the elected President who heads the administrative 

hierarchy is probably knowledgeable about most important 

issues, enhancement of the role of the executive branch at 

the expense of Congress undermines the representative system 

as a meaningful link between people and their government. 

Two Views of Policy Making 

There are two bodies of literature relevant to this 

study which provide conflicting views of the policy making 

process. They can be categorized as the sociological view 

of policy making, concentrating on the environmental pres

sures upon policy makers, and the rational. or economic man 

model, where policy makers are viewed as actors attempting 

to maximize their position. The two views are not exclu-

9 sive, but tend to emphasize different variables. The 

8. One student of defense policy has noted that 
administrative decision making favors consistency as a 
standard of rationality, while congressional politics tend 
to produce "correspondence rationality," or a test with 
reality, as a policy guide. See Paul Y. Hammond, "Foreign 
Policy Making and Administrative Politics," World Politics. 
XVII (July, 1965), 670. 

9. The two views have been recently pointed out by 
Joseph A. Schlesinger, who contends that they pervade social 
science literature although they are not widely understood. 
He calls them the social-psychological and rational calculus 
approaches in Review of Politics and the Social Sciences. 
Seymour Martin Lipset, ed., in American Political Science 
Review. LXIV (September, 1970), 910-911. 



literature on Congress generally approaches the legislative 

policy process as the ultimate consequence of actions 

originating in the environment of the legislative arena. 

Inquiries into such phenomena as public opinion, voting 

behavior, apportionment, candidate recruitment, constituency 

characteristics, regional influences, and interest group 

activity suggest the assumption that the legislative output 

is the dependent variable affected by these and other 

inputs. While the various structures for policy making as 

well as the orientations of the legislators are also deemed 

to be important to the process, the legislative output is 

both normatively and empirically viewed as the logical 

consequence of environmental stimuli, or inputs.^ This 

sociological view of congressional behavior leads quite 

naturally to an expectation that Congress will be the 

passive recipient of group pressures, a point of view 

entirely compatible with the assumption that where few 

pressures exist, Congress will defer to the recommendations 

of the executive branch. Since few group pressures exist in 

most matters of technical complexity, Congress may be 

expected to exhibit very little influence in such matters 

10. See, for example, Bertram Gross, The Legisla
tive Struggle (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1953); William J. 
Keefe and Morris S. Ogul, The American Legislative Process 
(Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1964); Malcolm E. 
Jewell and Samuel C. Patterson, The Legislative Process in 
the United States (New York: Random House, 1966); Earl 
Latham, "The Group Basis of Politics: Notes for a Theory," 
American Political Science Review. XLVI (June, 1952), 376-
397. 
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as weapons selection, scientific research and development, 

and science policy. 

In striking contrast the literature on strategic 

weapons policy usually presupposes, or advocates, a policy 

process characterized by deliberate mobilization of informa

tion resources, planning, and rational calculation. 

Strategic policy outputs are described as being properly 

generated within the government in anticipation of potential 

needs and dangers, rather than as appropriate responses to 

societal demands.1'1' 

Why should the rational model of decision making be 

associated with the executive branch and strategic policy 

making while the sociological model appears to be associated 

with the legislative branch and areas of domestic policy 

like agriculture and education? Is Congress necessarily 

without power in specialized policy areas? These problems 

bear further examination. 

In The New Industrial State. John Kenneth Galbraith 

has referred to the distinction between the two types of 

11. Typical examples are Thomas Schelling, The 
Strategy of Conflict (New ¥ork: Oxford University Press, 
1963); Charles J. Hitch, Decision Making for Defense 
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1965); Charles J. 
Hitch and Roland N. McKean, The Economics of Defense in the 
Nuclear Age (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1960); 
Morton H. Halperin, Contemporary Military Strategy (Boston: 
Little, Brown and Company, 1967); E. S. Quade and W. I. 
Boucher, ed. Systems Analysis and Policy Planning (New York: 
American Elsevier Publishing Company, Inc., 1968). 
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12 processes in terms of demand flow. The "accepted 

sequence" of decision making envisions instructions 

traveling from the public to government, and from consumer 

to producer. In the light of current trends toward a 

technostructure, Galbraith posits a "revised sequence" in 

which governmental and industrial bureaucracies hand down 

decisions to the public in accordance with systems of 

planned demands. The "revised sequence" concept (like the 

rational model it resembles) may be disputed in some areas 

of public policy making but its relevance to weapons 

acquisition policy is clear. The demands for new strategic 

weapons systems and for changes in the strategic weapons mix 

(except for disarmament demands) are generated from within 

the executive branch itself, or from within the fraternity 

of weapons researchers and contractors catering to the 

government. The response to these demands is determined 

within the executive branch and the decision is normally 

ratified by a receptive Congress and literally "handed" to 

the public. Until the ABM controversy in 1969, new weapons 

systems were rarely, if ever, challenged by-Congress. While 

few would argue that executive decisions regarding specific 

choices of weapons systems ever arise out of "public" 

demand, the acceptance of the revised sequence in this 

particular policy area raises serious questions as to the 

12. John Kenneth Galbraith, The New Industrial 
State (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1967). 

t 
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appropriate role for Congress in this, or any highly 

specialized policy area. The constitutional claim which 

Congress has to authority rests on its representativeness 

and accountability, not its expertise. Must increasing 

complexities cause a trend away from the people-to-

government sequence toward a government-to-people sequence 

in specialized policy areas? What is the operational 

meaning of a people-to-government sequence? 

If the "people" in the above phrases are meant to be 

identical to the Gallup Poll public, the population tapped 

in cross section by Gallup or other polls, then it is 

probable that the policy process has never fit the accepted 

13 sequence model of people-to-government. The Gallup Poll 

public does not coalesce to make demands upon the govern

ment, nor does it offer policy proposals. It may respond 

to governmental policy by voting a party out of office and 

it may respond to policy proposals by voting candidates into 

office, but it cannot act to demand policy because it is not 

organized to do so. 

But if the term people is interpreted to mean some

thing like Gabriel Almond's "attentive public," or Robert 

Dahl's "minorities," or John Dewey's "publics" formed out of 

13. The opinion of the Gallup Poll public, although 
important in elections (which usually choose candidates 
rather than deciding policy issues), is not very important 
in the formation of public policy. One reason is that polls 
fail to distinguish the opinions of political activists and 
members of associational groups. 
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the desire of groups to regulate consequences, then it is 

plain that a people-to-government sequence is the accepted 

14 model in American government literature. Even the so-

called silent majority was conceived to be a specific public 

distinguishable from other segments of the American people, 

and not identical with the "people." Congress is believed 

to be especially responsive (or vulnerable) to the pressures 

of various minorities and publics. Congressional committees 

regularly receive information and feedback from constituents 

and interest groups in regard to the policy outcomes of many 

programs such as those concerning agriculture, housing, 

banking, education, welfare, taxation, and water resources. 

Since Congress is almost continually in the process of 

making incremental changes in these policy areas, the feed

back process contributes to the appearance that a flow of 

instructions from "the public" to Congress is constant. 

Even in the cases where policy does in fact originate in the 

government, positive and negative feedback from a variety of 

publics generally informs Congress of the need for policy 

adjustments. The people-to-government sequence does cor

respond to the empirical world in many policy areas. 

14. Gabriel A. Almond, The American People and 
Foreign Policy (2d ed.; New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 
1960); RobertA. Dahl, A Preface to Democratic Theory 
(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1956); John 
Dewey, The Public and Its Problems (Denver: Alan Swallow, 
1927). 
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Information and Influence 

It is a contention of this study that by focusing on 

constituency or interest group pressures as explanations for 

congressional behavior scholars may have overlooked the 

significance of discrete publics as information sources for 

Congress. It has been pointed out that the government-to-

people sequence and the economic man model are associated 

with the executive branch, particularly in strategic weapons 

policy, because the executive holds a monopoly on informa

tion. In policy areas where other sources of information 

are available to Congress, the legislative branch does not 

passively accept administration recommendations, but 

appears to conform to the people-to-government and socio

logical models by responding to group interests and 

constituency cues in the formation of policy. If independ

ent sources of information are in fact at the root of con

gressional activism and influence, then it follows that when 

Congress actively solicits, or generates information in the 

highly technical areas which have few publics, the executive 

branch dominance in these fields need not prevail. In other 

words, in subject matter areas where the executive has an 

apparent monopoly on information Congress can retain some 

power over policy by arranging to obtain information from 

independent sources of its own. By so doing, Congress can 

generate alternatives to programs proposed by the executive 

branch, as alternatives are now generated in policy areas 
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which have articulate group and constituency interests, such 

as agriculture and education. 

It is hoped that the evidence and inferences 

presented in this study will persuasively do the following: 

1. Show that legislative influence upon government 

policy is related to the ability of legislative work 

groups to obtain independent information and advice. 

2. Alter the convention which presents Congress as the 

passive recipient of group pressures to a conception 

15 of Congress as a potential generator of policy. 

3. Change the tendency to assume that technical 

problems are beyond the competence of congressional 

decision making to an expectation that legislators 

have an obligation to seek out differences among 

experts in technical matters. 

4. Show that Congress must seek out its own information 

and advice if it is to retain influence in highly 

specialized policy areas. 

The government-to-people sequence may be necessary 

in policy areas like weapons acquisition programs where 

there are few knowledgeable publics. And the economic man 

15. In an important treatment of the relationship 
of knowledge to policy, Robert E. Lane has described how 
information, discovered, organized, and communicated by 
competent persons, can create a pressure for policy change 
with a force all its own in "The Decline of Politics and 
Ideology in a Knowledgeable Society," American Sociological 
Review. XXXI (October, 1966), 649-662. 
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model may fit in highly technical policy areas where 

government does in fact mobilize intelligence, engage in 

planning and rational calculation. But the term "govern

ment" need not mean the executive branch alone, for Congress 

may play an important role in the policy making process even 

in the most specialized of policy areas. The government-to-

people sequence need not be cause for alarm if administra-
l 

tion recommendations are debated, modified, altered, 

occasionally rejected, and sometimes superseded by 

congressionally-inspired alternatives. The work units of 

Congress may themselves be the mobilizers of information, 

the planners and the calculators. It bears repeating that 

the legislative branch remains representative only when it 

ensures the representation of many points of view in the 

policy making process, and it remains accountable for its 

actions only when courses of action are selected on the 

basis of alternatives presented. If the legislative branch 

passively accepts only the view of the administration, it is 

not fulfilling its' representative function. If its course 

of action is based on the uninformed acceptance of adminis

tration advice, then its claim to accountability is for

feited to the executive branch which in fact made the 

decision. 
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Some Questions of Committee Influence 

An inquiry into the relationship between independent 

information sources and congressional influence leads to 

specific questions about the work groups in Congress. Which 

committees in Congress have the authority to affect defense 

policy? Which committees exert the most influence and in 

what policy areas of defense are they strongest? When 

committees influence the defense policy proposals of the 

administration, can that influence usually be explained by 

"outside" information and advice? Do congressional com

mittees actively seek advice and knowledge? Which committees 

are likely to solicit information and which are likely to 

expect that the necessary information will flow to them 

without solicitation? What strategies are available to 

committees for the exercise of influence on defense policy 

and when are these likely to be used? Under what conditions 

is Congress likely to be successful in influencing defense 

policy? The answers to these questions should develop some 

generalizations which will add to the understanding of 

Congress and, perhaps, provide guidance for-Congress in its 

attempts to prevent further devolution of power to the 

executive branch. 

Scope of the Research 

The project surveys most of the cold war period from 

1946 through 1969, tracing the changing committee roles, the 
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history of authorizations and appropriations, and the record 

of congressional disputes with the administration over 

matters ranging from Universal Military Training to the ABM. 

The research is brought into manageable proportions by 

focusing on those matters where Congress opposed administra

tion recommendations. Most of the budgetary data are 

limited to the period 1952 through 1969 because it was found 

that the categories used before 1952 were top different to 

be strictly comparable. Therefore there is less emphasis on 

the Truman period than subsequent administrations. 

The study in Chapter 4 of defense related benefits 

to districts and states focuses on the year 1968 because of 

the availability of data for district benefits for that 

year. 

The research concentrates on the committees, rather 

than the Department of Defense or Congress, as the principal 

interpreters of defense policy to Congress, and the inter

preters of congressional wishes to the Department of 

Defense. The key panels are the House and Senate Committees 

on Armed Services, the Defense Appropriatio-ns Subcommittees, 

and the Military Construction Subcommittees of the 

Committees on Appropriations. Other units regularly or 

occasionally involved in the defense policy process include 

the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy and the Joint Economic 

Committee, the House and Senate Committees on Government 
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Operations, the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, and the 

House Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

The principal primary data sources are the Congres

sional Record and congressional committee hearings, docu

ments, and reports. Some Department of Defense documents 

are utilized. Those involving budgetary data were simply 

requested by mail and are, in effect, part of the public 

record. Wherever possible, the study draws on the ground

work laid by others in the literature on congressional 

committees and defense policy and on Congressional Quarterly 

16 Service publications. Otherwise, the information and 

generalizations are developed from the public record. 

Definitions. Concepts. and Indicators 

As mentioned earlier, the term defense policy as 

used in this study means the program recommendations of the 

Department of Defense requiring congressional authorizations 

and appropriations. The focus is on DOD requests; although 

annual requests of the Atomic Energy Commission form a vital 

part of defense policy formulation, the term "defense" here 

indicates an association with the Department of Defense. 

16. Summaries of authorization and appropriation 
bills, legislative histories, and synopses of related 
political events are reliably reported in Congressional 
Quarterly Service publications, including the Congressional 
Quarterly Weekly Report, the annual Congressional Quarterly 
Almanac. and the comprehensive Congress and the Nation. 
Vol. I. II (Washington: Congressional Almanac Service, 1965, 
1969). 
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While AEC activities are acknowledged, they receive very 

little attention in this study. Defense policy, then, means 

the authoritative course of action desired by the Department 

of Defense as indicated by requests for authorizations and 

appropriations to Congress. The concept defense policy thus 

is circumscribed; rather than considering the congressional 

role in developing strategies of massive retaliation, 

flexible response, or a lowered profile, attention is given 

to budget categories of military personnel, military 

construction, procurement, and research, development, test, 

and engineering (RDT&E), or to requests for organizational 

changes and military pay increases. The reason for this 

emphasis is that Congress seldom decides long-range over

arching policy except as it exerts influence through its 

authority over authorization and appropriation legislation. 

Congress is not requested to approve a policy of flexible 

response except as that policy might be translated into 

added support for the Army and larger requests for conven

tional weapons. The indicators for administration recom

mendations in defense policy are therefore ~the formal 

requests made of Congress as they appear in the public 

record. 

The problem of military secrecy is largely ignored 

for two reasons. First, most secret activities occur in the 

RDT&E category, and there is very little conflict between 

Congress and the administration on the need to support 
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research (see Chapter 7). So the fact that budget cate

gories are disguised and distorted so as not to reveal the 

precise funding of new weapons need not detract from the 

research. For it is after the weapon is developed, when the 

decision has to be made on deployment, that conflict between 

the legislative and executive branches is likely to occur. 

While it is true that the reader of congressional hearings 

finds no mention of weapons like Poseidon or MIRV until 

within a year or two of their readiness for deployment, when 

the names and purposes of such weapons finally do appear 

there is no evidence in the hearings that members have 

opposed the research leading to their development. Further

more, since 1961 when Robert S. McNamara became Secretary of 

Defense, the public record has been used as a vehicle to 

reveal with some accuracy the extent of United States 

military power. The second reason for ignoring the problem 

of secrecy is that there is no feasible way of solving it. 

The budget for the Central Intelligence Agency is absorbed 

in other categories; budgets for chemical-biological warfare 

were discussed briefly in 1963 but were kept hidden there

after; juggling within categories occurs to disguise research 

interests; many of the activities in the Vietnam War were 

kept secret for a variety of reasons. It is assumed that 

with the exceptions just named, most of the administration 

requests for authorizations and appropriations are what they 

appear to be. 
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Because defense policy has been defined as DOD 

requests made of Congress, then congressional influence can 

be defined as the changes made in these requests. This 

influence is most easily observed in budget requests, but 

can be inferred from actions taken on requests for reorgani

zation, changes in military pay, and selective service 

17 laws. Further, certain inferences can be made about the 

influence of military committees if their members receive 

more defense related benefits for districts and states than 

non-members. A positive association between military 

committee membership and district or state benefits could 

illustrate the operation of the rule of anticipated reac

tion; DOD may acknowledge the influence of committee members 

by anticipating their political needs with favorable base 

locations and contract awards. Other evidence of committee 

influence includes the President's remarks when he signs a 

bill said to be opposed by the administration; such bills 

are often signed "reluctantly.11 Influence, then, can be 

defined as producing outcomes that would have been different 

17. Admittedly, there are problems in determining 
indicators for the concept of influence. Such problems 
include anticipated reactions, delayed consequences, 
socialized behavior, and the sequence of influence. James 
G. March has treated these problems in "An Introduction to 
the Theory and Measurement of Influence," American Political 
Science Review. XLIX (June, 1955), 431-451. However, the 
main problem in measurement of influence is beyond solution; 
the "experiment" cannot be run again without the presence of 
the influential variable to see what would have happened. 
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had not the influential party been involved in decisions 

about the outcomes. Obviously, influence can never be 

positively proved since the alternative outcomes, without 

the presence of the influential, can never be known. But it 

is sufficient for the purposes of this study that influence 

can be inferred, implied, suggested, or otherwise indicated. 

The concept "information" is treated at some length 

in Chapter 2. Information may be defined as facts and 

opinions about matters transmitted to congressional com

mittees. The content of informational inputs is not of 

central concern here; it is the sources of information that 

are of interest. While the information in question is 

relevant to the issues upon which congressional committees 

must decide, its truth, adequacy, or completeness is not 

"measured" or estimated. Instead, the study looks at the 

exclusiveness or inclusiveness of informational sources for 

Congress and the methods congressional committees use to 

obtain information. On some issues, the information readily 

available to the committees is provided almost exclusively 

by the executive branch, not unlike the sol-e source bid 

which characterizes much of defense contracting. There may 

be divisions within the executive branch however; the 

committees may receive the official administration recommen

dation and a conflicting view from one of the service 

chiefs. On other issues there may be information from the 

administration, a dissenting service, interest groups, 
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constituencies, and from an actual battlefield where 

defense theories and strategies receive reality testing. 

The concept information sources refers to the contexts of 

opinion formation or fact gathering (DOD, the Army, peace 

groups, contractors), rather than the range of opinion. It 

is assumed that on some issues all credible sources might 

offer the same advice; all would probably agree that 

soldiers in battle should be supplied with arms. On many 

issues, if not most of them, the existence of different 

sources of information and advice is tantamount to differ

ent perspectives and differences of opinion. 

It would have been desirable, perhaps, to attempt to 

measure the number and variety of congressional information 

sources on specific issues. Such an undertaking was con

sidered but not carried out because a cursory investigation 

disclosed that "counts" of information sources would only 

produce tiresome collections of not very meaningful data. 

The effort involved in attempting to trace the information 

resources of the 78 members of the four principal military 

committees would have been enormous and there seemed to be 

no objective way of discovering all the sources or determin

ing to which the members paid attention. The analysis was 

moved to the committee level. The presence or absence of 

non-government witnesses at congressional hearings is 

utilized as a rather crude measure of the number and type 

of sources, and the general posture of the committee unit 
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toward solicitation of information is determined by noting 

the committees' use of advisory panels and contracted 

research. It became evident that in defense policy, the 

presence or absence of non-government sources of information 

relates to committee influence. Wherever possible the non

government sources are identified and their link to the 

committees and to committee changes in administration 

recommendations is pointed out. But sometimes the avail

ability to committees of information from non-government 

sources is logically assumed, but not persuasively demon

strated, as in the case of the assumption of constituency 

cues in issues of military construction (see Chapters 3 

and 6). 

The concept of information and advice sources has 

been used very little in the literature to explain congres

sional influence on policy except indirectly. in reference 

to lobbying, pressure groups, and constituency interests. 

The reason for this orientation appears to be related to the 

former role of the United States government. Until the 

middle of the twentieth century the focus o-f governmental 

attention was on domestic growth and development. Scholars 

could and did assume that Congress had multiple sources of 

information and advice available on nearly all issues. But 

since World War II the government has adopted the posture of 

world leader and great power and has been increasingly 

involved in programs of science and technology. In foreign 
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policy and in issue areas of a scientific nature Congress 

has had few independent sources of information; it has been 

largely dependent upon the executive branch for knowledge 

and advice. Scholars and members of Congress alike have 

been slow to perceive that the monopoly of information 

enjoyed by the executive branch eroded the authority of the 

legislative branch. The defense policy area, where foreign 

and technical policy problems meld to a greater degree than 

any other, became at the same time the most important issue 

area in government in terms of money, and the least subject 

to congressional influence. This phenomenon suggests that a 

thorough examination of information sources for congres

sional committees is relevant today, as it may not have been 

in the past. 

Organization 

The research approaches the relationship of informa

tion resources to congressional committee influence on 

defense policy in several different ways. The study is 

organized along the lines of an input-output model, 

beginning with information as the input and moving on to 

policy as the output. In the process of moving from input 

to output, the committees. as key structures for processing 

information and legitimizing policy, are examined in their 

relationship to the executive branch, to their constitu

encies, to their parent chambers, and to the policy output. 
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Chapter 2 introduces the topic of information for 

Congress in the light of existing empirical and theoretical 

studies. Some of the distinctive characteristics of defense 

as a policy area are indicated, especially in respect to 

information for Congress. Since congressional committees do 

not work in a vacuum, but necessarily work closely with 

administration personnel, the legislative-executive rela

tionship is examined as the most important context in which 

congressional panels secure and utilize information. The 

inherent conflicts between the two branches and the mutual 

dependence upon one another for the legitimation of policy 

proposals are described. 

Chapter 3 treats the role and authority of each of 

the defense related committee units. The information 

processing capability and formal authority of each of the 

various panels is related to their influence on defense 

policy issues. 

Chapter 4 focuses on a specific aspect of committee 

behavior and influence. The defense-related constituency 

benefits in the districts and states of mil-itary committee 

members are examined to determine if these committees repre

sent microcosms of their chambers with respect to constitu

ency benefits. In the process of relating constituency 

benefits to military committee membership, other pertinent 

characteristics of the committees (age, seniority, liberal-

conservative voting records, and regional origin of members) 



are compared with these characteristics of the House and 

Senate, to show the extent to which the smaller panels are 

representative of their chambers. The determination of 

whether the military panel are microcosms of their 

chambers helps to indicate the importance of membership on 

military committees as an influence on the geographic 

distribution of some types of defense benefits. 

Each year the defense budget runs a gauntlet-like 

procedure of administration recommendation, committee 

consideration and vote in the House, committee consideration 

and vote in the Senate, conference committee action and more 

votes in the House and Senate, finally to the President's 

signature. The post-war record of these actions reveals a 

number of behavior patterns of the committees and of 

Congress toward the defense budget. In Chapter 5 an 

analysis of budgetary data is directed at developing some 

quantitative measures of committee influence. 

Chapters 6 and 7 examine four specific issue areas 

where Congress has attempted to exert influence on defense 

policy; Defense Department reorganization, -military construc

tion, military personnel in Chapter 6, and weapons procure

ment in Chapter 7. Legislative histories, budgetary data, 

congressional hearings and debates, and secondary sources 

are used to estimate the extent of congressional committee 

influence and the relationship of evidence of influence to 

independent information resources for the committees. 
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Congressional involvement in weapons procurement policy is 

analyzed in a separate chapter because the weapons acquisi

tion process has exhibited so many of the characteristics of 

the "revised sequence" mentioned earlier and because of its 

importance to defense policy and to the alternatives open in 

determining foreign policy. Weapons procurement policy is 

not only central to defense policy and, ultimately, to 

foreign policy, but it is fraught with highly technical and 

secret characteristics making it one of the most difficult 

areas for committees to influence. Committee strategies in 

the securing of information and patterns in the exercise of 

influence in weapons procurement are revealing of both the 

limitations on the legislative branch and the possibilities 

open to it for viable participation in policy formation, 

even in highly specialized issue areas. 

Finally, Chapter 8 draws together and summarizes the 

findings of the research, and sets out a number of alterna

tive actions for congressional committees which would help 

them maximize their influence on the defense policy process. 

Since the entire study has emphasized the importance of 

independent information and advice sources to the maintenance 

of congressional authority, it should come as no surprise 

that the concluding chapter should take on the task of pro

viding independent, though unsolicited, advice to Congress 

in hopes that the trend toward executive branch pre-eminence 

in defense policy need not prevail. 



CHAPTER 2 

INFORMATION AND LEGISLATIVE INFLUENCE 

This examination of Congress and defense policy has 

two essential aspects which are distinct from one another; 

the flow of information to Congress, and the influence of 

Congress over authoritative policy, in this case defense 

policy. 

Information and Policy Making 

The link between information and policy is Congress. 

in its role as policy maker, as it obtains information, and 

through its legislative function, legitimizes policy. The 

two aspects can be thought of in sequence with information 

first influencing Congress, and Congress then influencing 

defense policy as follows: 

Information ^Congress s«-Defense Policy 

The model is not unlike David Easton's simple model 

of the political system which links information inputs 

(demands and supports) to the authorities who then respond 

with policy outputs."'' Easton's authorities would include 

but not be limited to congressional policy makers. 

1. David Easton, "An Approach to the Analysis of 
Political Systems," World Politics. IX (April, 1957), 383-
400. 
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Similarly, Gabriel A. Almond's input-output model has 

political elites responding to information with policy 

outputs while Harold Lasswell conceives of power elites who 

are distinctive because they share in the making of impor

tant decisions.^ 

While there is broad agreement that policy makers 

(such as congressional committees) do generate policies, 

defined as legitimate courses of action, the conception of 

information as the principal input into the policy making 

system is ordinarily described in other terms. Information 

inputs, for example, may be categorized as pressures, as 

in Lewis A. Froman's identification of five sources which 

3 affect congressional decision making. Pressures, of course, 

are communicated and they constitute types of information 

that are often associated with related types of policy out

puts. Pressures from the military services are said to 

affect congressional decisions about weapons acquisition. 

Another kind of information input is social back

ground. Concern in the literature with the social 

2. David Easton, A Systems Analysis of Political 
Life (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1965), espe
cially Chapters 18 and 19; Gabriel A. Almond and G. Bingham 
Powell, Jr., Comparative Politics (Boston: Little, Brown and 
Co., 1966), pp. 83-84, 205-206; Harold Lasswell, The 
Comparative Study of Elites (Palo Alto: Stanford University 
Press, 1952), pp. 8-12. 

3. Lewis A. Froman, Jr. lists constituency, party, 
institutional, executive pressures, and personal factors in 
Congressmen and Their Constituencies (Chicago: Rand McNally 
& Co., 1963), p. 5. 
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background of policy makers is usually rooted in an assump-

4 tion about the presumed effect of class origins on policy. 

Social background can be thought of as a body of information 

which channels other information. Environmental, or insti

tutional influences can also be subsumed under the general 

5 category of information inputs. The affiliation of many 

members of the House and Senate Committees on Armed Services 

with the military reserves is often implied to be an insti

tutional influence with affects members' behavior. 

For convenience, one of the most important inputs 

into a policy decision may be said to be all the former 

information inputs contributing to the predispositions of 

the policy maker.^ Thus the social origins and life 

experience of members, the environment of their political 

life, and the institutional constraints of their committees 

and chambers are all types of inputs in this frame of 

4. See, for example, Donald R. Matthews, U. S. 
Senators and Their World (Chapel Hill: University of North 
Carolina Press, I960), Chapter 2; Harold Lasswell and Daniel 
Lerner, ed. World Revolutionary Elites (Cambridge: MIT 
Press, 1965). 

5. For an excellent analysis of the effects of 
institutional socialization on decision making see Herbert 
A. Simon, Administrative Behavior (2d ed.; New York: The 
Macmillan Co., 1961), especially Chapter 8 on communications. 

6. Among those who have suggested that history can 
be treated as an input are Morton A. Kaplan, System and 
Process in International Politics (New York: John Wiley & 
Sons, 1957), pp. 4, 11-12; and Charles A. McClelland, Theory 
and the International System (New York: The Macmillan Co., 
1966), p. 18. 
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reference. However, the focus of interest here is the 

information and advice about public problems that flow to 

the congressional committee participants in the policy 

process. 

Information as an Input into the Policy 
Process 

How can it be demonstrated that information and 

advice inputs do, in fact, flow into the policy making 

process? The operational test of an information input is 

whether there is a manifest indication that policy makers 

have received it. They may initiate a course of action on 

the basis of their information, they .may unsuccessfully 

attempt action, or a public statement may be made referring 

to the information. 

The most positive test of policy-makers' knowledge 

of a problem is the presence or absence of a responding 

action on their part. When the United States girds its 

force structure for conventional and nuclear wars, it can 

be safely assumed that the policy makers have some informa

tion (whether it be correct or not) about conventional and 

nuclear threats. Of course specific information can be 

wrongly associated with actions. It might be concluded, for 

example, that a military manpower buildup is a response to 

unemployment when in fact it happens to be a response to 

other information. However, it is assumed that all policy 

is made on the basis of some information (no matter how 
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incomplete and imperfect it may be). Most of the time the 

action is a good indicator that policy makers have some 

information related to the policy. Information might be 

said to generate policy. Former Secretary of Defense Robert 

Lovett was describing action generated by information when 

he said: 

I have observed over the years that, next to 
fulminate of mercury, there is ,no priming charge 
more effective than a few written words in a 
responsible magazine to get things moving in 
military departments.7 

Another test is whether policy makers initiate or 

attempt action, even if public policy in the form of law is 

not the outcome. If a congressional committee reports a 

bill authorizing a new bomber, it may be assumed that the 

committee has information pertaining to the need for a 

bomber, regardless of whether the bill becomes law. It 

should be noted that in the American political system the 

legislative policy making process is on public record to a 

0 far greater extent than is true of the executive branch. 

7. Quoted in C. W. Borklund, The Department of 
Defense (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1968), p. 233. 

8. Francis E. Rourke's treatment of bureaucracy and 
policy elaborates on the profound difference between the 
public nature of the legislature as opposed to the invisible 
or secret processes of the bureaucracy in Bureaucracy. 
Politics and Public Policy (Boston: Little, Brown and Co., 
1965), p. 113. Roger Hilsman, who moved in the policy 
making circles of the executive branch, also sees Congress 
as the public arena in To Move a Nation (Garden City: 
Doubleday & Co., Inc., 1967), p. 543. Clark Mollenhoff, a 
journalist-author concerned with the problem of secrecy in 
government, asserts that a denial of information to Congress 
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The public nature of the legislature as opposed to the some

what secret nature of bureaucracies makes it easier to 

establish the fact that legislators are informed than to 

9 prove that administrators have knowledge of a problem. 

Indeed, if an administrator wants to correct a problem over 

the objections of his superiors, his efforts will probably 

never be public knowledge unless he brings them to the 

attention of Congress. Congress tries to protect adminis

trators who do so, but not always with success.^ 

by the bureaucracy is tantamount to denial to the press and 
public in Despoilers of Democracy (Garden City: Doubleday & 
Co., Inc., 1965), pp. 34, 382. Harold Lasswell observed the 
public nature of Congress in relation to information and 
defense policy twenty years ago in National Security and 
Individual Freedom (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc., 
1950), pp. 33-41. 

9. In a pungent 1954 article on public knowledge of 
atomic energy, Ralph Lapp described Congress as the only 
vehicle for public information in the atomic energy field. 
Noting that the hearings which led to the formation of the 
Atomic Energy Commission were uncensored because there was 
no AEC to do the censoring, he suggested that the only new 
knowledge to be made public since the hearings was made 
available by members of Congress (not by the executive 
branch), and through the vehicle of the Robert S. Oppenheimer 
hearings. See "Atomic Candor," Bulletin of the Atomic 
Scientists. X (October, 1954), 312-314. 

10. Although the National Security Act amendment of 
1949 included a provision guaranteeing the right of the 
services to make reports to Congress on their own initiative, 
Admiral Louis Denfeld, Chief of Naval Operations, was dis
missed a few months after the law was passed as a conse
quence of his criticism of current defense policy to 
Congress. Congress had warned the executive against taking 
reprisals and criticized the action, but to no avail. See 
Hammond, "Super Carriers and B-36 Bombers," pp. 546-553. 
The congressional struggle to protect dissenting witnesses 
from the executive branch is treated in Chapter 6. 
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A third indicator that policy makers have informa

tion is their public statements about problems. A congres

sional advocate of higher pay for servicemen will usually 

express his familiarity with current pay scales, and 

perhaps, the hardships accompanying them. Note that the 

indicator is the policy-maker's statement that he has the 

information rather than the informant's assertion that he 

has passed the information to the policy maker. Lester 

Milbrath's study of lobbying pointed out the difference: 

Anyone wishing to influence the decision of a 
governmental official then, must be concerned not 
only with getting the information to him but also 
with the problem of presenting it so that the 
decision maker will be receptive.H 

And as Lewis Anthony Dexter observed in his study of com

munications to congressmen, "it's partly accident if anybody 

12 is listening." 

In sum it may be properly inferred that information 

has flowed to a policy maker if he acts on it, attempts to 

initiate an action on it, or states that he has that 

information. However, it is the relationship between 

sources of information and authoritative action that is of 

concern here. In order to avoid some of the difficulties of 

establishing the existence of information flows, it is 

commonplace for scholars to work back, as it were, from the 

11. Milbrath, "Lobbying," p. 35. 

12. Lewis Anthony Dexter, "The Representative and 
His District," Human Organization. XVI (Spring, 1957), p. 9. 
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action or policy and determine the kind of information-

13 advice inputs that led to the policy. This procedure is 

fruitful because there is no problem in determining what 

information was lacking that failed to produce action; it is 

only necessary to identify the information that can be 

related to the action. This technique is followed in much 

of this study; congressional action on defense policy is 

examined and the information-advice inputs that are associ

ated with certain types of congressional action are 

identified. Conversely, when communication channels are 

seen to be effectively screened from congressional committee 

members, and congressional action is inhibited, inferences 

will be drawn associating the lack of information to con

gressional inaction. Of course it cannot be demonstrated 

positively that a congressional committee lacked information 

nor can an absolutely convincing case be made that absence 

of information prevented action. 

13. An example of this method is Raymond Dawson's 
study of the expansion of authority of the House and Senate 
Committees on Armed Services and the general conditions 
which fostered it, op. cit., pp. 42-57. The study of the 
Trade Expansion Act of 1962 by Raymond A. Bauer, Ithiel de 
Sola Pool, and Lewis Anthony Dexter is exceptional as a 
contribution to policy making literature because much of the 
research was done before the bill was passed for the purpose 
of examining information transmission. American Business 
and Public Policy (New York: Atherton Press, 1964). 



Information as Feedback 

For purposes of analysis information has been 

designated as the chief input into the congressional policy 

process. It should not be inferred that all information 

arises out of a succession of problems or that action taken 

on problems puts a stop to the flow of information. Much 

information is feedback from current policy. A convenient 

way of thinking about the sequence is to imagine information 

converging on congressional committees who act on it when 

participating in the policy making process. The implementa

tion of policy by the bureaucracy generates positive or 

negative feedback which forms part of the information mix 

affecting new policy decisions. Most policy changes emerge 

as slight variations of existing policy because experience 

helps to illuminate the possibilities and limitations of the 

current course of action. Most are made on the basis of 

imperfect information, gathered by the most haphazard 

mobilization of intelligence resources, and with minimum 

evaluation of the possible outcomes of current and alterna-

14 tive policies. Committee decisions about- a weapons 

14. Charles E. Lindblom's conception of incremental 
decision making has appeared to most students of policy 
making to fit reality. See his description in "The Science 
of Muddling Through," Public Administration Review. XIX 
(Spring, 1959), 79-88. It is reassuring to note that a 
participant in the policy making process, Roger Hilsman, 
helps confirm the fit by his assertion that Lindblom's 
conception is essentially correct, To Move a Nation, p. 5. 
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system, for example, may be made over many years as the 

project moves from research to development to deployment to 

obsolescence and retirement, or is cancelled along the line. 

The feedback from earlier decisions bears on new judgments 

which must be made; flowing into the decision process is 

feedback information such as development progress, costs, 

consequences in contracts and employment, and constituency 

benefits. In addition, other information is relevant to the 

series of decisions including related weapon developments, 

technological advances of other powers, and perhaps the 

temper of Congress toward economy or spending. A cyclical 

model indicating the relationship of Congress to the execu

tive branch in policy making might better suggest some of 

the patterns of information flow. 

Constituent 
Information 

Technological 
Information 

Congress 

Executive 
Feedback 

Information 

Feedback 
Information 

Output 

Policy 

This diagram begins to fill in some of the omissions 

of the first model, highlighting the importance of informa

tion sources, of which only a few are suggested, and 

indicating the role of the executive branch in policy 
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making, to be discussed next. The model, simplistic as it 

is, is illustrative of the finding of Bauer, de Sola Pool, 

and Dexter that Congress and the executive are the major 

15 institutions for initiating and framing political issues. 

Sources of Information 

Congressional committees receive information about 

public problems from many sources; two of the most important 

are the constituencies, so crucial to the election of 

members, and the bureaucracy, so vital to the formulation 

16 and implementation of policy. Most scholars cite a number 

of additional sources. 

• Froman identifies congressional information sources 

under the headings constituency, party, institutional, 

17 executive, and personal. To these Robert A. Dahl adds the 

media, pressure groups, leaders in Congress, and the execu-

18 tive. He divides constituencies into active, passive, and 

15. Bauer, de Sola Pool, and Dexter, op. cit.. 
pp. 478-479. 

16. The term constituency as used here refers to 
the body of electors represented by an elected official, not 
the broader usage which has come to include almost any 
pressure group. 

17. Froman, op. cit., p. 5. 

18. Robert A. Dahl, Congress and Foreign Policy 
(New York: Harcourt, Brace and Co., 1950), pp. 26-59. 
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19 self-contradictory groups. To this list Charles R. 

Dechert would add scholarly studies, some university and 

contracted research, public opinion surveys, the Legislative 

20 Reference Service, and the mail. On the basis of inter

views with 38 members of Congress, Lester Milbrath found 

that members1 own colleagues were considered the principal 

21 source of information. The Brookings Institution's round 

table conference for members of Congress also indicated 

22 colleagues were the most important informants. The 

number and variety of information sources and especially the 

references to knowledgeable colleagues (who presumably draw 

their information from outside Congress) suggest that 

members believe Congress has access to numerous points of 

view in most issue areas. But as the quotation by Congress

man Moorhead in Chapter 1 indicated, Congress does not have 

19. Similar to these groups are James N. Rosenau's 
mass public, attentive public, and opinion holders in Public 
Opinion and Foreign Policy (Fifth Printing; New York: Random 
House, Inc., 1967); Almond also suggests an attention group 
which is activated about certain issues (as the Jews become 
activated on Israel policy), and a policy elite which is 
normally active in respect to certain policy areas (as the 
American Security Council is active in reference to strategic 
forces), in The American People and Foreign Policy. 

20. Charles R. Dechert, "Availability of Informa
tion for Congressional Operations," in Alfred De Grazia, 
ed., Congress, the First Branch of Government (Garden City: 
Anchor Books, 1967), pp. 154-203. 

21. Lester W. Milbrath, The Washington Lobbyists 
(Chicago: Rand McNally & Co., 1963), p. 192. 

22. Charles L. Clapp, The Congressman (Washington: 
The Brookings Institution, 1963T] pp. 112, 119. 
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such access in defense policy. There is evidence to show 

that it does not have such access in foreign policy either. 

In interviews with 75 members of Congress in 1959 

James A. Robinson and his colleagues asked which sources of 

information members relied on most in making decisions about 

foreign policy. The eight responses were ranked as follows: 

hearings, newspapers, committee briefings by the State 

Department, other members of Congress, travel, private 

consultations with the State Department, publications of the 

23 State Department, and social functions. In the foreign 

policy area the executive branch is clearly the dominant 

source of information and constituent influence is not men

tioned at all. 

The significance of being dependent upon a sole 

source such as the administration for information has been 

explained by Emanuel Celler (D-N.Y.): 

Nothing is more informative and helpful to a legis- • 
lative committee than to hear the views of competent 
well-matched advocates on the opposite sides of a 
legislative issue .... 

Worst of all, from the standpoint of a congress
man's desire to legislate intelligently-, are those 
situations in which only the proponents of the 
suggested legislation are heard from. The con
gressman may know or suspect that there are serious 
opposing considerations, but they are simply not 

23. James A. Robinson, "The Social Scientist and 
Congress," in Roger Fisher, ed., International Conflict and 
Behavioral Science (New York: Basic Books, Inc., 1964), 
pp. 266-272. 
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presented. He is faced with a dilemma as to how 
far he should go to supply the omission.^4 

The congressional information system, says a former 

legislative assistant to Senator Birch Bayh (D-Ind.), 

. . . works fairly well when key social groups 
are adequately represented and when competition 
for resources is guaranteed. ... It does not 
work well when key constituencies are ill-
organized diffuse, or monolithic and noncom
petitive. 

In the fields of foreign and defense policy, 

Congress appears to be far more dependent upon the executive 

branch than in domestic policy. James Robinson's study of 

Congress and foreign policy contends that Congress exerts 

relatively little influence in foreign policy because it has 

26 no independent sources of information. Senator J. William 

Fulbright (D-Ark.) elaborated on the difference between 

domestic and foreign issue areas in respect to information 

in an introduction to a significant series of studies 

sponsored by the Committee on Foreign Relations. The 

importance of the studies was that they represented a 

concrete effort by a congressional committee to seek infor

mation; in this case by contracting for research, much as 

24. Emanuel Celler, "Pressure Groups in Congress," 
The Annals. CCCXIX (September, 1958), 7. 

25. Edward Schneier, "The Intelligence of Congress: 
Information and Public-Policy Patterns," The Annals. 
CCCLXXXVIII (March, 1970), 24. 

26. James A. Robinson, Congress and Foreign Policy 
Making (Rev. Ed.; Homewood, 111.: The Dorsey Press, 1967), 
pp. 15, 176-177. 
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the executive branch does. Fulbright's introduction states, 

in part: 

In order to operate effectively, the Committee 
needs ideas, background and information originating 
from sources outside the government. Congressional 
committees concerned with legislation in fields of 
domestic policy have available to them the wealth 
of ideas and information generated by the domestic 
press, by domestic organizations, and by constitu
ents generally. In the field of foreign policy, 
however, it is the executive branch of the govern
ment which has a near monopoly on information and 
ideas.27 

In a specific reference to defense policy, Senator Paul 

Douglas suggested nearly twenty years ago that Congress was 

overly dependent on the executive branch for information: 

A congressman is always at a disadvantage when he 
proposes reductions for the military establishment. 
Because of the technical knowledge of military men 
we are reluctant to criticize them or their budget. ° 

As a result of 100 interviews with legislators on defense 

committees and their staffs, Lewis Anthony Dexter found that 

congressmen are deeply conscious of the fact that Defense 

Department specialists exercise a monopoly over information, 

29 
ideas, and the presentation of alternatives. 

A moment's reflection suggests why sources of 

information for Congress are markedly fewer in foreign 

27. J. William Fulbright, "Introduction," in Jay 
A. Cerf and Walter Pozen, ed., Strategy for the 60s (New 
York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1960), p. xi. 

28. Paul Howard Douglas, Economy in the National 
Government (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1952), 
p. 140. 

29. Dexter, "Congressmen," pp. 305-323. 
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policy and defense than in domestic policy, and why most 

feedback information travels through the executive instead 

of directly to congressional committees. In most areas of 

domestic policy such as agriculture, labor, or general 

economic policy, information about the need for new policies 

and feedback from existing policies are transmitted to 

congressional committees from a great variety of sources 

such as constituencies, the media, pressure groups, public 

opinion surveys, and private individuals. This information 

helps legislators assess the information and advice offered 

by the executive branch administrators. If management 

cannot live with a labor regulation, if the wheat farmers 

will not tolerate current support prices, if high interest 

rates depress the construction industry, Congress does not 

need to depend on administrators to describe what is happen

ing. As Herbert Roback, a congressional staff member, put 

it: 

The Congress, individually as a member or collec
tively as a committee, never will rest content with 
regularized sources of information. They reserve 
the right to talk to anybody and everybody, and 
preferably an informed constituent.30 . 

But the high receptivity of congressmen to information from 

a variety of sources is seriously thwarted in foreign and 

defense policy areas. Like domestic policies, foreign and 

30. Herbert Roback, "Presenting Scientific and 
Technical Programs' to the Congress," in Harold Orlans, ed., 
Science Policy and the University (Washington: The Brookings 
Institution, 1968), p^ 258. 
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defense policies are made in Washington. Their costs are 

paid for by American taxpayers. But in contrast to domestic 

policies, foreign and defense policies are implemented over

seas as well as at home, and their execution is directed at 

foreign governments rather than domestic voters. Defense 

policy has such an enormous domestic impact that its 

purpose, to influence foreign governments, is sometimes 

forgotten. Yet as the following lines by defense analysts 

indicate, the perceived foreign impact of defense policy is 

the basis for all defense planning and strategy: 

. . . what our forces buy for us is clearly rela
tive to the enemy's capability and his reaction to 
our decisions. This fact can hardly be emphasized 
enough. The pertinent question is whether or not 
we are buying sufficient strength, relative to 
potential enemy forces ... to deter central war 
and cope with limited agressions. . . . Thus when 
considering program increments or decrements, we 
must try to take into account the enemy's position 
and probable response.31 

Because foreign and defense policies are directed toward 

foreign governments, the significant feedback from their 

implementation normally passes from foreign governments to 

the American executive branch. The executive branch 

analyzes and interprets the information before communicating 

it to Congress. Congress is dependent upon the executive as 

the principal source of information. The executive branch 

has embassies, consulates, intelligence services, military 

31. Hitch and McKean, op. cit., pp. 60-61. 
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and civilian personnel stationed all over the world. 

Congress has no overseas constituency. 

Of course the domestic ramifications of foreign 

policy problems such as import quotas, tariffs, and 

immigration are received directly by congressmen. In 

defense policy, information about effects of base closures 

and defense contract awards likewise travels directly to 
l 

Congress through constituents, the media, pressure groups, 

and other domestic sources. But the raison d'etre for 

foreign and defense policies is their potential for affect

ing the behavior of other governments. It is this informa

tion—about the effects of our policies on other governments 

—that is largely monopolized by the executive branch. 

Defense Policy as a Posture 

Defense policy has other features which affect the 

feedback flow. Defense policy is essentially a posture 

intended to deter attacks on the United States or its allies 

by potential adversaries and, should deterrence fail, to 

provide forces to engage the enemy and deny him victory. 

The linchpin of defense policy is an assessment of the 

motives and intentions of potential adversaries. Some 

individual or group must make this assessment. Because of 

its superior knowledge of and contacts with foreign govern

ments the duty has devolved on the executive brahcn. But 

even though a group of Defense Department specialists may 
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evaluate the threats from possible adversaries and recommend 

to Congress the force structures and strategies required to 

meet these threats, there is no way for Congress to test 

whether the assessments accord with reality, the force 

structures are really needed, or the strategies are the best 

available, because Congress has no access to knowledge of 

the motives and intentions of potential enemies. Evidence 

of congressional understanding of the problem has been shown 

from time to time, as a House Armed Services Committee 

report following a 1950 controversy between the Navy and Air 

Force: 

The concern of the committee, in this labyrinth, is 
therefore not whether or not this or that strategic 
doctrine is the sound one; for neither the committee 
nor the services themselves can ever know, short of 
war.32 

Policies of posture maintenance, such as contain

ment, deterrence, massive retaliation, flexible response, 

and a lowered profile have all been made in the cold war 

period by the executive branch. All have been more or less 

passively accepted by Congress until the executive branch 

chose to alter the policy because the executive was pre

sumably in possession of the best information for assessing 

the intentions of foreign governments. Furthermore, 

posture maintenance is seldom tested in the same positive 

32. House Committee on Armed Services, Unification 
and Strategy; A Report on the Investigation. 81st Congress, 
1st Session, 1950, p. 36. 
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manner that domestic policy is tested. Congress discovers 

promptly and directly the consequences to voters of current 

agriculture, housing, banking, education, welfare, and 

taxation policies. The feedback provides Congress with a 

test independent of executive branch advice, of whether the 

policies are appropriate to the problems. Weapons arsenals 

may be developed, tested and deployed, and military manpower 

stationed about the world, but there is no way of knowing 

whether it is military might or other conditions that 

influence the behavior of possible enemies. Nuclear 

arsenals, fortunately, have never been tested for effective

ness in containment, massive retaliation, or flexible 

response and it is hoped they never will be. Limited wars, 

however, have constituted a kind of reality testing of our 

defense policy and both Korea and Viet Nam were followed by 

distinct shifts in policy. But apart from the experience of 

limited wars, our defense policies are characterized by an 

executive branch monopoly on relevant information and an 

absence of feedback from reality testing. 

Complexity and Secrecy 

A claim may be made that the reason Congress is 

dependent upon the executive branch as an almost "sole 
« 

source" of information is that defense policy is too 

technical, too complex, and too secret to be handled in the 

legislative branch and is infinitely better suited to 
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management under the discipline of a hierarchical bureauc-

33 racy. But is it a question of where technical or compli

cated policy ought to be handled? Congressional practice 

indicates otherwise. Congress does not hesitate to make 

judgments in other highly specialized areas such as water 

reclamation, medical research, domestic uses of atomic 

energy, or problems of pollution, nor does the extreme 

complexity of tax policy or housing programs prevent an 

active congressional role. As H. L. Nieburg contends in his 

study of federal science policy: 

Put in proper perspective science-technology 
issues are no more abstruse, complex, or for
bidding than such issues as balance of payments, 
tariffs, or the tax structure, subjects which 
the lay politician has learned to master 
politically, if not to the satisfaction of the 
specialists.34 

The secrecy surrounding some aspects of defense 

policy is rooted in the relationship with foreign affairs, 

the very relationship which distinguishes defense policy 

from other policies of domestic importance. It will be 

remembered that because defense is directed at foreign 

governments its implementation does not generate spontaneous 

information and feedback supplied by pressure groups and 

constituencies in domestic policy areas. The executive 

33. See, for example, Eugene B. Skolnikoff, Science. 
Technology and American Foreign Policy (Cambridge: The MIT 
Press, 1967), pp. 12-13; and Kolodziej, op. cit.. p. 435. 

34. H. L. Nieburg, In the Name of Science (Chicago: 
Quadrangle Books, 1963), pp. 133-134. 
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branch dominates the policy process as the chief informant 

and selector of alternatives. And it is the nature of 

defense policy as the maintenance of a posture toward the 

rest of the world that inhibits the kind of reality testing 

typical of other policy areas. 

Information for the Defense Department 

The Defense Department, with its great advantage 

with respect to information, has seen fit to utilize the so-

called think tanks in response to the lack of unsolicited 

feedback information in the defense policy area. This 

response recognizes the desirability of sources of informa

tion and advice which are independent of the Defense Depart

ment structure. Some general rules have been developed to 

define the role of think tanks vis-a-vis the executive 

branch; rules which might be meaningful for Congress if it 

should seek alternatives to dependence on the executive 

branch for information: 

1. They must be sufficiently independent so as to 
provide objective studies, some of which should 
be on subjects of their own choice; 

2. They should supplement and not substitute for 
agency staff capabilities; 

3. Their work should increase the policy alterna
tives available; 
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4. They must not constitute a sole source of 
policy analysis since they then become de 
facto formulators of policy.35 

But Congress has established no counterparts to 

think tanks to supply independent, supplementary information 

and thereby increase policy alternatives available. There

fore the Defense Department has remained the dominant 

formulator of policy. 

Why Congress Lacks Influence 

Congressional dependence upon the executive branch 

for information and policy alternatives is not really 

ameliorated by constituency and interest group feedback that 

flows from the domestic benefits of the huge annual defense 

budget. As has been mentioned, Congress receives direct 

communications about such matters as the sites of military 

bases, the awarding of contracts, and military pay. In 

periods of military expansion the feedback is generally 

positive. But domestic feedback is about the side effects 

35. James D. Grant, "The Future of Nonprofit 
Research and Development Organizations," California Manage
ment Review. XVII (Summer, 1965), 84-89 as -quoted in 
Clarence H. Danhof, Government Contracting and Technological 
Change (Washington: The Brookings Institution, 1968), 
p. 395. 

36. The relationship of positive feedback to 
support of a massive Military-Industrial complex has been 
treated in several ways. For a provocative satire stressing 
the necessity of the defense industry to the economy see 
Report from Iron Mountain. Introd. by Leonard C. Lewin 
(New York: The Dial Press, Inc., 1967). John Kenneth 
Galbraith contends persuasively that an expanding level of 
military spending is required by the modern technostructure 
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of defense policy, not about alternatives, purposes, or out

comes. It concerns "Who will get the contract?" not whether 

to alter the strategic mix. Warner Schilling noticed the 

distinction in his study of the defense budget of fiscal 

1950: 

Congress is certainly under no spur to do so 
[make its own judgments] from the electorate. 
So far as defense is concerned, the people are 
consumers, not producers, and the "consumer 
lobby" is even more markedly absent in defense 
policy than it is in farm policy.37 

The public's role as consumer of defense programs is 

supported by Samuel Huntington's study of public opinion 

polls. He found that the Gallup Poll public never favored a 

major reduction in military strength from 1945 to 1957. 

However, when the administration undertook economy drives in 

defense programs as in 1949, 1953, and 1957, the public 

38 
supported the administration in budget cutting for defense. 

The domestic feedback can be expected to favor a costly 

in The New Industrial State, especially Chapter 29. For 
treatments which explain rising defense costs in terms of a 
military-industrial conspiracy see Tristram Coffin, The 
Passion of the Hawks (New York: The Macmillan Co., 1964); 
Fred J. Cook, The Warfare State (New York: -The Macmillan 
Co., 1962); and Julius Duscha, Arms, Money, and Politics 
(New York: Ives Washburn, Inc., 1965). 

37. Schilling, op. cit., p. 116. 

38. Huntington, The Common Defense, pp. 220, 242-
243. Similarly, there is evidence that the Gallup Poll 
public follows governmental leadership in its thinking about 
foreign policy. See Philip E. Converse and Howard Schuman, 
'"Silent Majorities' and the Vietnam War," Scientific 
American. CCXXII (June, 1970), 17-24. 
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defense policy if the administration claims it is needed, 

but the public apparently will follow government leaders in 

drives for defense cutbacks. 

If the executive branch does have the monopoly on 

information in the defense and foreign policy spheres 

described here, how is the role of Congress likely to be 

affected? It would be expected that Congress would have 

less influence on policy than would otherwise be the case. 

Aaron Wildavsky has provided a quantitative indication of 

the effects of Congress on presidential programs. From 

Congressional Quarterly Service tabulations he compared the 

proportion of favorable congressional actions on presiden

tial proposals in domestic, foreign, and defense policy 

areas from 1948 through 1964. Of nearly 2500 domestic 

proposals, Congress acted favorably on only 40 per cent. 

But of 445 foreign policy proposals by the President, 

Congress responded favorably to 71 per cent and of the 90 

defense proposals put forward, Congress acceded to the 

39 
President's position on 73 per cent. 

To summarize, the defense policy process is fueled 

by information inputs and feedback from on-going policies. 

Congress, as a participant in the policy process, receives 

information and advice from a great variety of sources in 

domestic policy areas and is able to render judgments 

39. Aaron Wildavsky, "The Two Presidencies," 
Trans-action. IV (December, 1966), 7-14. 



55 

independent of executive branch recommendations. But 

because defense policy, like foreign policy, is intended to 

influence foreign governments, the greater part of the 

feedback from both friendly and hostile governments is 

usually received, analyzed, and interpreted by the executive 

branch before it is passed on to Congress. Lacking sources 

of information independent of the executive, Congress more 

often follows policy recommendations of the executive branch 

in foreign and defense policy than in domestic policy areas. 

Congressional Relations With the Executive 

Although it is convenient to classify Congress as 

one distinct part of government and the executive branch as 

another, such short-hand references as Congress and execu

tive branch tend to mask the extent of cooperation necessary 

to the policy making process. Neither branch of government 

is monolithic, neither speaks with one voice and political 

power is distributed among politicians and bureaucrats at 

either end of Pennsylvania Avenue. 

Problem-Policy Systems 

Ideas of formal institutions of government may be 

reconciled with concepts of policy making processes by 

postulating many policy making systems centering around 



40 different opportunities, problems, and programs. These 

systems are invariably cross-institutional and often span 

jurisdictional boundaries as well. They encompass partici

pants from both the legislative and executive branches of 

the federal government, including elected officials, 

political appointees, and civil service personnel, and they 

are likely to embrace state and local officials too. 

At the core of any policy making system is a public 

problem or a program which arose out of a problem. Of 

course some programs persist long after the original 

problems that engendered them have disappeared or have 

changed. The American horse cavalry program, for example, 

survived until 1946. 

Grouped around particular programs are participants 

in the policy making systems such as interest group leaders, 

bureaucrats, political executives, and members of legislative 

40. Some government programs arise out of policy 
makers• recognition that an opportunity exists to achieve 
certain ends, rather than in response to a perceived public 
problem. There is in these cases really no demand that a 
problem be taken care of but policy makers determine that 
things will be better if a new program is begun. Weapons 
procurement programs often fall into this category. By 
stretching facts a bit, a policy maker's opportunity can 
usually be expressed as a public problem, especially when 
the requirement for funding must be justified. For 
simplicity, the term problem as used here is meant to 
include opportunities. Both end in programs, which often 
create new problems. 
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41 committees. Some participants are vested with the 

authority of elected office, some with appointive office, 

and others have no public office at all but they have in 

common their interest in and responsibility for certain 

problem areas. 

In terms of number of participants and economic 

impact the defense policy system is the largest in American 

government. Its components, however, are similar to those 

of smaller systems. Like systems formed around problems of 

agriculture, labor, or commerce, the defense policy system 

is characterized by a number of different publics with 

varying degrees of economic and intellectual interest in the 

problems, a clientele which receives the benefits of system-

generated expenditures, a cabinet-level department with many 

subdivisions, and specialized congressional committees which 

handle the department's legislative business. Because the 

Defense Department's activities are so far-reaching, its 

personnel associate with more committees than most and its 

41. The policy making system conceived here is 
similar to J. Leiter Freeman's "subsystem" -in The Political 
Process (Rev. ed. ; New York: Random House, 1965); Ernest S. 
Griffith's "whirlpool" of relationships which focus on 
common problems in Congress: Its Contemporary Role (3rd ed.; 
New York: New York University Press, 1961), p. 50; Douglas 
Cater's "sub government" in Power in Washington (New York: 
Random House, 1964), Chapter 1; and Charles O. Jones' 
tripartite comcept of policy formulating, legitimating, and 
implementing systems in Introduction to the Study of Public 
Policy (Belmont, Calif.: Wadsworth Publishing Co., Inc., 
1970). 
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legislative liaison staff is the largest of any department 

in government.42 

The power to legitimate policy is shared between the 

executive and legislative branch participants in the system. 

No matter how strong a particular Secretary of Defense might 

be, even with the full weight of his authority over the 

largest department in government, he cannot authorize or 

fund a program without the explicit or tacit consent of the 

defense-related committees. And no matter how authoritative 

might be the dictates of two authorizing committees, two 

appropriations committees, each reinforced by a majority 

vote of the House and Senate, the program Congress prefers 

cannot be put into effect unless the President, as repre

sented by the Secretary, consents to it. The exception to 

this generalization would be in the extraordinary event that 

42. Estimates of the size of the Defense Department 
legislative liaison staff vary, but indicate steady growth. 
At the end of World War II, there were but five liaison 
employees. Jack Raymond reports an "official count" in May 
1963 of 96 in Power at the Pentagon (New York: Harper & Row, 
1964), p. 201. In 1966 G. Russell Pipe found that DOD 
employed 230 liaison people, about half of the approximately 
500 government liaison employees, in "The Executive Branch 
Consolidates Its Relations with Congress," Public Adminis
tration Review. XXVI (March, 1966), 17. C. W. Borklund 
stated in 1968 that there were but 151 personnel in the 
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Legislative Affairs, 
op. cit., p. 88. Charles W. Bailey and Grant Wright re
ported in 1969 that the Defense liaison staff assignments 
had grown to 339—approximately 2 legislative specialists 
for every three congressmen and senators, and that the DOD 
budget for legislative activities for FY 1969 was $4.1 
million in "The Defense Establishment, Part V," Minneapolis 
Tribune, April 17, 1969, reprinted in Congressional Record. 
Daily Edition, April 29, 1969, p. S4291. 
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Congress would override a veto in defense policy, a situa

tion which has never occurred in the postwar period. 

Presidential vetoes are rare in the defense policy area, and 

the few that have occurred have not been overridden by 

43 Congress. 

The promulgation of defense policy requires the 

consent of the principal participants in the policy process, 

the Secretary, the principal committees, and both houses of 

Congress. However, the Secretary, any one of the principal 

committees, or either house of Congress can veto a recom

mendation approved by the other participants. 

Because authority is shared and because its exercise 

requires the consent of so many participants, a focal point 

of the system is the committee-department confrontation at 

hearings. It is at this point where administration policy 

preferences are justified by the executive branch and 

questioned by the legislative branch in an exchange of 

information designed to develop the necessary consensus and 

avoid the many chances for veto. 

Neither branch is monolithic. Participants in the 

system may group around issues rather than align according 

to the institutional divisions of government. Sometimes one 

43. In 1965, for example, President Lyndon B. 
Johnson vetoed a military construction bill because of its 
provision for congressional review of base closures. A 
modified provision for congressional review was included in 
a later bill. (See Chapter 6.) 
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of the military services may attempt to join forces on an 

issue with one or more of the committees in opposition to 

the Secretary of Defense, as the Air Force aligned with the 

House Committees on Armed Services and Appropriations in 

1949 on the issue of expansion toward a 70-group air 

44 force. Sometimes one committee will side with the 

executive branch against other committees as when the House 

Committee on Appropriations came into an understanding with 

Secretary McNamara in 1962 that funds for the B-70 bomber 

45 would not be spent. Because authority is shared among 

many participants whose concern for national security 

transcends their institutional loyalty, the interface 

between committee members and department personnel is likely 

46 to be a key place of information exchange. 

Formal information exchange between committee 

members and department personnel occurs in the hearing 

process. Statistics have been compiled to show that top 

Defense military and civilian personnel spent the equivalent 

of 1200 days in testifying and preparing testimony for a 

44. A detailed treatment of this event may be found 
in Hammond, "Super Carriers," pp. 465 ff.-

45. See Kolodziej, op. cit.. pp. 405 ff. 

46. Roger Hilsman believes that many, if not most, 
information "leaks" in government can be accounted for by 
deep convictions on policy which transcend loyalty to one's 
boss, or party, or branch of government. See To Move a 
Nation. p. 10. 
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47 single session of Congress. It has been reported that 

leading DOD executives spend about 6000 hours before con

gressional committees each year and Secretary McNamara's 

share averaged around 100 hours a year in the period 1961-

48 1967. Douglas Kiker has described the extensive prepara

tion on the part of Secretary McNamara for his committee 

appearances including briefings on "all possible questions" 

49 and submission to mock hearings with assistants. A 

sympathetic student of McNamara has described the confronta-

. tions thus: 

Each year he presented to the committees of Congress 
... an extraordinarily detailed statement of what 
he had done, what he proposed to do, and why he had 
selected a particular course of action. Each year, 
in addition, he testified before these committees 
for perhaps a total of a month in support of his 
programs. And each year he faced a searching and 
frequently skeptical examination of his actions and 
proposals. The arena of the congressional com
mittees, in short, was where the most serious and 
meaningful controversies arose and where McNamara, 
of necessity made his defense.50 

The observation that the arena of congressional committees 

is the arena of the most meaningful controversies is not 

47. Cater, op. cit., p. 132. 

48. Borklund, op. cit.. p. 249. 

49. Douglas Kiker, "The Education of Robert 
McNamara," The Atlantic Monthly. CCXIX (March, 1967), 49-
55. 

50. William W. Kaufmann, The McNamara Strategy (New 
York: Harper & Row, 1964), p. 205. 
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necessarily correct but it is indeed the place where 

controversy can become public. 

Congressional hearings illuminate the nature of 

problem-policy systems in American national government. 

Hearings are about problems and their programs. Hearings 

bring together most of the important participants in the 

system; political executives, administrative personnel, 

experts, interest group representatives, and committee 

51 members. One of the most important purposes of the 

hearing is the making of a public record: a majority of 

hearings are public and nearly all are printed and permitted 

to become part of the public domain. With surprisingly few 

exceptions such as Central Intelligence Agency hearings and 

some on sensitive foreign policy issues, nearly all hearings 

in a declassified version are public information. 

51. In most problem-policy systems at the national 
level, the Bureau of the Budget is one of the important 
participants. Because the Defense Department is so large, 
BOB has been unable to monitor defense activities. The pro
portion of BOB personnel attending to defense matters is far 
below the proportion of expenditures going to defense. See 
the statement of a former DOD executive in Marver H. Bern
stein, The Job of the Federal Executive (Washington: The 
Brookings Institution, 1958), pp. 72-73; Harry Howe Ransom, 
Can American Democracy Survive Cold War? (Garden City: 
Doubleday & Co., Inc., 1963), pp. 92-93; and testimony of 
Secretary McNamara, House Committee on Armed Services, 
Hearings on Military Posture. 89th Cong., 1st Sess., 1965, 
pp. 312, 316. For a conflicting view of the BOB role, that 
BOB exerts great influence over the defense budget, see 
Edward L. Katzenbach, Jr., "Bubud's Defense Policy," The 
Reporter XXII (June 23, 1960), 25-30. 
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Information is brought to hearings in support of the 

position of the witnesses. Members try to develop informa

tion from the hearings that will support their own positions 

52 and make their policy decisions seem defensible. When it 

is kept in mind that congressional committee members, like 

administration and public witnesses, are participants in 

the hearings, and that they, like the witnesses, have 

positions they wish to put on public record. the abundance 

of lengthy hearings and their value as source material 

53 becomes understandable. Hearings testify to governmental 

recognition of the relationship of information to policy as 

well as to the traditions honoring public information and 

publicly made policy. 

Almost any national policy system has publics, 

clienteles, interest groups, a bureaucracy, political execu

tives, and members of two or more congressional committees 

as participants. But the defense policy system is the 

grandaddy of them all in number of publics, diversity of 

clienteles, activity of interest groups, scope of the 

bureaucracy, and size of the budget. Consequently, it is 

52. In one of the first committee studies, Ralph 
Huitt made what seems now to be an obvious discovery; that 
committee members do not behave as judges in hearings but 
are active participants in the process. "The Congressional 
Committee; A Case Study," American Political Science Review 
XLVIII (June, 1954), 340-365. 

53. These conclusions are substantiated in part by 
the observations of a former member, Clem Miller, in Member 
of the House (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1962), pp. 
8, 14. 
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not surprising that many other aspects of the system have 

received considerable attention while the committee-

54 department relationship has not. But because the Secre

tary of Defense must convince congressional committees to 

accept his programs and because the committees must persuade 

the Secretary to accept theirs, in addition to convincing 

the whole Congress to accept committee recommendations, the 

committee-department interface at hearings remains, as in 

other systems, a key point for the convergence of informa

tion inputs and thus of crucial importance to the exercise 

of influence on policy outputs. 

Committees and Policy Areas 

While it is well-known that the standing, special

ized and rather autonomous legislative committee is a 

distinctive feature of the American Congress, it is not 

often pointed out that Congress organizes itself to train 

policy area specialists. The training of specialists is 

entirely compatible with the contention that Congress 

organizes itself to act as "boards of review over the every-

55 day work of executive agencies." Legislative committees, 

of course, specialize in broad policy areas complementing 

54. For example, the introduction of PPBS and the 
organizational changes in the Department of Defense have 
received far more attention in the scholarly literature than 
the legislative-executive branch relationship. 

55. Cater, op. cit., p. 8. 



65 

the cabinet level departments like Agriculture, Commerce, 

and Interior. Congressional organization sometimes lags 

behind executive reorganization. For example, there are no 

counterpart committees for the Departments of Housing and 

Urban Development or Transportation. But when the Army, 

Navy, and newly-independent Air Force were unified under the 

National Security Act of 1947, Congress had anticipated 

unification by combining its Naval and Military Affairs into 

Committees on Armed Services in the Reorganization Act of 

1946. The Navy and War Department subcommittees on Approp

riations were also combined in 1949. In the case of atomic 

energy and the civilian space program, congressional organ

ization paralleled the additions in the executive branch. 

In the defense policy area congressional organization 

complements executive branch organization in terms of formal 

structure, with the Defense Department and Atomic Energy 

Commission in close relationship with the corresponding 

committees in Congress. However, the formal structure of 

congressional organization does not reveal all the ramifica

tions of specialization, as Chapter 3 will show. 

The subcommittee structure of most committees is an 

organizational device which furthers opportunities for 

specialization. Individual specialization, even within sub

committees, is encouraged. Once assigned to a committee a 

member is rarely removed except at his own request. There

fore, if he manages to achieve longevity in office he is 
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encouraged to become a policy area expert. Members indicate 

that they take refuge from an impossible workload in 

specialization.5̂  Individual specialists are relied on by 

their colleagues for advice and committees, as broad policy 

area specialists, tend to speak for their chambers. 

Defense policy area specialists in Congress are the 

more senior members of the two committees on Armed Services. 

In addition, Appropriations subcommittees are organized to 

enhance opportunities for policy area specialization. Sub

committees of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, the two 

Government Operations Committees and the foreign policy 

committees are also structured to permit specialization in 

aspects of defense policy. (See Chapter 3.) The defense 

policy specialists on the various committees may be all 

considered participants in the defense policy making system, 

although some are much more influential than others due to 

role of their committee vis-a-vis defense policy. 

Reciprocal Need. Congress and the President 

legitimate policy—make it authoritative—but it takes a 

bureaucracy to implement policy. The bureaucracy needs 

Congress to provide legitimating authority and money for its 

programs. Congress, on the other hand, needs the bureaucracy. 

Without it, legislation could not be translated into action. 

Just as a great deal of a legislator's prestige and 

56. Clapp, op. cit., pp. 108, 110. 
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opportunity for accomplishment is associated with his 

committee assignment, especially in the House, a congresr-

sional committee's power and prestige is derived, in large 

part, from the activities of the bureaucracies it affects. 

Appropriations committees affect all the bureaucracies, of 

course. That is why they are considered so powerful. 

Committees like District of Columbia and Merchant Marine and 

Fisheries have a limited scope of influence and thus are 

classified as minor, or non-exclusive for assignment pur-

57 . poses. Committees which are linked to bureaucracies, as 

Armed Services are linked to the Department of Defense, are 

usually accorded importance in rough approximation to the 

importance of their department. Senior members of these 

committees, who have acquired the authority in their subject 

matter area that accompanies specialization and seniority, 

are usually considered among the most powerful men in 

„ 58 Congress. 

57. For ranking of committees by desirability of 
assignment, see George Goodwin, Jr., "The Seniority System 
in Congress," American Political Science Review. LIII (June, 
1959), 412-436, and Nicholas Masters, "Committee Assignments 
in the House of Representatives," American Political Science 
Review. LV (June, 1961), 345-357. 

58. Typical of many observers of Congress, Neil 
MacNeil has attributed great power to Carl Vinson, House 
Armed Services Committee Chairman without noting that 
Vinson's power was almost exclusively in the defense policy 
area and probably stemmed from his influence over military 
construction. See Forge of Democracy. The House of Repre
sentatives (New York: David McKay Co., Inc., 1963), pp. 170, 
259-261. 
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In contrast with the weak position of committees in 

other democracies such as England, Canada, France, or West 

Germany, American standing committees, manned as they are 

by policy area specialists, are strong indeed. And a great 

part of their strength is derived from their distinctive 

relationship with the departments and agencies they over-

Tensions^ Although the departments need their 

committees and the committees need their departments, the 

reciprocal dependence does not necessarilty engender a unity 

of outlook among participants. Normally a state of tension 

exists between congressional committee members on the one 

hand, and the bureaucrats, professionals, or political 

executives in the executive branch on the other.Almost 

59. Probably one of the most common complaints about 
Congress is its propensity to examine administrative matters 
closely, bypassing other issues which critics would accord 
priority. For example, see Edward L. Katzenbach, Jr., "How 
Congress Strains at Gnats, Then Swallows Military Budgets," 
The Reporter. XVI (July 20, 1954), 31-35, For a more 
scholarly treatment see Joseph P. Harris, Congressional 
Control of Administration (Washington: The Brookings Institu
tion, 1964). Richard F. Fenno, Jr., in a critical review of 
Harris* book claims that intervention in specific and 
detailed fashion in administrative affairs is what Congress 
does best. See Fenno's review of Congressional Control of 
Administration by Joseph P. Harris, American Political 
Review. LVIII (September, 1964), 673-674. 

60. The tension is widely recognized but seldom 
explained in the literature. Bauer et al. attribute it to 
two personality types, the people-oriented politician and 
the principle-oriented administrator, op. cit., Chapter 33. 
Marver H. Bernstein's round table of federal executives 
suggests that is is related to the longer tenure of people 
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any congressional hearing provides evidence of this tension 

and also indicates that a committee hearing is a device 

which requires the administration to justify its activities 

to Congress.^ The status of committee members in relation 

to administrative witnesses is epitomized in the custom 

which demands that the witness answer any and all questions 

posed by members while being permitted to raise none of his 

62 ! own. 

The source of much of the tension may lie in the 

structure of the principal reference groups for participants 

from each branch; committee members receive their status and 

operate in a majority rule decision making milieu while 

in power in Congress over people in administrative agencies 
plus the very real influence of Congress, op. cit.. pp. 90-
93, 100-101. 

61. Herbert Roback, a staff member of a House 
Military Operations subcommittee has written that the basic 
function of a hearing is to keep the executive on its toes 
by subjecting its proposals to careful scrutiny, op. cit.. 
p. 256. 

62. The custom was well understood and observed in 
the breach by Secretary McNamara in an exchange with Appro
priations subcommittee member Jamie Whitten (D-Miss.): "Let 
me simply turn the question around. I know- it is not my 
prerogative to ask you a question but I would like to if I 
might." See House Committee on Appropriations, Hearings, 
Department of Defense Appropriations for Fiscal Year 1968. 
90th Cong., 1st Sess., part 2, 1967, p. 203. 
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executive branch personnel receive their positions and 

6 3 operate in a hierarchical situation. 

The special authority of a member of Congress is 

rooted in the fact that he is an elected official. His 

first claim to authority is not his knowledge or skill, but 

rather his place as an elected representative of the people. 

Members of the Committee on Armed Services, unlike appointed 

officials, do not receive security clearances for classified 

hearings. Credentials of trustworthiness are in their 

• status as elected officials. It is because they are elected 

that committee members have the right to investigate, over

see, and pass judgment on the activities and policies of the 

non-elected officials in the executive branch. 

Among the two reference groups which are most 

significant to the elected representative—the constituency 

which gives him his job and the committee and chamber where 

he does his job—majority rule decision making prevails. 

63. Robert A. Dahl and Charles E. Lindblom have 
defined a hierarchy as a system of control by leaders and 
a polyarchy, which would include a majority rule system, as 
a system of control of leaders by non-leaders. They also 
discuss bargaining as a system of reciprocal control among 
leaders. See Politics. Economics and Welfare (New York: 
Harper and Brothers, 1953), Chapters 8-14. My point of view 
is that bargaining accompanies hierarchical control in the 
executive branch and is an important lubricant in the 
legislative process. Bargaining is also the principal system 
of control in the committee-department relationship. While 
bargaining is common to both branches, majority rule is not 
—thus the tension between the two systems. 
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The member of Congress is the choice of a majority (or 

occasionally a plurality) of the voters in his constituency. 

Chances are that the circumstances of his last election and 

the possibilities of the next loom very large in his think

ing and behavior. With the constituency as a sort of board 

of review which can turn the member out, the member is 

likely to refer to his role in terms of his relationship to 

it: "I am an ambassador from my district trying to bring 

good things back to the people I represent in the form, for 

64 example, of defense business. ..." The member, then 

derives status from the fact that he is elected and he is 

conscious of the desirability .of retaining the favor of the 

majority that elected him. 

In the committee room or on the floor of the House 

and Senate, decisions are made by majority rule vote. 

Majority building in Congress requires compromise, persua

sion, experience, and information. It is specialized infor

mation, after all, which lends authority to the policy area 

specialist, which assures most committee chairmen the support 

of their committees, and which gives most committee decisions 

the support of the full chamber. But members of Congress 

cannot demand the votes of their constituencies, their 

64. John Brademas, "Technology and Social Change: A 
Congressman's View," in Aaron W. Warner, Dean Morse, and 
Alfred S. Eichner, ed„, The Impact of Science on Technology 
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1965), pp. 143-152. 
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committees, nor their chambers. Majorities must be won. 

All the decision making most important to members is done 

in majority rule situations where support is won, rather 

than mobilized by order. 

By contrast, the executive branch is organized along 

hierarchical lines.65 While the legislator's first loyalty 

is to the constituency which can unseat him, the political 

executive's first loyalty is to his superior, who can dis

miss him. Under the political executives, bureaucrats and 

professionals presumably carry out their superiors' deci

sions in relative job security, but with the possibility of 

transfer present.66 

In a hierarchy, competence and skill are honored, 

certainly not representativeness. It is necessary to place 

responsibility, but not to win widespread agreement. The 

system does not need information to win over majorities; 

it needs information primarily to help responsible persons 

65. For purposes of this discussion the hierarchical 
nature of the executive branch is treated as if it actually 
operated according to an organizational model even though it 
is understood that informal organization varies considerably 
from the ideal. It has already been observed that the 
military services sometimes side with Congress on issues. 

66. It is well known that congressional policy 
makers by and large enjoy longer tenure in office than 
members of the executive branch. Bernstein found that in 
1933 there were 39 senators and 194 representatives with 10 
or more years in office; in 1953 there were 26 senators and 
154 representatives of similar tenure. See Bernstein, 
op. cit., pp. 92-93. In 1968 51 senators and 155 representa
tives had been in office ten or more years. 
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make decisions. The system points upward, to those in 

superior positions; information is supposed to flow upward 

and decisions flow downward. The majority rule system 

points outward, to the persuasion of peers. 

Tension often occurs when these two very different 

decision making systems come together. In a committee 

hearing it can be noted that the hierarchical system, having 

gathered its information to make a decision, tends to pass 

the decision. rather than the information on to Congress. 

This is precisely what the administration executive does in 

his role as responsible administrator. But committee members 

need information in order to win over majorities and to avoid 

negative feedback from those who elected them. A classic 

statement of the committee view of the executive branch as 

an informant has been provided by Senator Fulbright: 

The Committee on Foreign Relations has a close 
working relationship with the Department of State, 
which has been most cooperative in helping the 
committee with its tasks. It is too much to 
expect, however, that the Department should 
expend its energy in obtaining for, and supplying 
to, the Committee information and ideas which may 
not be consistent with departmental views.67 

Somewhat more tersely, Armed Services Committee member 

Porter Hardy (D-Va.) expressed the same thought when he told 

the Defense Secretary that his questions were based on his 

own sources of information: 

67. Fulbright, "introduction," p. xi. 
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That is the only way we can get a basis on which 
to ask you people questions, because you don't 
give us anything except what supports your posi
tion.68 

In the hearing process where the relationship 

between congressional committee and executive department is 

put on public record, a common concern with problems tends 

to bring the participants together and promote cooperation 

in the development of policy for the problems. Some cohesion 

results from the fact that legislators need administrators 

to carry out programs and administrators need legislators 

for funds and authority. But inevitably there is tension 

because the hierarchical organization, no matter how compe

tent and efficient its skilled personnel might be, must 

justify its activities to the elected members of the 

majority rule system whose authority is based on repre

sentativeness, not competence. The administration, having 

gathered information to make a decision, tends to pass the 

decision, rather than the information, to the committee. 

The committee, in turn, needs information in order to make 

its decision, to persuade its parent chamber, and to avoid 

negative feedback from constituents. The divisiveness 

inherent in this situation is ultimately overcome because 

each branch must obtain the consent of the other in order 

that policies may be legitimated. 

68. House Committee on Armed Services, Military 
Posture Briefing. 86th Cong., 1st Sess., 1959, p. 865. 
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Factors Bearing on Congressional Influence 

The capability of Congress to influence policy is 

affected by some procedural and substantive factors. 

Procedural factors are those having to do with the way 

government organizes itself to act on problems while 

substantive factors have to do with the problems them-

69 selves. Thus a procedural factor in policy making would 

be the committee system in Congress, while a substantive 

factor would be the informational inputs from an event like 

the first Soviet Sputnik. In the foreign policy field, the 

definitions change slightly. Procedural factors are those 

having to do with the way the nation organizes itself to act 

on foreign problems while substantive factors have to do 

with the problems themselves. A procedural factor in 

foreign policy would be the nature of the selective service 

system and a substantive factor would be the informational 

inputs from an event such as the Cuban missile crisis. 

Procedural factors, of course, affect the way that Congress 

is able to deal with the substantive factors, and therefore 

appear to be of great importance. 

69. Vernon Van Dyke differentiates between domestic 
procedural and substantive policies in this way in "Process 
and Policy as Focal Concepts," in Austin Ranney, ed., 
Political Science and Public Policy (Chicago: Markham 
Publishing Co., 1968), pp. 41-52. 
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Procedural Factors Affecting Congressional 
Influence 

Decentralization. As has been mentioned, Congress 

has organized itself to train its own experts in specialized 

policy areas. The committee chairmen, whom Ralph Huitt has 

likened to "feudal chieftains," preside over their com

mittees with considerable autonomy, free from disciplined 

party control and from lines of authority leading to the 

70 officers of the two chambers. The decentralized power 

structure of Congress is not necessarily less powerful than 

a centralized structure would be; committee power is 

probably the mainstay of congressional influence. Neverthe

less, the decentralized power structure has consequences for 

the congressional potential for influence. Because any one 

of two authorizing or two appropriating committees can 

effectively veto a program and because either house has a 

veto over the other, Congress is well adapted to the exer

cise of control by monitoring and negating. There are many 

steps in the legislative process for item vetoes in the 

•administration's recommended program. However, in order to 

effect an innovation or forward a new program the assent of 

all four committees and the two houses is required. In 

addition, the executive branch must be persuaded to go along. 

70. Ralph Huitt, "The Internal Distribution of 
Influence: The Senate," in David B. Truman, ed., Congress 
and America's Future (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 
1965), p. 82. 

t 

I 
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As will be shown in Chapter 3, the legislative 

branch enlarged its negating and monitoring authority in 

reference to the Defense Department in 1961 when the Armed 

Services Committees initiated annual authorization of 

71 weapons procurement. The opportunities for rejecting 

programs recommended by DOD were increased because hence

forth all research and procurement recommendations had to 

run the gamut of four committees each year. However, the 

decentralization which enhanced congressional powers to 

reject programs probably decreased congressional oppor

tunities to add defense programs because each addition 

desired by one of the committees had to be agreed to by the 

other three. On occasion, the necessary unanimity among the 

four committees was secured, as will be shown in Chapter 7. 

But unanimity is not sufficient; in order for Congress to 

forward a program, the executive branch must also consent to 

it. 

Decentralization in Congress works well for the 

rejection of programs. The centralized executive branch, 

71. For a good treatment of the history of this 
enlargement of congressional authority see Dawson, op. cit. 
Kolodziej maintains that the increased authorization 
authority was, in the long run, detrimental to congressional 
influence because it further decentralized congressional 
power, op. cit., pp. 364-382. 
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formulate and 

the committee 

structure permits many policy area power centers in 

committees and several procedural power centers in leader

ship organizations. The many power centers are conducive 

to reception of information about substantive matters out

side of government. Congressional organization provides 

access to many groups and individuals at a number of places 

73 in the policy process. The most important recipients of 

information about defense matters are the two authorizing 

committees (each of which has a number of subcommittees) and 

the two principal Appropriations subcommittees for defense. 

Since these committees have the authority to withhold funds 

72. Samuel P. Huntington has likened policy making 
in the executive branch for defense policy to a "legislative 
process" because many groups (the services, the Bureau of 
the Budget, the Office of Secretary of Defense) are involved. 
In this context he characterizes Congress as playing the 
role of the lobbyist, pushing for favored programs. The 
analogy breaks down on two counts; the Defense Department is 
essentially a hierarchical structure with a top decision 
maker having the last say on decisions, and policy making in 
the executive branch is conducted in secret-, in contrast to 
the public nature of successive committee and chamber deci
sions in the legislative branch. The decentralized authority 
of Congress and the public nature of its processes make the 
American "legislative process" distinctive. See "Strategic 
Planning and the Political Process," Foreign Affairs. 
XXXVIII (January, 1960), 285-299. 

73. Among the many scholars who have made the point 
that American government is characterized by multiple points 
of access are David Truman in The Governmental Process (New 
York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1951), Chapter 11, and Morton Grodzins 
in "American Political Parties and the American System," 
Western Political Quarterly. XIII (December, 1960), 974-998. 

on the other hand, is well structured to 

72 
present positive programs to Congress. 

Access. The decentralization of 



from DOD, they are the most influential. The Military 

Applications and Research and Development subcommittees of 

the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy (JCAE) are also influ

ential within their jurisdiction. Other committees, with 

less authority to influence budgets may provide access. 

When defense relevant information is given to a non-

legislative committee like the Economy in Government sub

committee of the Joint Economic Committee (as was the case 

when A. E. Fitzgerald, an administration employee, testified 

about C-5A cost overruns), it is apparent that the congres

sional committee system may close off access at some places 

but an enterprising informant may effectively get his 

74 message across in others. 

Indirect Feedback. Another factor which conditions 

congressional influence is the fact that Congress neither 

administers programs nor are its members directly affected 

by most administrative actions. None of the working units 

of Congress; subcommittees, committees, ad hoc groups, need 

to conform to the necessities of administering successive 

laws nor do they cope with the direct effects of such 

administration. This obvious state of affairs is signifi

cant for information flows to Congress. Congress 

74. For a concise summary account of the Fitzgerald 
testimony (which first began to be heard in 1968) and the 
subsequent cutback of Air Force C-5A purchases which 
resulted from it, see Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report. 
XXVII (November 21, 1969), 2332-2333. 
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participates in policy making but does not implement pro

grams. Therefore its members have no direct experience as 

to how programs function, nor do they normally experience 

the direct effects of the programs they authorize. The 

people who know the most about a contracting method, for 

example, are the administrators and contractors. Informa

tion that Congress receives is indirect, through adminis

trators and contractors, or through! some third party 

75 observing the administrators and contractors. Clarence 

Danhof's study of government contracting practices shows 

that Congress has looked with great favor on the postwar 

trend which has reduced the in-house share of federal 

research and development from 46 per cent in 1955 to 21 per 

cent in 1967. Although Danhoff believes that congressional 

approval of contracting out is an effort to strengthen free 

enterprise, another reason might be that Congress prefers 

76 the private contractor as another information source. 

75. This generalization does not exclude the proba
bility that members of Congress obtain much information from 
administrators at relatively low levels in the hierarchy, 
and from contractors. Senator Clinton Anderson has written: 
"A primary means to keep informed is by direct contact with 
technical representatives of the various atomic labs and 
industrial concerns." See Clinton P. Anderson and James T. 
Ramey, "Congress and Research: Experience in Atomic Research 
and Development," The Annals. CCCXXII (January, 1960), 92, 

76. Clarence H. Danhof, Government Contracting and 
Technological Change (Washington: The Brookings Institution, 
1968), p. 95. 
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Dependence on Administration. By contrast, the 

executive branch administers programs and obtains direct 

information about the functioning of the administrative 

process. The administering agency is in a uniquely 

favorable position to receive information about the conse

quences of policies for different publics and problems with 

programs in their conception and operation. The structure 

of the executive branch as the implementing body channels 

to it information resources which are inherently superior to 

those of the legislature because they are direct. Congress 

depends on indirect sources. Similarly, Congress itself 

does not administer programs but must do so through execu

tive branch departments and agencies. Deeply affecting 

congressional capability to influence policy is the fact 

that much information flows through the administering agency 

before it is passed on to Congress, especially in defense 

and foreign policy, and all of the policy output is imple

mented through the agencies and bureaus of the executive 

branch. 

Decision Making Processes. The contrasting decision 

making processes—majority rule for Congress and hierarchical 

in the executive branch—have been discussed in connection 

with tension between the two when they must find agreement 

on public policy. The processes themselves affect the way 

congressional committees are able to exert influence on 

defense policies. 
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For example, the Defense Department is expected to 

present a program of recommendations to Congress at the 

beginning of each year in a comprehensive budget statement. 

The budget estimates are ready in January, even in years 

when a new administration takes office and the initial 

budget is necessarily tentative. It would be unthinkable 

for Defense to wait, say, until June to present its budget 

and there would be little justification for such a delay in 

a hierarchical system. 

But on the congressional side, the majority rule 

system does exceedingly well to have the defense budget 

processed by the beginning of the fiscal year on July 1, and 

77 a much later date is not unusual. During the congres

sional phase considerations other than those taken into 

account by the Defense Department come into play. If 

defense programs move swiftly through Congress, chances are 

there is little opposition to them. If they are delayed, 

the obstacles may be such factors as an economy mood 

descending on Congress, concern over inflation, unexpected 

77. While Congress usually completes work on 
Defense Appropriations by October, in 1969 the bill was not 
passed until December 19, about the same time as the 
finishing touches were being put on the January 1970 budget 
statement for fiscal 1971. 
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controversy over a part of the program, or anti-defense 

78 sentiment at the end of a war. 

The fragmentation of authority in Congress, which 

often causes delays and problems in legislating and appro

priating, is an effective device for accommodating various 

interests and for introducing fresh information into the 

policy process. The authority pyramid in the Defense 

Department (which enables it to present a program to 

Congress within a prescribed period of time) is an effective 

device for accomplishing objectives, for mobilizing informa

tion, and for exercising control over the disclosure of 

information. 

Role of Committees. If the policy process is con

ceptualized as centering on programs, it can immediately be 

seen that the administrators of programs, as full time 

participants, are closest to the center of the process. 

Members of authorizing committees are less specialized. 

They have to run for office and pay attention to their 

constituencies, as well as attending to legislative duties. 

Even in the more specialized House of Representatives, all 

Armed Services Committee members belong to several 

78. Until the mid-fifties, Congress finished with 
the Defense Appropriations Bill by June or July. The 
economy move of 1957 delayed passage of the bill that year 
until August. See Fenno, The Power of the Purse, pp. 478-
487. Concern over inflationary pressures, anti-defense 
sentiment, and controversy over the ABM contributed to the 
extreme delay in 1969. 
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subcommittees. Senate Armed Services committee members, of 

course, belong to many other full committees. Appropria

tions subcommittee members have interests and responsi

bilities spanning a greater number of policy areas than the 

authorizing committees (see Chapter 3). By the time the 

program reaches the House or Senate floor, it becomes only 

a part of the total legislative business for the year. The 

role of legislators in the policy process is intermittent 

and diffuse, while the role of administrators is continuous. 

The legislature can recess and go home; administration is 

continuous. 

Party Alignment. The procedural factors heretofore 

described affect the congressional potential for influence 

over defense policy regardless of which party is in power. 

However, when one party controls the White House and the 

other controls Congress, latent tensions between the branches 

are exacerbated. All other things being equal (which they 

rarely are), and bearing in mind that Congress must cooperate 

with the executive branch in the promulgation of policy, 

else government would come to a standstill,-the committees 

are more conscious of their prerogatives and more likely to 

oppose administration recommendations when an opposition 

party is in the White House than when the same party controls 

both branches. The vigorous activity of the JCAE during the 

Eisenhower administration, as described by Green and 

Rosenthal, can be attributed in part to the party alignment, 
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as can the congressional concern over missile programs in 

79 the late fifties. The directive legislation, described in 

Chapter 6, directing the executive branch to carry out 

certain functions, was passed by a Democratic Congress over 

80 the objections of a Republican administration. When the 

opposition party occupies the White House, Congress seems 

more disposed to attempt to assert its influence. 

The procedural factors described above; the decen

tralization of authority in Congress, providing access to 

information at many points, the dependence of committees on 

the executive branch for the implementation of policy, the 

majority rule decision making system with its slow and 

ponderous processes, the intermittency of congressional 

involvement in specific problems, and the special circum

stance of opposition party control of the administration, 

suggest the unique role that it is possible for Congress to 

play in policy making. Not a counterpart structure to the 

hierarchical administrative branch, nor an efficient 

mobilizer of resources, Congress is a vehicle for 

79. Green and Rosenthal, op. cit.. pp. 17-33. See 
Chapter 7 for description of committee activities in regard 
to missiles. 

80. A very recent example of this kind of congres
sional assertiveness occurred in 1970, when Congress wrote 
into an education bill the requirement that all the funds 
appropriated be expended. As before, the action was in the 
context of a split party alignment, with a Republican 
president and a Congress controlled by Democrats. 
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obstruction, negation, accommodation, and especially for the 

raising of issues brought about by new information. 

Substantive Factors Affecting Congressional 
Influence 

The procedural factors described permit Congress, as 

it acts through its committees, to enjoy a great capacity 

for receiving information. With many power centers and a 

prediliction for putting at least part of the inputs into 

decision making on public record, Congress is a well suited 

recipient of information even if it is rather ill-adapted to 

concerted behavior in mobilizing that information for 

action. 

Congress appears to be most influential, in rela

tionship to shared power with the executive branch, in 

domestic policy areas because members receive constant 

streams of information from a variety of sources about new 

problems and feedback from on-going programs. In the 

foreign and defense policy areas, streams of new information 

and feedback have, with some recent exceptions, been reduced 

to a pre-digested synthesis as they were channeled through 

the executive branch departments. Beginning in 1968, some 

of the military committees have attempted to obtain other 

sources of information about defense programs. The role of 

DOD in the conduct of the Vietnam War provided one source, 

opposition by some scientists to the ABM provided another. 

But the free flow of information about defense programs is 



87 

usually rather restricted, compared with the feedback from 

domestic programs. 

The discussion up to this point has centered around 

only two general types of policy; the domestic policy area 

where there are few obstacles between members of Congress 

and the flow of information, and the foreign and defense 

fields where information about the behavior of foreign 

governments usually passes through the executive branch 

before reaching Congress. Domestic policy has been defined 

as policy implemented within the borders of the United 

States while foreign and defense policies are implemented 

both at home and abroad, but are directed at the behavior of 

foreign governments. However, it is not quite accurate to 

describe the distinction between types of policy as rooted 

in the place of implementation or the location of the 

objects the policy is intended to influence. At bottom the 

question of the place or object of implementation is only 

important as it affects the flow of information to Congress. 

It is the flow of information, and obstacles to that flow, 

that make the difference. 

Policy areas could probably be arranged in a con

tinuum of types. At one end would be policies with feedback 

and related new information flowing in abundance directly to 

points of access in Congress, e.g., the functioning of 

social security, most farm programs, domestic military con

struction, the immediate impact of the draft. At the other 
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end would be policies productive of feedback which bypasses 

Congress and goes to another part of government where its 

multi-source character is distilled for congressional 

consumption, e.g., foreign policy, the posture aspect of 

defense policy. In between are policies that generate very 

•little information and produce so little negative feedback 

that they are likely to escape notice unless Congress makes 

a special effort to study their consequences, e.g., programs 

in support of most research, especially basic research, and 

the research and development part of defense policy. 

Aspects of defense activities would be included in each of 

these extreme types, and would probably range across the 

complete continuum. It is not defense policy per se that is 

dominated by the executive branch but rather those segments 

of it which are characterized by an executive branch monopoly 

of information. The substantive differences in policy areas 

then, for the purposes of this study, stem from differences 

in the sources of information for Congress. This conception 

is closely related to what is known about interest groups 

and group pressures except that by using information as the 

key variable, the possibility that Congress may actively 

seek out information is not excluded. Whether Congress 

passively receives information and advice, or actively seeks 

it, the result will probably be a policy that is the work of 

both executive and legislative branches. But when Congress 

has few independent sources of information, and does not 
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actively generate information, the executive branch will not 

only supply the information but will formulate and execute 

the policy. 

To summarize, congressional relations with the 

executive branch are focused in multiple problem-policy 

systems of which the defense policy system is the largest in 

government, in terms of both the size of budget and number 

of personnel. Specialized congressional committees and the 

Department of Defense, as the authoritative participants in 

the system, need one another to fulfill their institutional 

roles and must cooperate in the legitimation of policy. But 

tension between committees and their departments is common

place, largely because of the difference in purposes and 

methods between majority rule and hierarchical decision

making systems. 

Among the procedural and substantive factors bearing 

on congressional influence over defense policy are the 

fragmented power structure of Congress as opposed to the 

centralized power structure of Defense, the difference in 

information needs of the majority rule and hierarchical 

decision making systems, the continual, concentrated, and 

direct role of the Defense Department in making and executing 

defense policy as opposed to the intermittent, diffuse, 

indirect role of Congress, and the difference among policies 
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and problems in their capacity to generate information which 

is channeled to Congress. 

In conclusion, the information input, policy output 

model initially suggested can be modified, or a better word 

would be stimulated. by the actions of Congress in informing 

itself. Just as inflationary pressures can include the two 

different processes of demand-pull and cost-push, and 

weapons development processes may include requirements-pull 

and technological-push, so the policy systems which feature 

congressional participants may be actuated by intelligence-

81 pull as well as information-feedback push. 

Most intelligence-pull occurs at the instigation of 

executive branch participants. The Defense Department's 

use of universities and private research centers strikingly 

illustrates its facility for exploitation of the possi

bilities of a developed intelligence-pull capability. Con

gressional use of the public hearing illustrates a highly 

developed capacity for providing access to information-

feedback push. Congressional committees invite testimony, 

but they ordinarily do not pay for the deve-lopment of 

81. T. K. Glennan, Jr., suggested the concepts of 
requirements-pull and technology-push for R&D in "Research 
and Development," in Stephen Enke, ed., Defense Management 
(Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1967) , pp. 269-289. 
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82 information. The very name "hearing" indicates the 

passive nature of most congressional information gathering. 

Congress is a sponge for information, not an octopus after 

intelligence. Various kinds of information do flow to 

Congress, indeed inundate the members, so that the principal 

problem often seems to be information management rather than 

83 acquisition. Procedural arrangements probably lend them

selves more readily to receptivity toward information than 

for mobilization of intelligence resources. 

Yet in some issue areas Congress is patently weak— 

at a disadvantage vis-a-vis the executive because it lacks 

independent sources of information. In the realm of 

weapons programs, for example throughout most of the cold 

war era, Congress has had few non-administration sources of 

advice and information except for "cultivated leaks" from 

within the administration, the disclosure of disputes within 

84 DOD, or from groups or retired military men. While these 

82. Danhof^ study of government contracting un
covered only a few scattered cases of congressional con
tracting to secure studies from independent sources, op. 
cit., pp. 207-208. 

83. Charles R. Dechert a political scientist who 
has worked in the Defense Department, claims that Congress 
is swamped with information and that the principal problems 
are those of evaluation and analysis. He would concur, 
however, in the need for improved intelligence gathering for 
Congress, op. cit.. pp. 154-203. 

84. For discussions of congressional uses of inter-
service and military-OSD conflicts as information sources 
see Bernstein, op. cit.. p. 79; Maxwell D. Taylor, The 
Uncertain Trumpet (New York: Harper & Row, 1959), 
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sources have been very important in permitting Congress to 

discover alternatives to the Defense Secretary1s positions, 

the information they provide is generated sporadically and 

is quite biased. In 1969 some of the principal defense 

related committees broke with tradition and invited non

government scientists to their hearings. The uniqueness of 

the occasion underscored the fact that the military com

mittees have no regularized channels of non-government 

information; certainly none that is commissioned or con

tracted. 

There is no logical or constitutional reason why 

Congress has to remain a passive recipient of information. 

There is no reason why it cannot, in the issue areas where 

it is weak (in foreign affairs, in matters of high technical 

content, in programs that lack an articulate public), become 

an active seeker after intelligence. But with a few excep

tions that will be noted in the following chapters, most 

congressional committees have not yet interpreted their 

roles as generators of information needed for policy making. 

pp. 111-114; John C. Ries, The Management of Defense 
(Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1964), Part III. 
Cultivated leaks are essentially the same type of informa
tion, passing from military or civilian executives to 
congressmen on a confidential basis. See Green and 
Rosenthal's description of the customary flow of "leaks" 
from Admiral Hyman Rickover to the JCAE; op. cit., pp. 40-
41. The retired military men referred to are in the American 
Security Council, an organization devoted to a much stronger 
military posture than has been maintained in recent years. 



CHAPTER 3 

A SPECTRUM OF COMMITTEE INFLUENCE 

Because the scope of Department of Defense 

activities is so vast, encompassing about half of what the 

American federal government does, DOD's relationships with 

congressional committees are more varied and numerous than 

the multiple relationships of most executive branch depart

ments. At one time or another most of the committees of 

Congress have had occasion to call DOD personnel as wit

nesses at hearings. But as in other policy areas, the 

specialized committees that have formal jurisdiction over 

defense matters are the principal congressional participants 

in the defense problem-policy system. Members of these 

panels have the most contacts with top executives in the DOD 

hierarchy and have the most responsibility for determining 

the extent of congressional participation in defense policy 

making. 

The committees involved in defense matters can be 

categorized along a spectrum of responsibility; with the 

1. The Cumulative Index of Congressional Committee 
Hearings. in three volumes covering the periods 1935-1959, 
1959-1963, and 1963-1967, shows numerous hearings on defense 
matters by such committees as Labor and Public Welfare, 
Judiciary, Commerce, Finance, Post Office, etc., on non-
routine matters. (Washington: USGPO, 1959, 1963, 1967). 

93 
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legislative (or authorizing, or substantive) committees at 

one end, presumably participating in "whether or not" and 

"now or later" decisions; the appropriations subcommittees 

next, responsible for "more or less" decisions; the non-

legislative committees next, which investigate, conduct 

hearings, report and recommend, but do not report substan

tive legislation; and finally at the other end of the 
i 

spectrum, the "interested" committees that may legislate in 

their own areas of jurisdiction, but not normally in the 

realm of defense policy. The entire spectrum could include 

as many as 16 separate panels. In the Senate, many of the 

same faces would be seen on the different panels but in the 

House, the subsystems are discrete. 

The major legislative committees are the House and 

Senate Committees on Armed Services and the Joint Committee 

on Atomic Energy. The appropriations process features two 

pairs of subcommittees; the Defense Appropriations sub

committees which pass on 90 to 95 per cent of the defense 

budget, and the Military Construction subcommittees which 

handle only about $1 billion annually in appropriations. 

Among the non-legislative committees are the House and 

Senate Committees on Government Operations which have 

specialized military subcommittees, and the Joint Economic 

Committee which has justified its study of military matters 

in terms of the impact of defense spending on the economy. 

Other "interested" committees are the Senate Foreign 
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Relations Committee which has a subcommittee on Disarmament, 

and the House Foreign Affairs Committee. These committees 

have had jurisdiction over military assistance since 1954. 

The long list of committees does not alter the fact that the 

Armed Services Committees and Defense Appropriations sub

committees are far and away the "big guns" in the defense 

policy process, ruling on the bulk of the defense budget. 

The Legislating Committees 

The legislative committees of Congress participate 

in the founding of government programs and oversee their 

operation by government agencies and departments. Legisla

tive committees process rules and regulations and authorize 

the expenditure of funds by means of permanent, long-term, 

or short term (usually biennial or annual) authorizations. 

Because no appropriations can be made without prior 

authorization nor can appropriations exceed authorizations, 

legislative committees can exercise considerable influence 

over their agencies and departments if they so choose. Some 

are content with infrequent continuing authorizations which, 

in effect, leave most funding decisions up to the appro

priating subcommittees. Other legislative committees 

exercise authority over their agencies by using the tool of 

annual authorizations. It may be true that "any committee 

that is worth its salt . . . wants to be in on the policy 
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process and the way it does it is by requiring yearly 

2 authorizations." 

Annual authorizations, however, seem to be associ

ated with particular types of programs, rather than with 

particular committees. Programs directed at foreign govern

ments and those with high scientific content are likely to 

require annual authorizations, such as the Peace Corps, the 

Agency for International Development, the Atomic Energy 

Commission, the National Space and Aeronautics Administra

tion, the Office of Saline Water, the National Science 

Foundation, procurement of missiles, aircraft, naval vessels 

3 and other weapons, and defense research. Most continuing 

programs do not require annual authorization. It is quite 

possible that Congress, through independent decisions of its 

various committees, is attempting to utilize annual 

authorizations to grapple with the problem of the need for 

information in the issue areas that characteristically 

generate very little domestic feedback—scientific and 

2. Anonymous discussant following Roback, op. cit., 
pp. 256-257. 

3. The Atomic Energy Commission came under the 
requirement of annual authorization in stages, in 1954, 
1957, and 1964, with all activities included by the latter 
date. Office of Saline Water needed annual authorizations 
after 1965, the National Science Foundation since 1968, and 
weapons procurement began to require authorization in 1961. 
The latter requirement has been broadened throughout the 
1960*s to include more types of weapons and R&D, the most 
recent addition including small weapons such as artillery, 
antiaircraft artillery, and hand-held firearms. 
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foreign policy programs. Annual authorizations require more 

work of the agency or department, more time spent in 

testifying before committees, and they provide more chances 

for funding to be reduced. Annual authorizations increase 

the workload of the legislative committees. But the annual 

authorization requirement is a strategy of committee influ

ence. It requires a regular comprehensive hearing for a 

legislative purpose. It is a device for bringing informa

tion to the committee, for enabling the committee to place 

4 its imprint upon agency policy. If committees do not 

require annual authorization they tend to be removed from 

the spending decisions that are the heart of. policy. For 

example, the continuing authorizations operating in the 

early 1950's were sufficient to cover even such an untoward 

contingency as the Korean War. None of the services had to 

return to the Armed Services Committees for additional 

spending authority. Crucial spending decisions, as Congress 

chooses to participate in them, are left in these cases to 

the Appropriations committees. 

4. The tendency toward annual authorizations is at 
first glance at variance with Aaron Wildavsky's suggestion 
that only the incremental changes in appropriations be con
sidered each year. But if legislating committees would 
review programs and authorize them each year, the appro
priations process could very well be limited to the radical 
incrementalism Wildavsky recommends. See "Toward a Radical 
Incrementalism," in Alfred DeGrazia, ed., Congress: The 
First Branch of Government (Garden City: Anchor Books, 
1967), pp. 111-153. 
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The Committees on Armed Services 

The Armed Services Committees were consolidated from 

separate Military and Naval Affairs Committees as a result 

of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946. Their 

jurisdiction as described in the law is appropriate to the 

World War II period, oriented toward men and materiel. It 

included: 
l 

1. Common defense generally. 
2. The War' Department and the Navy Department. 
3. Soldiers* and sailors' homes. 
4. Pay, promotion, retirement, and other benefits 

and privileges of members of the armed forces. 
5. Selective service. 
6. Size and composition of the Army and Navy. 
7. Ammunition depots, forts, arsenals, military 

reservations and navy yards. 
8. Conservation, development, and use of naval 

petroleum and oil shale reserves. 
9. Strategic and critical materials necessary for 

the common defense. 
10. Scientific research and development in support 

of the armed services. (House version only.) 
11. Maintenance and operation of the Panama Canal. 

(Senate version only.)^ 

The Senate version was identical to that of the House except 

that it included jurisdiction over the Panama Canal and 

excluded item 10 above, the scientific research and develop

ment section. The emphasis on manpower, materials, and 

military construction as the principal components of 

military strength is indicative of the role the Armed 

Services Committees were to play. In the context of 

today1s emphasis on a scientific and technological race in 

5. U. S. 60 Stat. 812. Title 1, Part 1, Sec. 102, 
Sec. 121 (paraphrased slightly). 
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weaponry, the absence of the word "procurement" from the 

listing seems significant.^ 

Apart from the fact that the Air Force emerged as a 

distinctive service as a consequence of the National 

Security Act of 1947, the jurisdiction listed describes very 

well the principal concerns of the Armed Services Committees 

until 1961. Then, as one of the results of the shock of 

Sputnik, the committees tightened their authority with an 

annual authorization requirement for major weapons procure-

• ment. 

But until 1961 the procurement process operated 

under general long term authorizations which left weapons 

acquisition oversight up to the appropriations subcommit

tees. Partial authority over Military Assistance, a non-

7 domestic program, was relinquished in 1955. But real 

Q 
estate and construction were closely watched. Military 

6. Although House and Senate rules still define 
Armed Services jurisdiction just about as listed, committee 
reports and prints usually include procurement of major 
weapons systems and such modern items as communications net
works in their catalogues of responsibilities. 

7. See Malcolm E. Jewell, Senatorial Politics and 
Foreign Policy (Lexington: University of Kentucky Press, 
1962), p. 142. 

8. Joseph P. Harris has an excellent description of 
Armed Services Committee techniques for maintaining partici
pation in DOD real estate transactions and military con
struction decisions, op. cit.. pp. 217-225. Edith T. 
Carper's "The Defense Appropriations Rider," in Edwin Bock 
and Alan K. Campbell, ed., Case Studies in American Govern
ment (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1962), pp. 58-
62 describes how Armed Services tried unsuccessfully to get 
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construction was authorized in annual bills. In addition, 

Armed Services Committees performed their legislative 

function in respect to matters affecting military manpower 
g 

and defense organization. (See Chapter 6.) They did some 

important investigative work and their hearings acted as 

vehicles for the expression of dissent about defense policy. 

But missing were regular hearings tied to legislation con

cerning major components of defense policy."^ Such hearings 

were instituted in 1961 when annual authorization for pro

curement of missiles, aircraft, and naval vessels was first 

11 required. Their continuation and enlargement to cover 

veto power over the closing of government operated indus
tries. However, the appropriations subcommittees did manage 
to assume that power. 

9. Paul Y. Hammond has emphasized the strong role 
of the Armed Services Committees in organization and man
power in Organizing for Defense (Princeton: Princeton 
University Press, 1961). 

10. A round table discussion of legislators in 1959 
(before the Armed Services Committees instituted annual 
authorizations of weapons procurement) revealed a consensus 
of opinion that the Armed Services Committees did not make 
policy decisions but merely involved themselves with house
keeping and peripheral matters. Appropriations Committees, 
it was said, made the decisions about defense matters. See 
Clapp, op. cit., p. 220. 

11. It is not surprising that the annual procure
ment authorization requirement was a rider to a 1959 military 
construction authorization bill for Bomarc and Nike-Hercules 
air defense missile sites. A series of inter-service dis
putes about missiles, and vacillation on the part of the 
Office of Secretary of Defense served to spur the committees 
to increase their involvement in procurement, especially in 
climate of opinion following Sputnik. The requirement was 
included in 1959 legislation to become effective in 1961. 
See Kolodziej, op. cit.. pp. 305-306; and Huntington, The 
Common Defense, p. 134, for summaries of the dispute. 
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more budgeted items has increased Armed Services Committee 

authority. 

For all intents and purposes the authorizing commit

tees ought to be the most powerful committees connected with 

programs. They can be if they authorize regularly. They 

can participate in the "whether or not" decisions and even 

initiate some programs of their own if they keep on top of 

department activities. But if the authorizing committees 

permit their departments to operate on long term or perma

nent authorizations, it is quite likely that most congres

sional control will be exercised in a perfunctory fashion by 

appropriations subcommittees. Armed Services Committee 

members apparently believed prior to the 1960's that the 

absence of regular authorizations gave the military services 

freedom to design and implement strategic policy in their 

own way. Chairman Richard B. Russell (D-Ga.) was quoted as 

saying "God help the American people if Congress starts 

12 legislating military strategy." 

Russell's viewpoint notwithstanding, strategic 

decisions having to do with development and" procurement of 

weapons must be legitimated by Congress. In retrospect it 

appears that the responsibility for exercising congressional 

oversight abandoned by the Armed Services Committees was 

necessarily assumed by the appropriations subcommittees. 

12. Quoted in Huntington, "Strategic Planning," 
p. 290. 
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These subcommittees, until 1961, had the entire burden of 

representing Congress in the major areas of the defense 

decision making process. House Armed Services Chairman Carl 

Vinson once described his own dependence on the defense 

appropriations subcommittees when he told the House: 

They [the subcommittee] deserve the support of 
every member of this House because they are in a 
far better position to know the needs and neces
sities of national defense than you and I, who 
have not given . . . [the bill] the complete and 
detailed study it should have.13 

The dominance of the appropriations process in defense 

policy prior to 1961 is reflected in the literature; the two 

major studies on the subject of Congress and defense policy 

both deal almost exclusively with appropriations sub

committee oversight.1̂  

Along the continuum of committee influence, the 

appropriations subcommittees probably would be ranked most 

influential until the 1960's. Then the Committees on Armed 

Services finally began to assume responsibility for pro

curement and RDT&E, and thus moved into a position of great 

potential importance in these two issue areas. Their effect 

on the procurement budget, discussed in Chapter 6, and their 

influence on specific programs, outlined in Chapter 7, shows 

that they are not clearly dominant over the appropriations 

13. Congressional Record, LXLVIII, 82d Cong., 2d 
Sess., April 7, 1952, p. 3641. 

14. Huzar, op. cit.; and Kolodziej, op. cit. 
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subcommittees, even in the areas of procurement and RDT&E. 

The latter remain dominant in other categories, including 

military personnel and operations and maintenance, composing 

nearly two-thirds of the annual defense budget. The 

ascendency of the Armed Services Committees to a new level 

of importance since they took on the responsibility of 

annual authorization of procurement has been accorded 

recognition in the behavior of the House and Senate; all 

the major debates on defense policy in the 1960*s have 

centered around authorization bills, not appropriation 

bills. 

The House Committee on Armed Services 

If congressional committees are viewed chiefly as 

vehicles for the collection of information which can be 

brought to bear on policy, then the most important features 

of a particular committee are its structures and procedures 

for collecting and processing information, and its role in 

policy making. 

Structures for Processing Information. The House 

Armed Services Committee membership is usually set at about 

40. It is the largest authorizing committee in the House 

and includes over nine per cent of the total House member-

15 ship. The large size of the committee might lead to the 

15. Comparisons of characteristics of this commit
tee with the House are made in Chapter 4. 
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expectation that communications would be facilitated with 

other work groups in the House. It appears, however, to be 

one of the more exclusive committees having rather limited 

1 s contacts with other House panels. About two-thirds (25) 

of the committee membership has no other committee assign

ment and the remaining members who do are on less important 

committees such as Merchant Marine and Fisheries, Post 

Office, District of Columbia, and House Administration. In 

1969 there were two overlapping memberships with the Joint 

Committee on Atomic Energy (JCAE), providing an important 

communications link between the two committees with 

responsibility for armaments. But there was no overlapping 

membership with Foreign Affairs, despite the shared interest 

in foreign policy and military assistance, nor Science and 

Astronautics in spite of mutual interest in space and R&D, 

nor with Veterans' Affairs, which has a shared interest in 

rewards for military service, nor the Military Operations 

subcommittee of Government Operations, nor with Appropria

tions, which has an overarching interest in all committees 

but shares membership with none. The norm of specialization 

16. House rules denotes Ways and Means, Appropria
tions, and Rules as the three exclusive committees whose 
members should have but one assignment, but records show 
that a smaller proportion of Armed Services members have 
dual -assignments than Rules members. See Louis G. Gawthrop, 
"Changing Membership Patterns in House Committees," American 
Political Science Review. LX (June, 1962), 366-373. 
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is not relaxed in the House for the purpose of promoting 

communications. 

If a certain exclusiveness is suggested by the fact 

that none of the Armed Services members has another major 

committee assignment, the same impression is provided by 

membership tenure. According to Masters' 1961 study, fewer 

freshmen congressmen are assigned to Armed Services than any 

other committees except Ways and Means and Rules, indicating 

17 the assignment is considered too prestigious for freshmen. 

Once assigned, members usually stay with the committee if 

they remain in the House, moving only to the very powerful 

Appropriations or Ways and Means committees. Of the 18 

members who left the committee between 1961 and 1969, 15 

left the House, 2 went to Appropriations, and 1 went to Ways 

and Means. 

The electoral process that demands that some members 

"leave the House" insures the presence of some new faces on 

the committee each Congress. But the electoral process also 

permits some members to gain decades of experience and 

seniority on the committee. From the formation of the 

17. Masters, op. cit.. p. 353. 

18. Jeffery Cohelan (D-Calif.) and Frank E. Evans 
(D-Colo.), gave up Armed Services membership to move to the 
Appropriations Committee and Charles E. Chamberlain (R-
Mich.) did likewise to join Ways and Means. Cohelan and 
Evans had "liberal" voting records while Chamberlain's 
record was among the most conservative in the House. (See 
Chapter 4 for discussion of members' voting records.) 
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committee in 1946 until 1964, Carl Vinson (D-Ga.) served as 

chairman (except for the short period of Republican control 

of the 83rd Congress). Vinson also chaired the committee's 

precursor, the Naval Affairs Committee. In 1970 two members 

who had served with Vinson on Naval Affairs still held their 

seats in Congress and their membership on Armed Services: 

the chairman, L. Mendel Rivers (D-S.C.), and F. Edward 

Hebert (D-La. ).'L̂  The late William H. Bates (F-Mass.), 

whose father was a Naval Affairs member, served on the 

committee 19 years before he died in 1969. The average 

length of service of all committee members in 1968 was 12 

years, as opposed to an average length of service of members 

of the entire House of 9.6 years (see Chapter 4). The long 

tenure of senior members is undoubtedly of immeasurable 

value in the processing of routine information but is 

probably a detriment to committee receptivity to new or 

unexpected information. It contributes to the insulation 

of the committee from the other work groups of the House. 

In view of its enormous task of overseeing legisla

tive business for DOD the committee has been.aided by an 

exceedingly small staff of nine professional members plus a 

20 clerical staff of about 15 (in 1969). In addition the 

19. Rivers* death in late 1970 brought Hebert to 
the chairmanship. 

20. The Congressional Directory. 1969, lists only 
23 staff members for the committee; 91st Cong., 2d Sess. 
(Washington: USGPO, 1970). In J. D. Cochrane's 1962 study 



107 

Subcommittee for Special Investigations has its own staff of 

four professional members and three clerks, for a grand 

total of 31—less than the number of members on the commit

tee. Some senior staff members have tenure rivalling the 

chairman; John R. Blandford, Chief Counsel, has served the 

committee since its formation in 1946. 

As is often the case with the decision making 

committees of Congress, partisanship is low-keyed and 

21 rarely mentioned on the committee. Party affiliations 

have not divided the committee in hearings or on the floor; 

subcommittees have occasionally included an equal number 

22 from each party. 

It is difficult to assess the effects of low 

partisanship on communications flow. On the one hand, there 

of committee staffing, Armed Services had only 15 members, 
fewer than 11 of the other House committees. Appropria
tions, for example, had 61 staff members then, Education and 
Labor 49, and Judiciary 43. See "Partisan Aspects of Con
gressional Committee Staffing," Western Political Quarterly. 
XVII (June, 1964), 341. 

21. Although there are exceptions (such as the 
House Education and Labor Committee) it is generally true 
that decision-making committees of Congress- like Appropria
tions, Interior, Agriculture, Ways and Means are low in 
partisanship. Investigative committees, which do not have 
to win support from the floor, like the Joint Economic Com
mittee and Government Operations, tend to show great parti
sanship in their reports. 

22. Samuel Huntington demonstrated the low partisan
ship quantitatively in voting studies for the period 1947-
1958 indicating that the House and Senate Armed Services 
Committees were predictably more pro-defense and less 
partisan on defense issues than their parent chambers, in 
The Common Defense. p. 390. 
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have been no distinctive philosophical positions embraced 

by the two parties on defense, such as might be the case in 

labor or welfare issues. Both parties have favored a strong 

defense establishment; the hawks and doves of the late 

1960's were represented in both parties. So there have been 

no barriers to information inputs from given sources because 

of the party of the informant. But on the other hand, the 

absence of party positions on defense policy inhibits the 

deliberate introduction of conflicting views into committee 

considerations. There is no loyal opposition to lend an 

23 adversary quality to the proceedings. The lack of parti

sanship that lends cohesiveness to the committee and permits 

it to win support from both parties on the floor, also tends 

24 to reinforce committee insulation from dissenting opinions. 

The structure of the committee is rather centralized 

in the sense that the subcommittees are not autonomous 

23. In the context of a discussion on the congres
sional role in foreign policy, Robert A. Dahl has sharply 
criticized bipartisanship, calling it "a makeshift" to fill 
the gap created by absence of intelligent and responsible 
opposition. See Congress and Foreign Policy, p. 238. 

24. Richard F. Fenno, Jr. originated the idea of 
committee integration, which stemmed from low partisanship, 
reciprocity, and specialization, and permitted the committee 
to be effective on the floor in "The House Appropriations 
Committee as a Political System: The Problem of Integra
tion," American Political Science Review. LVI (June, 1962), 
310-324. Armed Services, although effective on the floor, 
is not specialized, as the following section shows, but 
tends toward centralized authority. 
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25 
decision-making bodies in their own right. The two most 

important bills which the committee considers each year, 

military procurement (including R&D) and military construc

tion, are taken up by the full committee. This procedure 

tends to reduce the amount of work the committee can do but 

acquaints the full membership with a broad range of defense 

problems. Other bills are assigned by the chairman to 

numbered legislative subcommittees that have no specific 

jurisdiction. Under Rivers, there have been four such sub

committees, chaired by the four ranking Democrats with one-

quarter of the committee membership on each. However, the 

26 workload has been distributed very unevenly. 

In addition to the numbered legislative subcommit

tees there are a number of ad hoc subcommittees which may be 

instituted and discontinued by the chairman for special work 

and investigations. The use of numbered and ad hoc sub

committees is believed to be a technique of control which 

prevents subcommittees and their chairmen from developing 

any independent proprietary jurisdiction over specialized 

subject matter. 

25. For an analysis of the significance of subcom
mittee structure see George Goodwin, Jr., "Subcommittees: 
The Miniature Legislatures of Congress," American Political 
Science Review. LVI (September, 1962), 596-604. 

26. For example, in the 88th Congress, Subcommittee 
No. 3 held 67 meetings, while Subcommittees 1 and 2 held 21 
and 16 respectively. See House Committee on Armed Services, 
Report of the Activities of the House Committee on Armed 
Services. 88th Cong., 1964, p. 6. 
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Table 1 shows the proliferation of subcommittees in 

recent years, particularly under the Rivers chairmanship 

that began with the 89th Congress. Although the traditional 

emphasis on manpower and construction issues has persisted, 

the fluidity of organization suggests that a transition is 

taking place as the committee broadens its scope of activi

ties to include more areas of supervision of DOD. It will 

be remembered that annual authorization of procurement began 

with the 87th Congress so the period covered by the table 

coincides with a period of increasing committee authority 

over DOD expenditures. 

As would be expected, the House committee, because 

of its larger membership and semi-exclusiveness, holds many 

27 more meetings than its Senate counterpart. But even 

though Armed Services oversees a department as large in 

spending power as all the others in government put together, 

the committee holds fewer meetings than smaller committees 

27. There is some evidence that the Senate commit
tee was much more active than the House committee in the 
early postwar period. In the Cumulative Index of Congres
sional Committee Hearings. a listing of all. the hearings for 
the 12 year period 1947-1959 occupies only 2\ pages for the 
House committee and 8 pages for the Senate committee. Even 
considering that part of the Senate committee's time was 
consumed in nomination hearings, the House list is extremely 
short, suggesting how meager its role actually was. For the 
4 year period 1959-1963 the Index list of hearings takes 19% 
pages for the House committee and 19 for the Senate commit
tee. For the 4 year period 1963-1967 the listing for the 
House committee takes 17 pages and the Senate only 12, sug
gesting the increased activity of the House committee indi
cated in Table 1. 
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Table 1. Subcommittees of the House Armed Services 
Committee, 1961-1969 

Congress 

Subcommittee Name 87th 88th 89th 90th 

Nos. 1, 2, 3 a 
X xa xa xa 

No. 4 X X 
CIA X X X X 
Special Investigations X X X X 
Real Estate X X X X 
Military Airlift X X X 
R&D X 
Military Academies X X 
Military Construction X X 
Retirement X X 
Tactical Air Support X X 
Classified Documents X 
Antisubmarine Warfare X 
Commercial Transport Service X 
Promotion Policy • X 
Military Draft X 
National Defense Posture X 

Total 6 8 13 18 

Indicates three subcommittees. 

28 on Judiciary, Agriculture, or Education and Labor. About 

half of the House Armed Services hearings are closed, a 

lesser proportion than its Senate counterpart committee but 

not as many as might be expected for the principal defense 

committee. Usually a "sanitized" version of the hearings is 

28. During the 90th Congress the committee held 256 
meetings, its Senate counterpart held 175, while the House 
Committees on Judiciary, Agriculture, and Education and 
Labor held 407, 319, and 294 respectively. Congressional 
Quarterly Weekly Report. XXVII (April 25, 1969), 605. 
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published. A significant aspect of committee hearings is 

not that so many are closed to the public for security 

reasons but that most of them seem to exclude non-government 

witnesses, especially on matters of strategy, weapons 

acquisition, and research and development. In the procure

ment bill hearings (which have included all RDT&E since 

1964) only administration witnesses appeared from 1961 

through 1967. No scholars, no specialists in strategic 

studies, no outsiders of any sort appeared as witnesses to 

provide non-defense establishment points of view. In 1968 

five of the 46 witnesses at the procurement hearings were 

from outside of government, but they came to testify on a 

matter of importance to the merchant marine. In 1969, in 

the face of mounting controversy over the ABM, 19 of the 73 

witnesses were non-administration people, but 8 of these 

were members of the House. With the exception of the 11 

non-government witnesses in 1969, the committee has depended 

entirely on the administration to present the points of view 

necessary to committee decision making on the procurement 

budget. Therefore it is not surprising tha't differences 

between what the military services have wanted and what the 

Defense Secretary would allow usually constituted the total 

range of issues confronting the committee. It appeared to 

be assumed by members that through conflict between the 

services and within POD, the basic issues of concern to the 

committee would be raised. On some matters (civil defense, 
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conscription) many outside witnesses have appeared. But it 

would be difficult to exaggerate the extent to which the 

time of the committee has been dominated by DOD personnel 

in procurement matters—in the one substantive issue area of 

importance to foreign policy. 

So this large, rather exclusive committee appears to 

have been somewhat insulated from the other major work 
I 

groups in the House. Its work is specialized and not well 

understood by non-committee members. But its small staff 

and peculiarities of organization inhibit the development of 

the specialized expertise within the committee that would 

permit the management of a larger information load and the 

tapping of more information sources than is now possible. 

While there is some individual specialization on the commit

tee, with certain members being referred to as experts on 

aircraft engines, submarines, or manned bombers, subcommit

tee specialization. in the sense that it exists in committees 

like Appropriations, Agriculture, and Interior, is not 

29 characteristic of Armed Services. The ad hoc subcommit

tees permit the committee to pay special attention to 

whatever is of interest to the chairman or senior members 

for a short period, but the committee has found no way to 

29. Since 1961, DOD has grouped its programs by 
functions rather than by services. Armed Services con
ceivably could establish its subcommittees to complement DOD 
programs, exercising jurisdiction over such categories as 
Strategic Forces, General Purpose Forces, etc. Or it could 
group itself according to the major budget categories. 
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review regularly the major activities of DOD. Rather, a 

sampling technique is used, with special investigations into 

some matters and the rest left to operate with little or no 

committee supervision. 

As for informational resources, the members attempt 

to inform themselves by visiting military installations and 

contractors around the country and the various bases over

seas. In reference to such visits, members appear to concur 

with the minority member who said: "We learn about general 

30 problems from experience in specifics." Members seem to 

believe that much of their information is derived from the 

reading of periodicals. They frequently mention Air Force 

and Space Digest. Aviation Week. Foreign Affairs. and U. S. 

News and World Report. In reference to a U. S. News report 

criticizing the reliability of American missiles, a minority 

member noted: 

We in Congress get most of our information from 
the newspapers and magazines, we don't get it 
before the committees. Generally, we find out 
later that the newspapers and magazines had the 
right story in these matters.31 

But the tone of the hearings suggests that "DOD administra

tors are able to refute or explain most critical stories to 

30. Charles S. Gubser (R-Calif.), House Committee 
on Armed Services, Hearings on Military Posture. 88th Cong., 
1st Sess., 1963, p. 638. 

31. Frank J. Becker (R-NY), House Committee on 
Armed Services, Hearings on Department of Defense Research. 
Development. Test and Evaluation. 88th Cong., 2d Sess., 
1964, p. 7571. 
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the members' satisfaction. The tenor of the response is 

generally in terms of "we both know better." As one DOD 

official said: 

I know that the Members of Congress, who know 
what the Defense Department is doing, recognize 
where the mistakes are in those articles. 

The small staff, the flexible subcommittee struc

ture, and the tendency to conduct hearings with only DOD 

witnesses, suggest that the committee expects to become 

adequately informed from hearings dominated by DOD wit

nesses, and the information that is gleaned from periodicals 

and visits to contractors. As has been repeatedly stated in 

the hearings, the committee members have confidence in the 

military and civilian administrators who provide most of 

their information. Members have manifested this confidence 

by directing their attention, especially in matters of 

weapons acquisition and strategic policy, to the relatively 

few differences among DOD civilian and military personnel, 

rather than differences between those outside the defense 

establishment and those within it. 

Policy Role. Through 1969, the committee has been 

a decision maker for the House in matters of defense 

legislation. What the majority of the committee decides, 

the majority of the House nearly always accepts. During the 

32. Director of Defense Research and Engineering 
Harold Brown, House Committee on Armed Services, Hearings 
on Military Posture. 1965, p. 623. 
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period 1963-1967, the committee reported 205 bills, of which 

204 were passed by the House; the other was not acted on but 

33 a similar bill was passed the next Congress. 

When there is dissent on the committee it is not 

along party lines but is generated by a small group of 

junior Democrats (usually 5 or less) who have attempted in 

the 1960's to reduce or eliminate programs approved by the 

34 majority of the committee. Being Democrats they have 

filed "additional views" rather than minority reports and 

35 have offered amendments on the floor. Of great importance 

is the fact that the House can be expected to accept commit

tee recommendations and vote down the amendments offered by 

*36 the maverick Democrats. The House has no better source of 

knowledge on defense legislation than the members of its 

specialized committee. 

33. House Committee on Armed Services, Report of 
the Activities of the House Committee on Armed Services. 
89th Cong., 1st and 2d Sess., 1965-1966, p. 11789. 

34. When dissent first erupted in 1963 and 1964, 
its rarity was shown when the dissenters were dubbed the 
"fearless five" and "fearless four," respectively. See 
Duscha, op. cit., p. 88. 

35. The reputation for committee unity is illus
trated by Richard F. Fenno, Jr.'s finding that Appropria
tions bills carried minority reports only 6 per cent of the 
time between 1947 and 1962. He adds: "With the possible 
exception of th Armed Services Committee the record . . . 
is unmatched in the House of Representatives." The Power 
of the Purse, p. 203. 

36. Although this generalization is still true in 
1970, support for the dissenters has increased greatly, at 
times reaching over 100 votes in 1970. 
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Since the committee has had no real problems in 

getting support for its recommendations from the House, it 

has been fairly free to define its role with DOD in its own 

37 way. It has chosen, until recently, a very modest role. 

The legislative and investigative hearings, two of the 

traditional methods of exercising committee influence, were 

used sparingly until the 1960's when the committee assumed 

a more active role. 

For example, in 1949 on the occasion of the so-

called Admiral's Revolt, the committee held lengthy hearings 

which permitted the Navy to air its grievances over the 

cancellation of a new aircraft carrier and the Air Force to 

38 defend its proposed fleet of B-36 bombers. Although the 

hearings became famous for drawing strategy discussions into 

a public forum, they resulted in no new legislation or 

policy change. The deference of Congress to the executive 

branch on weapons acquisition is illustrated by the fact 

that all four defense authorizing and appropriating 

committees had approved of the carrier; when the Defense 

37. For critical accounts of the modesty of the 
role of Armed Services see Bernard K. Gordon, "The Military 
Budget: Congressional Phase," Journal of Politics. XXIII 
(November, 1961), 689-710; Dexter, "Congressmen." 

38. House Committee on Armed Services, Hearings, 
Investigation of the B-36 Bomber Program. 81st Cong., 1st 
Sess., 1949, and House Committee on Armed Services, Hearings, 
Unification and Strategy. 81st Cong., 1st Sess., 1949. The 
best account of the hearings is in Hammond, "Super Carriers," 
pp. 465-567. 
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Secretary cancelled it none protested the cancellation which 

was made in the name of economy. 

The Armed Services subcommittees have frequently 

probed into wasteful practices in procurement and manage-

39 ment. One of the more famous probes turned up information 

showing an inordinate number of retired officers working for 

defense industries, a situation which was found to be more 

acute when it was studied again a decade later; the number 

of officers per defense plant had increased nearly three-

f 40 fold. 

Subcommittees headed by F. Edward Hebert uncovered 

enough mismanagement in DOD to warrant his praise by anti-

41 militarists. Following Sputnik, the committee held 

39. Senator Paul Douglas has summarized the find
ings of many of the early probes, including one that re
vealed that "the Navy had on hand some 11,000 dozen oyster 
forks, which are only used in the officers' messes. . . . 
But 10,442 dozen of these oyster forks were of such poor 
quality that, so the records showed, they were usable only 
in an emergency." Op. cit., p. 150. 

40. See William Proxmire, Report from Wasteland 
(New York: Praeger Publishers, 1970), p. 152. An investiga
tion by a subcommittee headed by F. Edward Hebert found 8 
retired officers per defense company while -Proxmire ten 
years later found 21 per company. The earliest such probe 
was headed by Charles Elston (R-O) in 1948 and investigated 
the defense industry connections of 14 retired officers. 
See William H. Neblett, Pentagon Politics (New York: Pageant 
Press, 1953), p. 33. 

41. See, for example, Ralph Lapp, The Weapons 
Culture (New York: W. W. Norton and Co., Inc., 1968), p. 25; 
Cook, op. cit.. pp. 183-184, 191-192. 
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42 investigative hearings on missiles. Yet the committee 

for the most part concerned itself with peripheral matters 

and did not exploit its potential for influence. Legisla

tive hearings (as opposed to investigative hearings) were 

confined chiefly to matters of manpower, construction, and 

organization. The investigative hearings produced some 

beneficial, but marginal changes. 

But beginning in the 1960's and most particularly 

with the succession of L. Mendel Rivers to the chairmanship 

in 1964, the committee became increasingly active in both 

43 its investigative and legislative roles. Without 

abandoning its interest in construction and manpower (the 

committee fought successfully against merger of the National 

Guard and Army Reserves, and for a pay raise over the opposi

tion of the administration in 1965), it concerned itself with 

strategic issues which have to do with weapons acquisition. 

In 1960, for example, a Rivers subcommittee on military 

airlift generated executive'and legislative branch support 

for increased airlift capability. Other subjects of 

investigation were naval vessels, VSTOL aircraft (vertical, 

42. House Committee on Armed Services, Hearings, 
Investigation of National Defense Missiles. 85th Cong., 2d 
Sess., 1958. 

43. William F. Levantrosser also noticed the dif
ference between the Rivers' stewardship and that of Vinson. 
While Vinson usually found himself "accommodated to Pentagon 
desires," Rivers vowed "to restore the integrity of congres
sional authority." See Congress and the Citizen-Soldier 
(Columbus: Ohio State University Press, 1967), p. 157. 
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short takeoff and landing), defense RDT&E, and nuclear 

carriers. The trend in the 1960's was definitely toward 

more information gathering activity (more subcommittees, 

more hearings, more annual authorization requirements) 

undoubtedly indicating a thrust on the part of committee 

members for more participation in policy making. The 

effects of the developing committee role will be discussed 

in Chapters 5, 6, and 7. 

The Senate Committee on Armed Services 

Structures for Processing Information. The 18 

member Senate Armed Services Committee has little of the 

• 44 exclusive, insulated quality of its House counterpart. 

Members, who constitute almost one-fifth of the Senate, have 

appointments on 11 of the other 15 committees of the Senate. 

In 1969 only Agriculture of the major committees and Post 

Office and District of Columbia of the minor had no over

lapping memberships with Armed Services. All Armed Services 

members, including even the chairman and ranking minority 

member, held positions on other major committees. In 1969 

there were three overlapping membership with the Appropria

tions Committee, two with the Joint Committee on Atomic 

Energy, one with Foreign Relations, and seven with Aero

nautical and Space Sciences. In addition, three members of 

44. Some quantitative comparisons of the charac
teristics of this committee with the Senate as a whole can 
be found in Chapter 4. 
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Armed Services sit with Appropriations when defense matters 

are under consideration and there are frequent joint hear

ings with Appropriations and other committees. 

There is no apparent bias against freshman senators 

on the committee. Former colleagues, like Barry Goldwater, 

are permitted to return after a time away from the Senate, 

and party bolters, like Strom Thurmond are allowed to remain 

on the committee in spite of a change in party affiliation. 

Like its House counterpart, Senate Armed Services 

• has some members of long experience. The late Richard B. 

Russell, chairman until 1969, served on the committee since 

its organization in 1946 and on the Naval Affairs committee 

before; a total service of 36 years on a military committee. 

John Stennis, who succeeded Russell to the chairmanship, 

came to the committee in 1951 and Margaret Chase Smith 

(R-Me.), the ranking minority member, began her committee 

service in 1953. Even Senator Smith has seen seven Secre

taries of Defense come and go and probably expects to out

last a few more. Interlocking committee membership permits 

some turnover in leadership that would not -be possible under 

House organization. Senator Russell held the chairmanship 

of the Armed Services Committee at the same time he was 

45 chairman of the Defense Appropriations Subcommittee. But 

45. In the Republican-controlled 80th Congress, 
Senator Chan Gurney (R-S.C.) held the same dual chairman
ship. See Huzar, op. cit.. p. 29. 
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when the aged Senator Carl Hayden (D-Ariz.) finally retired 

and opened up the chairmanship of the full Appropriations 

Committee, Russell chose the Appropriations role over Armed 

Services. Although Senate committees are bound by the same 

seniority strictures as those of the House, a more fluid 

communications system is encouraged by multiple committee 

assignments, the placement of freshmen on important commit-
i 

tees, and the fact that members seldom identify their roles 

with a single committee. 

Because there are only 100 senators who must process 

the same amount of work as 435 representatives—more work if 

treaties and nominations are counted—the communications 

process is affected. Senators cannot fully participate in 

all their committee and subcommittee assignments nor can 

they fulfill all their obligations by sending staff members 

as proxies. They try to solve this problem by selective 

attendance, and to a certain extent, by specialization. 

They rely more heavily on their staffs than do House members 

and appear to be satisfied with retaining a voting member

ship on many subcommittees even though they^ cannot partici-

46 pate in the work of more than one or two of them. Thus 

the overlapping memberships do not necessarily mean good 

communications between committees. Senator Russell's 

46. Fenno observed these same patterns of behavior 
in connection with the Senate Appropriations Committee, in 
The Power of the Purse, pp. 542-543. 
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membership on JCAE meant little, because he almost never 

47 attended hearings. Still, he was privy to the secrets of 

that committee. Members are not insulated from the work of 

other committees by the highly structured committee organi

zation found in the House. Furthermore, a network of 

informal communications, feasible in a body of 100 members, 

operates within the formal structures. 

Since senators must spread their energies a bit 

thinner over their responsibilities than House members, it 

might be expected that senators on Armed Services, with 

their many committee assignments, would depend on a large 

staff to assist with committee business. According to 

committee literature, the regular staff numbered 9 or 10, 

and the Preparedness Subcommittee staff numbered 11 or 12 

throughout the 1960»s. In 1969 several professional members 

were added in conjunction with a greater effort to oversee 

DOD activities. The 20-22 member staff should be compared 

with Judiciary's staff of 158.^® 

During the 1960*s the committee has been organized 

into about five large subcommittees. Those on CIA, 

47. See attendance records for 1964 and 1965 in 
Harold Orlans, Contracting for Atoms (Washington: The 
Brookings Institution, 1967), p. 170. 

48. The Congressional Directory. 1969 lists 9 staff 
members for 1969, omitting the staff for the Preparedness 
Subcommittee. Cochrane's study of 1962, op. cit.. p. 342, 
cites a membership of 26, making the staff smaller than on 
five other committees, but larger than on ten. 
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Military Construction, and Preparedness Investigating 

correspond approximately to similar units in the House. 

The others, National Stockpile and Naval Petroleum Reserves, 

and Status of Forces (concerning criminal jurisdiction in 

NATO countries) have not been very active recently. The 

Senate Preparedness Subcommittee, created in 1950 and headed 

by Senator Lyndon B. Johnson until he assumed the vice-

presidency in 1961, won widespread publicity for investi

gating waste in the early 1950's, missile gaps in the period 

immediately after Sputnik, and the monitoring of the limited 

test ban treaty in the 1960's. The membership usually 

includes 12 of the 18 full committee members. The sub

committee, according to the committee's own literature, is 

organized to comply with the Legislative Reorganization Act 

of 1946 "by exercising a continuing watchfulness over 

49 matters within the jurisdiction of the Committee . . . ." 

This subcommittee, with its own staff, emphasizes the 

traditional investigating role of the committee as dis

tinguished from its legislative role. Since the arrangement 

also occurs on the House side (except that .a much smaller 

proportion of the membership serves on the House Investi

gating Subcommittee), the focus on investigation as a 

principal Armed Services Committee activity is underscored. 

As on the House side, Senate Armed Services forms ad hoc 

49. Senate Committee on Armed Services, Legislative 
Calendar. 90th Congress, Final Edition, 1968, p. 30. 
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subcommittees from time to time to investigate special 

problems. Many times they include joint membership with 

other committees. But neither Armed Services Committee has 

a firm subcommittee organization designed to divide the 

work of overseeing DOD in some structured fashion, to pro

mote subcommittee expertise, or to provide a means for 

comprehensive. regular, and relevant examination of even a 

50 portion of DOD activities. 

Since the Armed Services Committee took an annual 

authorization responsibility for procurement and research 

and development in the 1960's, an arrangement has been made 

whereby the committee sits with the Defense Appropriations 

Subcommittee for the annual posture statement by the Defense 

Secretary and the procurement and research portions of the 

authorization bill. Although separate hearings are printed 

in the name of each panel, the same testimony serves both. 

Members of both staffs attend. When the Secretary of 

Defense delivers his posture statement attendance is likely 

to reach the full complement of membership of both panels— 

from 27 to 30 members, or close to one-thir-d of the Senate. 

The situation is not unlike a House Armed Services hearing 

50. The sense of confusion was once expressed by 
Senator John C. Stennis (D-Miss.) who said: "The complica
tions are incredible. There is enough controversy over 
defense matters so that, much of the time, you cannot 
believe what you hear. And there is enough security so that, 
much of the time, you would rather not hear what you 
believe." Quoted in James L. McConaughy, Jr., "Congressmen 
and the Pentagon," Fortune. LVII (April, 1958), 156. 
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with the large membership imposing limits on time for 

individual questioning. A ten-minute limit is enforced in 

both cases. 

The joint hearing undoubtedly saves an enormous 

amount of time for administration witnesses because 

testimony does not have to be repeated before separate 

panels and because members have less time to pursue a line 

of questioning. The joint sessions, however, are not for 

the convenience of administrators but serve the purposes of 

the very busy senators who sit on both authorizing and 

appropriating committees, either officially or in ex officio 

capacity. 

As was the case in the House, DOD witnesses were 

normally the only ones to appear at procurement hearings 

until the ABM dispute erupted in 1969. In 1965, for 

example, the only witnesses who appeared at House and Senate 

Armed Services Committee hearings on defense procurement 

were Defense Department military and civilian executives. 

One written statement from the Women's International League 

for Peace and Freedom in the House hearing -record consti

tuted the whole of non-defense establishment opinion. In 

1969, however, non-government witnesses were invited to 

testify on the ABM. This action was in response to mounting 

criticism of the one-sided nature of procurement hearings 

and to the fact that the Senate Foreign Relations Committee 

scheduled its own ABM hearings, with non-government 
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witnesses invited. Thirteen of the 65 witnesses attending 

the 1969 procurement hearings were non-government; on the 

House side, it will be remembered, 11 of the 73 witnesses 

were non-government. 

Although attendance at Senate procurement hearings 

is large when the Defense Secretary presents his statement, 

when lower-ranking witnesses begin the presentation of 
i 

specifics, attendance drops off to the handful of senators 

who accompany the panel chairman to the meetings. Like its 

House counterpart, the committee has relied upon a rela

tively small staff for the gathering of intelligence and has 

counted on the media to provide supplementary information. 

Senator Howard Cannon's remark that "sometimes the press 

gets information that is more accurate than we do and before 

we get it here . . ."is similar to House committee members1 

complaints mentioned earlier.^ In matters of weapons 

acquisition and strategy, the committee, like its House 

counterpart, has until very recently depended upon the 

emergence of conflict among the military and civilian 

branches of DOD to provide information and -form a basis for 

any opposition to the recommended program of the adminis

tration 

51. Senate Committee on Armed Services, Military 
Procurement Authorization. Fiscal Year 1966. 89th Cong., 1st 
Sess., 1965, p. 325. In the same hearing Senator Stuart 
Symington based his whole line of questioning on the M-14 
rifle on an article in Look. pp. 536 ff. 
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Policy Role. The Senate Committee on Armed Services 

has had no real problems in winning support from its chamber 

other than problems usual to the Senate and its organiza

tion. The Senate, like the House, tends to defer to the 

recommendations of its specialized committees on most 

matters. The committees, reciprocally, tend to keep 

recommendations within certain limits defined by perceptions 

of reality of most members of the parent chamber, so as to 

52 retain authority. But with broader opportunities for 

debate in the Senate, a more open communications system and 

weaker committee loyalty, members violate no committee norm 

when they bring dissent to the floor. The dissent is not 

normally partisan but is based on policy differences which 

cross party lines. For example, in 1963 Senator Thurmond 

convinced a bi-partisan majority of the committee (but not 

Chairman Russell) to recommend procurement of the Nike Zeus 

anti-ballistic missile. Split 9 to 8, the majority sided 

with the Army's position against the Secretary of Defense. 

The issue was debated in a rare secret session (the first 

since 1943) on the Senate floor and was resolved with a vote 

against Thurmond and the committee majority, but in support 

of Chairman Russell's position. Thus the Senate, in the 

52. For a good discussion of the limits of commit
tee authority as applied to a concrete situation, see 
Demetrios Caraley, The Politics of Military Unification (New 
York: Columbia University Press, 1966), pp. 198-202. 



129 

face of a divided committee, did not follow the majority 

recommendation although it did follow the committee chair

man. In 1969 when the committee divided 10 to 7 over 

authorization for the ABM, the Senate narrowly supported 

the bi-partisan majority recommendation for the ABM. 

Until recently, most Armed Services recommendations 

have been fairly secure from serious challenge by non-

committee members. The consensus on the need for defense 

and the specialized nature of defense problems yielded a 

great deal of trust in the committee. But the Senate 

(unlike the House) is an excellent forum for bringing public 

attention to new issues. With its. smaller membership, its 

capacity for attracting the media, and its tradition of 

unfettered debate, the Senate provides an environment 

suitable for the cultivation of support for challenges to 

the conventional wisdom. If part of the committee member

ship tries to lead in a new direction or if pressures for 

change build outside the committee system, the chances for 

success or near-success to the challengers are usually 

greater in the Senate than in the House. Thus the 

Eisenhower doctrine of economy in defense met its principal 

challenge in the Senate through Armed Services investiga

tions and recommendations for increases in defense spending 

by the Senate Appropriations Committee. A few years later 

the custom of accepting increments in the arms race as 

necessary "givens" was also seriously challenged first in 
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the Senate, in a moderate ABM debate in 1968, and a lengthy 

debate on the same subject in 1969. If the thrust toward a 

stronger defense is considered a consequence of Sputnik, 

and the trend toward moderating defense expenditures is 

considered an outcome of the Vietnam War, then the Senate 

and its committees can be seen to be more open to currents 

of information, more flexible and more responsive than the 

House (see Chapter 7). 

The Senate Armed Services Committee made some 

investigations in the postwar period which were not associ

ated with legislation but did serve to publicize issues 

which might otherwise have remained secret or subdued. The 

committee conducted a joint investigation (with the Foreign 

Relations Committee) on the recall of General MacArthur in 
i 

1951 which shed considerable light on the U. S. role in 

. . 53 Asia. 

In 1956 the Symington Air Power Hearings revealed 

conflict among DOD civilian and military executives about 

the future role of air power. It appeared that the hearings 

54 resulted in increased B-52 production. But a careful 

examination of the chronology of events shows that the 

administration asked for funds to increase production of the 

53. Senate Committee on Armed Services and Senate 
Committee on Foreign Relations, Hearings, Military Situation 
in the Far East. 82d Cong., 1st Sess., 1951. 

54. Senate Committee on Armed Services, Hearings, 
Study of Ajrpower. 84th Cong., 2d Sess., 1956. 
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bomber four days before the hearings began. The House and 

Senate Appropriations Committees then added about $800 

million to the appropriations request for B-52s, but the 

unbudgeted addition was not spent by the administration. 

In 1957 and 1958, in response to Sputnik, Senator 

Lyndon B. Johnson conducted missile hearings which not only 

helped to facilitate DOD reorganization but demonstrated 

renewed congressional enthusiasm for increased defense 

55 spending. It was partly this manifestation of congres

sional support for added defense spending that encouraged 

the Kennedy administration to push forward with increased 

defense programs, even when domestic programs were encoun

tering congressional opposition. 

A 1962 probe of executive branch censorship of the 

military bared the reality of censorship in American 

political life and also raised important questions about 

the propriety of mobilizing the military to propagandize the 

56 American people. These hearings by and large fell into 

the category of "something is wrong here." They did not 

55. Senate Committee on Armed Services, Hearings, 
Inquiry into Satellite and Missile Programs. 85th Cong., 2d 
Sess., 1957-1958. In addition to facilitating increased 
defense efforts the hearings were said to have put to rest 
the massive retaliation doctrine. See Taylor, op. cit., 
p. 78. 

56. Senate Committee on Armed Services, Hearings, 
Military Cold War Education and Speech Review Policies. 87th 
Cong., 2d Sess., 1962. For accounts see Mollenhoff, op. 
cit., pp. 32-34; Gene M. Lyons and Louis Morton, Schools for 
Strategy (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1965), pp. 114-116; 
Raymond, op. cit.. pp. 120-127, 182-187. 
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represent continuing efforts to participate in the develop

ment of strategic policy. 

But it was the Senate Armed Services Committee that 

originated the idea that the committee's responsibilities 

ought to include annual authorization of major weapons pro

grams. In 1956 and again in 1959, the committee had inter

vened to force the administration to choose between two 

competing missile systems for air defense through means of 

57 its military construction authorizing power. By refusing, 

or threatening to refuse to authorize the missile sites, the 

committee exercised some control. So it was no accident 

that the requirement for annual authorization of all major 

weapons systems was attached as a rider to a bill reflecting 

the settlement of a dispute over Nike-Hercules and Bomarc 

missiles. The result was an increased role for the commit

tee, and for the Senate, as more members became aware of the 

policy ramifications of weapons programs. As has been 

mentioned, nearly one-third of the Senate is entitled to sit 

in on procurement authorization hearings. 

The committee's preoccupation with-the Limited Test 

Ban Treaty in 1963 and the Vietnam war since 1965 has not 

obscured its interest in weapons acquisition. It has 

57. See Seaate Committee on Armed Services, Hear
ings, Defense Reorganization Act of 1958. 85th Cong., 2d 
Sess., 1958, pp. 37-41, 51-55 for committee action on Talos; 
and Senate Committee o Armed Services, Senate Report 434. 
86th Cong., 1st Sess., 1959, for action on Bomarc-Nike 
dispute. 
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participated in struggles with the Secretary of Defense over 

the aircraft, missiles, and naval vessels subject to commit

tee authorization, usually on the side of more development 

and procurement on the basis of information secured from 

military witnesses. Slightly more negative than its House 

counterpart, the committee has recommended a lower figure 

on the authorization bill since 1965 (when it began to take 

the bill up before the House committee). It was responsible 

for curtailing the FDL program (a proposed fleet of mammoth 

supply ships) and for cancelling the Navy version of the 

F-lll (see Chapter 7). Further, it has played a concilia

tory role between the House and the administration. In 

conference senators have persuaded the House conferees to 

moderate demands for new congressional controls in procure

ment decision makingj once in reference to a virtual order 

that nuclear frigates be built and the other requiring 

extensive congressional consultation prior to the cancella-

tion'of strategic systems. 

The gradually increasing involvement of the commit

tee with oversight of weapons programs was -finally mani

fested in its structural arrangements in 1969 when the staff 

was enlarged and ad hoc subcommittees were formed on research 

58 and development, tactical air power, and bomber defense. 

The almost unprecedented attendance of non-government 

58. Senate Committee on Armed Services, Legislative 
Calendar. 91st Cong., 1969-1970, p. 94. 
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witnesses at procurement authorization hearings in 1969 

marked a reaching out for new information resources which 

59 heretofore had seemed unnecessary. 

The two Armed Services Committees have tended to be 

less structured for even the passive reception of informa-

60 tion than many of the other work groups of Congress. 

Until 1961 they defined their policy role so modestly that 

they were regularly involved only in such "domestic" issues 

(those with high information feedback) as military construc

tion and Defense Department organization. But their occa

sional investigations into strategic issues such as the 1949 

House committee B-36 hearings and the Senate committee's air 

power hearings of 1956 and missile investigations of 1958 

were the basis for public discussion on such matters and may 

have had some long run effects on policy. 

But until 1961 the committees did not use the 

authority at their disposal for obtaining a regular flow of 

information from the Defense Department itself, the very 

object of their oversight responsibilities. Since 1961 both 

59. Senate Committee on Armed Services, Military 
Procurement Authorizations. Fiscal Year 1970. 91st Cong., 
2d Sess., 1969. 

60. A 1968 survey showed that at least five con
gressional committees spent over $1 million a year on 
investigations, but the Armed Services Committees each spent 
less than $300,000 annually to conduct investigations of the 
largest department in government. Congressional Quarterly 
Weekly Report. XXVII (July 4, 1969), 1196-1197. 
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committees have gradually begun to increase their capa

bilities to participate in defense policy making—even in 

strategic and weapons acquisition problems. Changes are 

reflected in more structured committee organization, staff 

additions, more hearings on substantive matters, more 

contacts with defense executives, and the unprecedented 

introduction of non-government witnesses to procurement 

hearings in 1969. While the trend is important, the commit

tees are still far from having a capability to offer policy 

alternatives or otherwise exercise positive influence. They 

are, however, in a far better position than before to dis

cover disputes within the defense establishment, and to 

monitor procurement programs, fortified as they are by their 

authorizing authority which gives them power to reject DOD 

recommendations. Chapter 7 discusses the record of the 

Armed Services Committees in rejecting weapons programs. 

The Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 

The 18 member Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 

(JCAE) recommends authorization of an annual atomic energy 

bill of about $2% billion of which about $1% billion is for 

military purposes. The dollar amount of the military por

tion has stayed fairly steady from 1953 forward at between 

one and two billion dollars but the proportion of the bill 

devoted to military purposes has dropped from about 96 per 
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61 cent in 1954 to about 50 per cent in recent years. Com

pared with the annual defense appropriations bill of about 

$70 billion in recent years (not including supplementals), 

the military expenditures on atomic energy at $1^ billion 

are small, although indispensable to the rest. Committee 

oversight responsibility can be, and is, focused on a pro

gram of manageable size and scope. 

Like the Armed Services Committees, the JCAE 

developed its requirement for annual authorizations over a 

period of time. The 1946 law creating the Atomic Energy 

Commission and the committee gave blanket authority for the 

Commission to ask for appropriations for its activities. In 

1954 the committee began to require annual authorization for 

most construction projects (not unlike the Armed Services 

Committees who began to require annual authorization for 

military construction in 1950), and in 1957 this authority 

was expanded to include all construction. The latter 

expansion took place on the impetus of the Appropriations 

Committee. Chairman Clarence Cannon (D-Mo.), critical of 

AEC's procedures, warned that no further appropriations 

would be warranted unless JCAE subjected all projects of the 

61. A table showing the AEC's expenditures for 
military and civilian purposes cites the Report of the 
Committee on Economic Impact of Defense and Disarmament. 
Gardner Ackley (July 1965), p. 76 and Atomic Energy Commis-
sion as sources in Orlans, Contracting for Atoms. p. 112. 
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62 Commission to careful examination. Since 1964 all 

appropriations for AEC including operating funds have 

required annual authorization. In the words of the commit

tee's literature, the relevant amendment "was enacted in 

order to further insure adequate congressional control over 

6 3 the atomic energy program." In bringing all AEC activi

ties under yearly review, the Joint Committee has gone 

farther than the Armed Services Committees whose annual 

authorization requirement for military construction, pro

curement, R&D, and now Reserve Force levels, covers about 

35 per cent of the defense bill.^ 

Structures for Processing Information. The Joint 

Committee, although a bona fide legislative committee—the 

only joint panel in Congress reporting legislation—is not 

an exclusive or major committee for assignment purposes in 

either house. Therefore, appointment to it does not inter

fere with membership on other committees; members from the 

House as well as the Senate hold seats on other major 

committees. One member from each Armed Services Committee 

62. Green and Rosenthal, op. cit.. p. 13. 

63. Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, Membership. 
Publications, and Other Pertinent Information. 91st Cong., 
2d Sess., 1970, p. 5. 

64. The requirement for annual authorization of 
levels of the reserve forces was an outcome of the proposal 
by the Defense Department to merge the Army Reserve and Army 
National Guard, first proposed in 1964. The requirement 
went into effect in 1969. 
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always serves on JCAE and usually two serve. House JCAE 

members interlock noticeably with committees on Interior and 

Public Works, suggesting the common interest in the genera

tion of power.The nine member Senate delegation includes 

members of 12 of the Senate's 16 committees, including 

Foreign Relations. Overlapping memberships prevent insula

tion of the committee from the other working units and 

communications channels of Congress. The specialization 

which brings expertise to committee members does not seem to 

be seriously inhibited by overlapping memberships, however. 

To some extent specialization occurs because of the nature 

of atomic energy issues; any member of Congress knowing 

something about atomic energy knows more than the average 

member who probably has a non-scientific background empha

sizing legal training. Specialization is enhanced by the 

long tenure of members. In 1969 three members, Richard 

Russell, Chet Holifield (D-Calif.), and Melvin Price 

(D-Ill.) had been with the committee since it was formed 

in 1946. Senator Henry M. Jackson (D-Wash.) began service 

in 1949 and Senators Clinton P. Anderson (D-N.M.) and John 

65. Harold Orlans found ample information inputs to 
the committee on the power issue: "The Joint Committee 
doesn't need to rely for information only on Commissioners 
and AEC staff. The committee is a center of efforts by pro
ponents of public or private power . . . working to promote 
or defend their stake in nuclear developments. University 
scientists and administrators, laboratory directors, 
executives . . . may volunteer information or provide it 
privately upon request, particularly to committee members 
from their own state." Contracting for Atoms. pp. 158-159. 
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0. Pastore (D-R.I.) since 1951 and 1952 respectively. 

Seniority is one of the criteria for appointment to the 

committee so members are likely to hold the fairly "safe" 

66 
seats which permit the years of experience to accumulate. 

The competence of all committee members in the 

atomic energy field is widely respected but it should be 

noted that House members appear to do most of the regular 

work. Senators rely heavily on their staffs but do organize 

and attend special hearings of a non-routine nature. Chet 

Holifield has said that House members do three quarters of 

the work and a study of attendance at authorization hearings 

indicates the House members put in about 3% times as many 

6 7 man days at hearings as Senators. Still it is probable 

that Senate members are as attentive to JCAE responsibilities 

as they are to any others. Their expertise in the atomic 

energy field is accepted by the Senate, at any rate, for the 

chamber nearly always supports its members on the committee 

membership. 

The committee is organized into a rather stable 

seven subcommittee structure including two .subcommittees, 

66. Green and Rosenthal, op. cit.. have made an 
interesting table showing the average age and service of 
members of JCAE from 1947 to 1960. The average seniority 
at the time of committee assignment was found to be nearly 
eight years. P. 33. 

67. Orlans, Contracting for Atoms. p. 170; Green 
and Rosenthal, op. cit.. p. 56. 
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Military Applications and Research and Development, closely 

linked to defense problems. Senator Jackson, fourth-ranking 

majority member on Senate Armed Services, chairs Military 

Applications. Melvin Price, fifth ranking majority member 

on House Armed Services, chairs R&D. Subcommittee organiza

tion has been essentially the same since the mid-1950's and 

Jackson and Price have held their subcommittee chairmanships 

since then; factors contributing toward specialization and 

68 information gathering capability. 

The committee staff, at about 20 members, is nearly 

as large as those of the Armed Services Committees. But in 

proportion to the size of the agency the committee oversees, 

and the workload of the committee, the staff appears to be 

adequate in view of other information gathering devices 

-a 69 employed. 

Here is a committee open to communications from 

other groups in Congress, yet highly specialized because of 

subject matter, tenure of members, organization, and staff

ing. Structural factors, then, suggest that the committee 

is well adapted for the processing of information. Studies 

of the committee indicate that it not only has the 

68. Subcommittee organization and history may be 
found in Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, Membership, 
pp. 7-10. 

69. From 1964 to 1968, House Armed Services commit
tee and subcommittee meetings occurred about twice as often 
as those of the Senate Armed Services, and about five times 
as often as those of the JCAE, indicating the difference in 
workload. 
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capability to receive information but that its information-

gathering resources are outstanding among congressional 

committees.^ 

Among the factors leading to establishment of 

techniques of intelligence collection was the early realiza

tion by members that there would be no constituent generated 

information or ordinary feedback to guide them. In 1953 

Senator Jackson wrote: 

The ordinary government agency functions in a glare 
of publicity. Through the sheer force of public 
opinion, the people can themselves often shape 
official policy. But not so in atomic energy. 
. . . Here in a most literal sense, knowledge is 
power.71 

The original Atomic Energy Act of 1946 recognized the 

information problem to some extent in directing the AEC to 

keep the committee "fully and currently informed." A 1954 

amendment directed the Defense Department to do likewise in 

72 respect to atomic energy matters. But the committee is 

not exceptional because it demands and obtains information 

from the executive branch agency it oversees; all committees 

do that to a greater or lesser degree. The committee's 

70. See, for example, Green and Rosenthal, op. cit.. 
pp. 40-42; Orlans, Contracting for Atoms, pp. 155-159. 

71. Henry M. Jackson, "Congress and the Atom," The 
Annals, CCXC (November, 1953), 76-77. 

72. U. S. 68 Stat. 919. Sec. 202. A text with 
notes explaining all changes in the original legislation is 
in Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, Atomic Energy Legisla
tion Through 91st Congress. 91st Cong., 1st Sess., 1969, 
quote on p. 81. 
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distinction lies in the members' belief that information 

sources other than the Atomic Energy Commission are vital 

to committee decision making. Senator Clinton P. Anderson 

expressed the attitude of inquiry of the committee: 

In the atomic energy field, for example, where I 
have spent some time and so has Senator Jackson. 
We had Jim Ramey [on the committee staff] for 
many years. We did not pass on these things. We 
would say to Jim, "You bring us back some answers." 
He would consult with some people, sometimes ^ 
experts we did not know existed; we got answers. 

Thus in addition to hearings, required reports, cultivated 

leaks from such sources as Admiral Hyman Rickover, the 

committee uses non-government consultants, advisory panels, 

and industry-government seminars to develop information. 

The committee has from time to time retained authorities on 

nuclear science as consultants as well as three former 

Commissioners, Lewis Strauss, Gordon Dean, and Thomas 

Murray. Informational hearings are planned with the 

assistance of ad hoc steering committees of non-government 

experts who advise on the format of the hearing and on 

possible witnesses. Outside experts also advise on the 

technical aspects of the hearing when the report is in 

preparation. Another means of keeping informed is by direct 

contact (by members or their staff assistants) with 

technical representatives of laboratories and industries. 

73. Senate Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs, Hearings, Saline Water Conversion. 89th Cong., 1st 
Sess., 1965, p. 109. 
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An article authored by committee member Clinton B. Anderson 

and staff member James Ramey, cites the committee's need for 

non-government experts "to supplement its own staff and to 

obtain the benefit of outside advice." The main tools of 

committee authority, the authors contend, are the reservoir 

of experience with atomic programs and the "ability to 

74 utilize and sift advice and information from many sources. 11 

Policy Role. The Joint Committee is probably one of 

the most influential, with respect to the agency it over

sees, of any in Congress. It has engaged in struggles over 

policy with the executive branch, and has succeeded in 

imposing its own policy preferences. For example, when 

faced with opposition by AEC, such as on the building of 

reactors believed desirable by the committee, the committee 

has written into the law directions that AEC "shall" proceed 

with design, engineering, and development and "shall" submit 

75 a schedule of construction to the panel by a given date. 

The committee's role in the development of civilian uses of 

76 atomic energy has been active and innovative. But its 

74. Anderson and Ramey, op. cit.. pp. 91, 92. 
Staff member Ramey became AEC Commissioner in 1962. 

75. U. S. 71 Stat. 403. Sec. 101; in Joint Commit
tee on Atomic Energy. Atomic Energy Legislation, p. 108. 

76. A backhanded tribute to the committee's power 
is in President Eisenhower's record of his meeting with 
President-elect Kennedy. Eisenhower advised Kennedy to 
abolish the JCAE and arrange for its authority to be given 
to the committees on foreign relations and defense. Dwight 
D. Eisenhower, Waging Peace (Garden City: Doubleday & Co., 
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policy role in military uses is limited by the fact that its 

authority is over AEC, not DOD, except with respect to 

atomic energy information. The committee can support a 

program involving a nuclear application for a weapons system 

but it cannot make DOD proceed with it. 

The first committee chairman, Senator Brien McMahon 

(who played a major role in organizing the AEC under civil

ian control) is often credited with stimulating increased 

production of atomic weapons and exerting crucial influence 

77 in the decision to proceed with the H-bomb. However, 

President Truman's memoirs indicate executive branch leader-

78 ship in both instances. 

1965), p. 714. An unfavorable view of the committee's power 
in the Eisenhower years is in H. L. Nieburg, "The Eisenhower 
AEC and Congress, A Study in Executive-Legislative Rela
tions , " Midwest Journal of Political Science. VI (May, 
1962), 115-148. 

77. See for example, Huntington, The Common Defense, 
pp. 136-137, 300-304; Green and Rosenthal, op. cit.. p. 29; 
Melvin Price, "Atomic Energy and Congress," Bulletin of the 
Atomic Scientists. XII (December, 1956), 373-375; Atomic 
Energy Commission, In the Matter of J. Robert Oppenheimer 
(Washington: USGPO, 1954), pp. 242-243; Thomas Morgan, 
Atomic Energy and Congress (Ann Arbor: University of 
Michigan Press, 1956), p. 90. 

78. President Truman's recollection is in accord
ance with an analysis by Warner R. Schilling. It seemed to 
the committee that because of secrecy, DOD thought AEC was 
producing all the atomic weapons it wanted when neither 
situation was true. The committee urged more production 
when other factors made greater production possible, lending 
credence to the committee's simplistic and incorrect inter
pretation of a shortage. Truman does not mention the 
committee role in the H-bomb decision although it is known 
that committee members spoke to him, urging a go-ahead. But 
he writes that he listened to many advisers because "the 
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The committee has always promoted nuclear applica

tions of weapons programs. Its members (including those who 

are on Armed Services and the military subcommittees of 

Government Operations Committees) have been active in pro

moting such systems as the nuclear submarine, IRBMs, 

Polaris, and ICBMs. Since all of these programs came to 

fruition the suggestion of committee influence on DOD is 

strong. But the equally avid advocacy of nuclear rockets, 

nuclear aircraft, fallout shelters, and a full-scale nuclear 

surface fleet was less successful simply because the 

committee's authority is limited to the nuclear device and 

does not include the launching vehicle. In the case of 

fallout shelters, committee hearings on the consequences of 

atomic attack in 1950, on radioactive fallout in 1957, and 

best results come from intensive study of different view
points and from arguments pro and con." See Harry S. 
Truman, Years of Trial and Hope (Garden City: Doubleday & 
Co., Inc., 1956), pp. 297-301, 305-307, quote on 305; Warner 
R. Schilling, op. cit., pp. 1-267, especially p. 237. 
Schilling's point that it appeared to the committee that AEC 
thought it was producing all the atomic weapons the military 
wanted when the military thought it was receiving all AEC 
could produce illustrates a rather common assessment of the 
mindlessness of some weapons policies. In-the mid-1960's 
William A. Niskanen of the Institute for Defense Analysis 
wrote: "Until recently. ... Defense ordered all the 
weapons that could be produced, and the Atomic Energy Com
mission managed to produce all the weapons that were 
ordered. . . . The resulting escalation of Defense 'require
ments' and AEC capabilities was halted only by the direct 
intervention of the President and some rather awkward 
management controls." See "The Defense Resource Allocation 
Process," in Stephen Enke, ed. Defense Management (Englewood 
Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1967), p. 21. 
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radiation and fallout in 1959 and 1963 constitute much of 

the original source material on the effects of nuclear 

weapons. But Congress did not follow the committee 

recommendation for a subsidized shelter program. A good 

example of apparent committee influence was when it sought 

information about the safety and control of nuclear weapons 

in 1960. Studies and visits to our NATO allies led to a 

recommendation that various electromechanical devices be 

used to facilitate control—recommendations which the 

79 executive branch followed. A typical instance of 

committee behavior when it reaches over into Defense Depart

ment decision making occurred in 1968. The executive branch 

appeared to be lagging in the development of an electric 

drive submarine, which would operate quietly, and a high 

speed submarine, both of which were supported by the 

principal defense committees. While both Armed Services 

committees called special hearings to investigate the lag, 

the Joint Committee held three sets of hearings to facili-

80 tate a decision to proceed. While Secretary of Defense 

Clark Clifford did finally approve continued development of 

79. Clinton P. Anderson, Congressional Record. 
CVIII, July 10, 1962, pp. 13056-57. 

80. Such actions by the Joint Committee and its 
members have been dubbed "lobbying" by Huntington, The 
Common Defense, pp. 136 ff; and Cater, op. cit., p. 40. 
Since lobbyists, by definition, are trying to influence 
policy, the epitaph underscores the limited area in which 
the Joint Committee is an active participant in policy 
formation. 



147 

both submarines, the cause of his decision can be inter

preted as the pressure from Armed Services, a statement by 

candidate Richard M. Nixon to the effect that there was a 

submarine gap, JCAE activity, determination by Clifford of 

a requirement, or a combination of all these factors. 

Like most other legislative committees, the Joint 

Committee is cohesive and subdues partisanship, except for 

early conflicts about security and public versus private 

81 power. On the military portion of the authorization bill 

it is usually unanimous in its recommendations, and Congress 

usually supports its specialized committee. The Appropria

tions Committees have trimmed the total JCAE authorization 

by four to five per cent each year since 1964, taking the 

greatest portion from the domestic program. The Joint 

Committee is secure in its role as the decision maker for 

Congress in atomic energy matters and there can be no ques

tion but that it exerts a powerful influence over its own 

agency, the AEC, because of its information-gathering 

resources. But its policy role in respect to the Defense 

Department must remain that of a committee .with authority 

over only about $1^ billion of a $70 billion defense budget. 

81. Green and Rosenthal, op. cit.. stress the 
cohesiveness of the committee, yet are critical because the 
committee strives to take its program to Congress in 
unanimity—without explaining the alternatives, pp. 44-47, 
271. Not only do most committees behave in this fashion, 
but this is the very technique which the administration uses 
to put its programs across. 
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If the Joint Committee is powerful with AEC because 

of its information gathering resources, it is somewhat 

paradoxical that members who also sit on the Armed Services 

Committees have not used the same techniques in bringing 

outside information sources to help guide them in Defense 

Department policy making. One answer might be that AEC is 

of a size that is within the scope of congressional control 

while DOD may seem to be beyond the management of the 

committee system. Another reason could be that members 

perceived atomic energy technology as new knowledge, which 

should be learned by committee members as well as AEC com

missioners. Defense matters, on the other hand, may have 

been assumed to be dependent on a body of military knowledge 

in which military men were well versed. This interpretation 

may explain why JCAE's strength is so much greater in 

domestic applications than in military uses. Finally, a 

simpler explanation is that Representative Price and Senator 

Jackson, who are the most active of those with a dual member

ship, have not yet chaired the Armed Services Committees. 

When and if they do, they may bring JCAE's -intelligence 

gathering techniques, as well as the belief in the need for 

non-government information sources, to committee participa

tion in defense policy making. 
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The Appropriations Subcommittees 

Several appropriations subcommittees are involved 

in the defense policy area. The House and Senate Defense 

Appropriations subcommittees handle the huge comprehensive 

bill which has reached $70 billion or more annually in 

recent years. The Armed Services Committees, it will be 

remembered, authorize weapons procurement, research and 

development, and reserve force levels—about one-third of 

the defense budget, on an annual basis. The remaining two-

thirds of the budget, including funding for the active 

forces and operations and maintenance, fall under continuing 

or long term authorizations; thus discretion is left to the 

Defense Appropriations subcommittees in the task of regular 

82 supervision of the greater part of the defense budget. 

Since 1954 specialized Military Construction sub

committees have been functioning in harmony with the 

specialized Military Construction subcommittees of the 

authorizing committees, passing on bills that usually amount 

to about $1 billion. The apparent "pork barrel" nature of 

82. Fortunately, a body of literature is being 
built around the defense appropriations process. For 
example, in addition to Huzar, op. cit.. and Kolodziej, op. 
cit., Paul Douglas has included a helpful section in his 
book, op. cit. His onetime research assistant, Robert Ash 
Wallace, has included some interesting defense data in 
Congressional Control of Federal Spending (Detroit: Wayne 
State University Press, 1960). Aaron Wildavsky's The 
Politics of the Budgetary Process (Boston: Little, Brown and 
Company, 1964), and Fenno's The Power of the Purse provide 
excellent studies of the appropriations process, with 
defense policy a rather neglected area. 



150 

military construction, suggested by this subcommittee 

organization, contrasts with the absence of specialization 

on the rest of the defense bill, which usually amounts to 

half the federal administrative budget (or one-third the 

unitary budget in use since fiscal 1969). Public Works 

subcommittees handle both the civilian and military applica

tions of atomic energy appropriations and also have juris

diction over the Army Corps of Engineers, which is correctly 

identified in committee organization as a public works 

agency rather than a defense program. In addition, Inde

pendent Offices subcommittees of Appropriations have juris

diction over Civil Defense appropriations, and they have a 

history of imposing rather stringent reductions. Prior to 

1955 Independent Offices also handled AEC appropriations and 

the cuts were quite severe; a situation which was remedied 

when Public Works took responsibility. Central Intelligence 

Agency appropriations are taken care of by a subcommittee of 

secret membership on the House side, and a designated member

ship in the Senate. The funds are "hidden" in other appro

priations. Foreign military aid comes under the jurisdiction 

of the Foreign Operations subcommittee in the House and the 

full Appropriations Committee in the Senate. While all the 

appropriations subcommittees tend to reduce administration 

estimates to some extent, Independent Offices and Foreign 

Operations are likely to impose much larger proportionate 
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reductions than either Public Works, Military Construction, 

or Defense. 

The House and Senate Defense Appropriations 
Subcommittees 

The House and Senate Defense Appropriations Sub

committees and their predecessors, the Military and Naval 

Affairs subcommittees, were until the 1960»s the most 

important congressional participants in defense policy 

8 3 making. But partially because they are appropriations 

units and not substantive panels and partially because the 

making of military policy was deemed by members to be the 

proper concern of military executives, the impact of the 

committees "in the long run has been confined to the adjust

ment of spending within limits set by forces outside the 

84 committee. 

The House subcommittee was subdivided into three 

panels in the early postwar years for the Army, Navy, and 

Air Force. Apparently service rivalry spilled over to 

create divisions within the 9-member subcommittee so the 

subdivision of labor was discontinued in 19.56. Since then 

83. Characteristics of the Defense Appropriations 
Subcommittees are compared with the House and Senate in the 
next chapter. Tables showing the quantitative effect of 
these committees on postwar appropriations bills are also 
included in Chapter 4. 

84. Katzenbach provides a good example of House 
subcommittee preoccupation with details rather than policy 
in "How Congress Strains at Gnats"; as does Schilling, op. 
cit. 
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the panel, with a membership ranging from 8 to 15, has taken 

up the defense bill as a unit. Chairman George Mahon has 

headed the subcommittee since 1949, continuing even after 

his succession to chairmanship of the full committee in 

1964. More insulated than Armed Services Committee members, 

Defense subcommittee members normally have no_ overlapping 

memberships on other House committees and uaually have but 
I 

two subcommittee assignments within the Appropriations 

Committee.®^ The subcommittee has been assisted by a staff 

of about 6 professional persons in recent years and a like 

number of clerical personnel. It also retains outside 

experts. But these are investigators from the Federal 

Bureau of Investigation and General Accounting Office, not 

defense analysts. Hearings, as might be expected, are 

dominated by Defense Department personnel. Although members 

of Congress occasionally testify (Carl Vinson was a familiar 

witness in the 1950's) non-government witnesses are rarely 

in attendance at appropriations hearings. Kolodziej's 

detailed study of Defense Appropriations from 1947 to 1963 

mentions only one instance when a non-government witness 

testified—when Nelson Rockefeller presented the findings of 

a study of national security by the Rockefeller Brothers 

85. Albert Thomas (D-Tex.), one of the handful of 
exceptions to this generalization, served on JCAE from 1959 
until his death in 1966. But the Orlans attendance study of 
1964-1965 showed that he attended no authorization hearings 
those years. See Contracting for Atoms. p. 170. 
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86 Fund in the post-Sputnik era of self examination. Elias 

Huzar has listed information sources for the committee as 

including rumors, constituency cues, newspapers, rival 

administrators, civilian employees, dissatisfied officers 

87 and enlisted men, and investigators for the committee. 

Kolodziej lists three general information sources, civilian 

and military administrators, congressional staff members 

and Legislative Reference Service, and outside experts. 

A former staff member of LRS, Kolodziej discounts its 

services because it is "starved for funds." The staff, 

as has been noted is small. The only outside expert which 

Kolodziej cited as an example was Nelson Rockefeller, whose 

88 appearance as a witness was mentioned above. In other 

words, the subcommittee attempts to do what is essentially 

an impossible job (oversee the spending of $70 billion or 

more) relying chiefly on its own membership and staff to 

play the adversary role to the Defense Department position. 

As might be expected, the subcommittee encourages the 

military executives to present their differences with the 

Defense Secretary. This is done by eliciting from service 

administrators their original requests to the Office of 

86. Kolodziej, op. cit.. p. 283; See Rockefeller 
testimony, House Committee on Appropriations, Hearings, 
Defense Appropriations for Fiscal Year 1959. 85th Cong., 
2d Sess., 1958, pp. 44-107. 

87. Huzar, op. cit., pp. 82-83. 

88. Kolodziej, op. cit.. pp. 473-484. 
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Secretary of Defense, a list of all the changes made by OSD 

executives and a list of the changes which the services 

believe are most damaging. Thus the range of alternatives 

which the committee considers lies between the program pro

posed by the administration and the programs which the 

services find have been turned down by the Defense Secre

tary. 

The subcommittee shares the parent committee's 

89 propensity to cut budget estimates. Defense budgets, 

however, fare better in general than does the Federal budget 

as a whole (see Chapter 5). Nonetheless, the subcommittee 

usually cuts the Defense Department request, having recom

mended appropriations less than requested by the administra

tion 21 of the past 23 years. The two exceptions include a 

recommended 1.0 per cent increase in fiscal 1959 (following 

Sputnik) and a 1.6 per cent increase in fiscal 1967. The 

latter increase included funds for an ABM system recommended 

by the Army, a nuclear powered guided missile frigate 

requested by the Navy, and development funds for an advanced 

bomber (AMSA) for the Air Force—all approved by the two 

Armed Services Committees but opposed by Secretary McNamara. 

Information leading to the funding of these unbudgeted 

89. Richard F. Fenno, Jr. has identified some of 
the full committee's favorite verbs as "cut," "carve," 
"slice," "prune," "whittle," "squeeze," "wring," "trim," 
"lop off," "chop," "slash," "pare," "shave," "fry," and 
"whack." See The Power of the Purse, p. 105. 
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programs was received from the military personnel of the 

respective services. As will be shown in Chapter 7, when 

the committee and Congress approve increased budget expendi

tures, the Defense Secretary does not necessarily implement 

their expenditure. The committee's greatest power lies in 

its authority to decrease expenditures, which is its custom. 

Although no major weapons programs have been rejected by any 

of the military committees, many have been reduced or post

poned. The House Defense Appropriations subcommittee demon-
I 

strated its power in 1959 when it refused temporarily to 

fund the Navy's second nuclear carrier. 

The Defense Appropriations subcommittee's role has 

been diminished somewhat since the Armed Services Committees 

took over the responsibility of annual authorization for 

weapons and research and development in the early sixties. 

The authorizing committees may pre-empt the Appropriations 

panels in decreasing funding or rejecting programs. 

As Penno has shown, the subcommittee is unified—the 

filing of minority reports is a rarity (one was filed between 

1947 and 1962), partisanship is low-keyed and the panel's 

recommendations are accepted by the full committee and the 

90 House. A rare exception to the rule of unanimity occurred 

in 1969 when 10 full committee members (none on the Defense 

Appropriations subcommittee) signed separate views in 

90. Fenno, The Power of the Purse, p. 204. 
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opposition to ABM deployment. An amendment to cut deploy

ment funds was defeated 25-78, and the gamut of committee 

91 recommendations was accepted by the House 330-30. 

Low partisanship, committee cohesion, and support 

from the House affect the policy role the subcommittee 

defines for itself with respect to DOD. The subcommittee is 

responsive to information feedback flowing to Congress as a 

whole, but develops few specialized information resources of 

its own. Members perceive their principal task as being the 

processing of an annual defense appropriations bill, not the 

determination of policy for the Defense Department. Thus 

the normal search for wasteful practices and determinations 

of how much defense is enough characterize subcommittee 

behavior. But information feedback sparks an active 

interest in a policy role. One month after Sputnik the 

subcommittee held special hearings on ballistic missile 

programs and urged acceleration of Polaris. In the election 

year of I960, when the Eisenhower policy of emphasis upon 

massive retaliation was discredited in many circles, the 

panel made adjustments in a full ten per cent of the defense 

budget, adding to some programs and reducing others. Later 

in the year, for a number of reasons including the committee 

action, the President released some of the funds for 

91. House Committee on Appropriations, House Report 
91-968. 91st Cong., 1st Sess., 1969. Also see Congressional 
Quarterly Weekly Report. XXVII (December 12, 1969), 2538-
2540, for summary of debate and vote. 
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programs the committee wanted. And in response to increas

ing negativism toward the military in 1969, the panel 

managed the reduction of over seven per cent of a $75 

billion bill. The subcommittee is responsive to pressures 

and influences that affect the mood of Congress but is not 

capable of generating policy alternatives on its own. 

The Senate Defense Appropriations subcommittee is 

composed of from 18 to 20 members of the 27 member full 

Appropriations Committee. While each House subcommittee 

member averages two subcommittee assignments, senators 

average seven, and they also have many other full committee 

assignments. Senators Russell, Stennis, and Smith, all 

members of Armed Services, served as regular members of this 

subcommittee and Senators Symington, Jackson, and Thurmond 

92 served as ex officio members, as of 1969. All important 

related committees, such as Foreign Relations, Aeronautics 

and Space Sciences, JCAE, Government Operations, and Armed 

Services are represented on the subcommittee. Since the 

subcommittee is really not a unit discrete from Armed 

Services (Senator Stennis lightened Chairman Russell's 

burden during the late sixties by frequently sitting as 

acting chairman on defense bills) its members have at least 

as many opportunities to obtain information as the Armed 

Services Committee. The role of the Defense Appropriations 

92. Senator Russell died early in 1971. 
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subcommittee, however, has been chiefly to serve an appeals 

function'for the restoration of reductions made by its House 

counterpart. Often the subcommittee has considered only the 

changes made in the bill by the House panel. Over an 18 

year period, the House subcommittee has imposed reductions 

averaging about 3.2 per cent. The Senate has usually 

restored about one-third of the amount cut and the final 

figure is a compromise which is closer to the Senate recom

mendation than that of the House (see Chapter 5). 

In accordance with the Senate*s capacity to respond 

to the currents of change somewhat ahead of the House, it 

should be noted that the Senate panel ceased its appellate 

function after 13 consecutive years of restoring funds cut 

by the House, and began to recommend less than the House in 

fiscal 1967. In response to the rising animosity toward the 

defense establishment, the Senate panel imposed greater 

reductions than the House. Although the Senate subcommittee 

has not spent nearly as much time on the defense appropria

tions bills as its House counterpart, the final bill has 

usually been closer to what the Senate preferred, whether 

the Senate increased or reduced requests. 

The policy role of the two Defense Appropriations 

subcommittees should be judged in the light of the fact that 

they are the only congressional units that regularly review 

the bulk of the defense budget. The bills these panels 

defend are the largest bills Congress passes, and usually 
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each is successively the largest in the history of the 

Republic. The senior members of these units have the 

benefit of several decades of experience in their specialty. 

But it would be too much to expect these small groups of 

men, with their limited staff resources, and their almost 

total dependence upon DOD for information and policy advice, 

to play a significant role in defense decision making, even 

though the power of the purse is one of the keystones of 

congressional authority. Not one major strategic program 

has been cancelled because of failure to appropriate funds. 

But a case can be made that the policy role of the appro

priations committees ought to be peripheral. Fenno has 

concluded that House appropriations members identify their 

decisions as technical, dollars and cents decisions, rather 

than policy decisions. "A disagreement on money," one 

member is reported to have said, "isn't like a legislative 

program—it's a matter of money rather than a difference in 

93 philosophy." 

Other Appropriations Subcommittees 

The Military Construction subcommittees are smaller 

versions of the Defense subcommittees. A separate military 

construction bill apart from the regular defense appropria

tions began to be the practice in 1954 after several years 

of making such appropriations in supplementals. The 

93. Fenno, The Power of the Purse, p. 61. 
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subcommittees have a specialized role which can bring 

constituency benefits to members. Traditionally, military 

construction authorization bills are cut by the appropria

tions subcommittees, but there is evidence that the dis

tricts and states of both Armed Services and the Military 

Construction members are favored (see Chapter 4). 

The Public Works subcommittees which oversee Atomic 

Energy Commission expenditures have at least nine other 

agencies to supervise, including the Corps of Engineers. 

Usually the subcommittees are divided into subunits, with 

one specializing in TVA and AEC. On the Senate side, three 

members of JCAE are permitted to sit with the appropriations 

panel, a practice which was approached in the House by 

permitting a rare overlapping membership on Appropriations 

and JCAE from 1959 until 1966. Apparently the necessity to 

facilitate communications was deemed less important after 

1964 when JCAE began to take responsibility for annual 

authorization of the entire atomic energy budget. Since 

then the atomic energy budget has been trimmed a predictable 

5 per cent or less each year. The subcommi-ttee retains 

authority to trim the civilian applications section of the 

bill, to postpone projects when Congress is in an economy 

mood, and to adjust appropriations when AEC income exceeds 

expectations presented to the authorizing committee, but the 

military portion of the bill is practically sacrosanct. 
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There are two Defense Department programs that 

receive severe treatment from the appropriations subcommit

tees: civil defense and foreign military aid. Until 1961 

civil defense was not a DOD responsibility. Handled under 

supplementals and then by Independent Offices subcommittees, 

civil defense programs were almost unique in the extent to 

which Congress refused to fund them. In 1950, the year 

after the Soviet Union became an atomic power, the Federal 

Civil Defense Administration (FCDA) received 10 per cent of 

its request; from 1951 through 1961 it received about 25 per 

94 cent of requests. The Kennedy administration brought 

civil defense under the aegis of DOD, which should have put 

its appropriations under the more tolerant Defense sub

committee. But the Appropriations Committee leadership has 

kept civil defense under the subcommittees on Independent 

Offices, dramatizing the distinction in members1 minds 

between civil defense and military defense (see Chapter 6). 

Under Independent Offices, ambitious civil defense programs 

have been reduced to modest efforts. Reductions of budget 

requests ranged from a high of 84 per cent-(fiscal 1963) 

down to a low of 9 per cent (fiscal 1970), as the adminis-

95 tration has been persuaded to submit ever lower requests. 

94. Huntington, The Common Defense. p. 357. 

95. Department of Defense Documents, FAD-438, 1963; 
FAD 481, 1964; FAD 496, 1965; FAD 523, 1966; FAD 551, 1967; 
FAD 581, 1968; FAD 603, 1969; FAD 625, 1970. 
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The other program prone to congressional constric

tions is foreign military aid, processed as part of the 

foreign aid bill. The ratio of military assistance to total 

foreign aid appropriations has varied during the cold war 

from an almost insignificant proportion in the immediate 

postwar period, to a high of two-thirds during the Korean 

War, dropping down gradually to one-third and finally to 

about one-fourth in the late sixties. The proportion 

officially designated as military aid is about one-third of 

96 the entire postwar foreign aid expenditure. However, in 

many respects military assistance is inseparable from 

economic aid which has been expended for such purposes as 

defense support, direct forces support, technical aid, etc., 

all euphemisms for defense aid of various kinds. President 

Eisenhower thought of the foreign aid programs in terms of 

defense. As he put it in his memoirs: "No one had 

succeeded in having the public understand that mutual 

97 security was not philanthropy; it was defense." 

The appropriations process for foreign aid is under 

the Foreign Operations subcommittee in the-House and the 

full Appropriations Committee in the Senate. Following the 

96. Congress and the Nation has tables designating 
the proportion of foreign aid for military assistance in 
Vol. I, p. 162, and a chart showing the cuts inflicted by 
Congress on foreign aid requests from fiscal 1948-1969 in 
Vol. II, p. 50. 

97. Eisenhower, Waging Peace, p. 133. 

[ 

i i 
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lead of the substantive committees which always authorize 

less than the administration request, the appropriations 

panels recommend less than is authorized, resulting in 

average overall reductions of about 18 per cent for the 

period fiscal 1948-1969. Although the proportion earmarked 

"military aid" cannot be treated with absolute confidence 

(the figures for military assistance to countries such as 

Pakistan and Vietnam are secret) it appears that the 

appropriations subcommittees are just as severe toward 

military aid as they are to the "economic" aid categories. 

Why does Congress exercise its independent judgment 

to such an extent in an issue area including both foreign 

and defense policy? An 18 per cent average reduction is 

far higher than in other areas of defense policy (see 

Chapter 5). There are a number of explanations. In a study 

of the period 1945 through 1956, Holbert N. Carroll noted 

that the Appropriations subcommittees were responding to the 

administration's use of "bewildering accounting methods," 

and to the practice of carrying over huge unexpended 

98 balances. In 1954, for example, when the new budget was 

being considered there was $10 billion in previously 

appropriated but still unexpended money in the aid program; 

98. Holbert N. Carroll, The House of Representa
tives and Foreign Affairs (Pittsburgh: University of 
Pittsburgh, 1958), pp. 156-161. 
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99 $7 billion of this amount was for military assistance. A 

recent study attributes appropriations cuts partially to the 

administration practice of asking for money for categories 

of aid, rather than specific projects or detailed programs. 

Furthermore, committee members, and House subcommittee 

Chairman Otto Passman (D-N.Y.) have perceived foreign aid as 

a form of charity, or as an attempt to buy friends for the 

United States. When the administration has recommended 

assistance for countries that appeared hostile to United 

States policy, the subcommittees have been disposed to 

discourage charity and the purchase of friendship. This 

combination of .factors, i.e., the administration's desire 

for flexibility in programming and spending funds, and the 

sense of Congress that foreign aid is a "giveaway" program, 

help account for severe treatment in the appropriations 

process. 

Since fiscal 1960 military assistance expenditures 

have been consistently below $2 billion, and since the 

Vietnam War they have dropped below $1 billion. Therefore 

99. Congress and the Nation. Vol. I, p. 172. 

100. William L. Morrow, "Legislative Control of 
Administrative Discretion: The Case of Congress and Foreign 
Aid," Journal of Politics. XXX (November, 1968), pp. 990, 
1007. 
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they can now be considered a relatively unimportant segment 

of the total defense budget. 

The proliferation of appropriations panels with 

jurisdiction over part of the defense budget suggests that 

committee members themselves do not entirely believe that 

appropriations decisions can be separated from policy deci

sions. The numerous subcommittees with a very small "piece" 

of the $75 billion "action" are suggestive of a technique of 

congressional control. As will be shown in the next chapter, 

the subcommittees on military construction seem to be able 

to influence favorable treatment toward military installa

tions in members* districts and states. The public works 

subcommittees keep the civilian applications of atomic 

energy under close scrutiny. Subcommittees that monitor 

civil defense and foreign military assistance have exercised 

as strong a negative influence as any in Congress. These 

subcommittees are structures for specialization, for bringing 

different kinds of information to bear on these parts of the 

defense budget. In striking contrast, the remaining 90 per 

cent of the defense budget is monitored by -one subcommittee 

in each chamber. The arrangement strongly suggests that 

appropriations committees are deliberately organized to 

101. The sales of armaments have to some extent 
supplanted the practice of giving them to other governments. 
See Harold A. Hove, United States Military Assistance (New 
York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1966), Chapter 10; and George 
Thayer, The War Business (New York: Simon and Schuster, 
1969), Chapter 4. 
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exercise maximum authority over specific parts of the total 

defense program, but have not structured themselves to cope 

with the bulk of the defense budget, either because they do 

not wish to, or because they do not know how. If Congress, 

as it works through its committees, becomes increasingly 

interested in enlarging its span of authority over defense 

decisions, it is likely that some reorganization of appro

priations subcommittees will manifest congressional deter

mination to work its will. 

The Non-Legislative Committees 

Although not comparable to the authorizing and 

appropriating committees in their power to affect Defense 

Department programs, the non-legislative committees perform 

a useful, if little understood role in the policy process. 

The Government Operations Committees 

The House and Senate Committees on Government Opera

tions are not considered legislative committees although 

they do exercise legislative jurisdiction in what might be 

termed procedural matters. They report bills concerning 

intergovernmental relations, budgetary procedures, account

ing methods, disposal of surplus property, procurement 

procedures, and governmental organization. It was the House 

committee (then named Committee on Expenditures in the 

Executive Departments) that considered the National Security 

Act of 1947 creating the office of Secretary of Defense 
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(although Armed Services took the bill up on the Senate 

side). But the principal activity of the Government Opera

tions Committees is investigation of operations of govern

ment with a view toward determining economy and efficiency. 

Many of the committees' preliminary inquiries do not result 

in public or executive hearings. Conditions discovered are 

frequently corrected by government agencies, by labor unions 

and by corporations in commerce and industry. 

The committees were intended to be the third 

component in a threefold division of labor in the perform

ance of legislative oversight. The substantive committees, 

under the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, were 

directed to exercise "continuous watchfulness" of the execu

tion of laws by the agencies under their jurisdiction. The 

Appropriations Committees were to scrutinize expenditures 

and the Government Operations Committees were to review 

administrative structure and procedure. Substantive, 

financial, and procedural aspects of a government agency*s 

operation would then be under the watchful supervision of 

the committees. 

102. See report by George B. Galloway during hear
ings before the Senate Committee on Expenditures in the 
Executive Branch, Evaluation of the Effects of the Laws 
Enacted to Reorganize the Legislative Branch of Government. 
82d Cong., 1st Sess., 1951; reprinted in Congressional 
Record. Daily Edition, November 26, 1969, pp. E10077-10109. 

For an explanation of the authority of the Govern
ment Operations Committees and a brief history of the Senate 
committee, see "History and Major Activities of the Senate 
Committee on Government Operations," Congressional Record. 
Daily Edition, January 16, 1969, pp. S 414-416. 
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Experience has shown that the autonomy of congres

sional committees, including those on Government Operations, 

resulted in somewhat less oversight than planned. Govern

ment Operations activities have been broad-ranging and 

diverse, and not necessarily complementary to the work of 

other committees. Committee investigations have tended to 

focus on the particular issue areas of interest to the men 

who have reached committee or subcommittee chairmanship. 

Thus investigations may be considered as trivial, like the 

inquiry into the procurement of wiping cloths in 1953 at a 

time when the defense budget was soaring from $13 to $57 

billion; they may be considered destructive of individual 

liberties, like the Army-McCarthy hearings of 1954; they may 

be considered most constructive, like the Jackson subcommit

tee hearings on national security policy from 1959 to 1962. 

Both committees have large staffs, ranking second in 

size in both chambers. Although these committees appear to 

have excellent information gathering capability, as compared 

with some of the other committees discussed, many of the 

problems investigated are not under their legislative 

jurisdiction. Therefore, unless the hearings and investiga

tions happen to coincide with the needs of other decision 

making groups, they may have very little immediate impact. 

While some of the Government Operations hearings appear to 

be influential, especially over the long run, their 



169 

investigative purpose rather than legislative intent usually 

precludes the translation of recommendations into policy. 

The House Committee is organized into from 7 to 11 

103 rather autonomous subcommittees. The Subcommittee on 

Military Operations, chaired by Chet Holifield (D-Calif.), 

on Foreign Operations and Government Information, chaired by. 

John E. Moss (D-Calif.), and the new, since 1966, Subcommit

tee on Research and Technical Programs, chaired by Henry S. 

Reuss (D-Wis.), all have relevance to defense programs. The 

full committee has overlapping memberships with most other 

committees of the House. An Armed Services member, Porter 

Hardy (D-Va.), served on the Foreign Operations subcommittee 

from 1955 to 1968 and Chet Holifield of JCAE has chaired the 

Military Operations subcommittee since 1955. 

The subcommittees hold at least two or three 

investigations into defense matters each year, many of them 

about procurement practices, cataloging and standardization 

of materiel, and program management. But the full commit

tee, by the nature of its charge to review administrative 

structure and procedure, cannot be wedded to any department 

or agency. Hearings are not dominated by executive branch 

witnesses. Subcommittees draw their information from many 

sources: non-government witnesses, staff studies, 

103. Goodwin characterized the House Government 
Operations Committee as the most decentralized in Congress 
in "Subcommittees." 
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Legislative Reference Service, former administrators, 

"outside" experts, as well as the legislators and executive 

branch witnesses who dominate Armed Services hearings. In 

general, Government Operations hearings are meant to be 

informative; therefore there is no particular need to subdue 

controversial views or to restrain partisanship. Since 

committee members do not have to recommend a program to the 

House and try to persuade the House to pass it, there is no 

outward sign of the strain toward agreement that charac

terizes policy making panels. 

From the point of view of the relationship of 

information to policy, Government Operations Committees 

typically exploit information resources to a greater degree 

than substantive committees, but they have little power to 

affect policy. For example, the Holifield subcommittee was 

relentless in its investigation of the effects of fallout 

and determined in its consistent recommendation for shelters. 

Hearings were held by the Military Operations subcommittee 

in 1956, 1958, 1960, 1961, 1962, and 1963. But because the 

committee had no legislative authority in this field its 

recommendations were never even voted on by the House. In 

contrast, the House Armed Services Committee took up a 

shelter program bill in 1963 and its recommendations were 

passed by the House by voice vote. While Military Opera

tions subcommittee hearings may have had some long-term 

effect on the decision of Armed Services to hold hearings, 
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without action by the substantive committee there would have 

been no vote in the House. The panel*s recommendations were 

never translated into policy, even though the administration 

favored such a program, because it was opposed by the Senate 

104 Armed Services Committee. 

Because Government Operations activities are 

directed chiefly at procedures.and structures of government, 

their effects sometimes have to be estimated by imagining 

governmental processes without the efforts of these commit

tees. For example, the Foreign Operations and Government 

Information subcommittee headed by John E. Moss, Jr. (D-

Calif.) has waged a long and difficult battle against 

executive branch secrecy, especially in the Defense Depart-

105 ment, with some success. While no one would claim DOD 

has been the soul of candor because of committee efforts, 

there is evidence to suggest that the protests of Chairman 

104. A good collection which includes accounts of 
efforts to put through various shelter programs is in Eugene 
P. Wigner, ed., Who Speaks for Civil Defense? (New York: 
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1968). 

105. An index of the hearings and-reports of Moss 
subcommittee devotes 7 of its 23 pages to the Department 
of Defense. See House Committee on Government Operations, 
Availability of Information From Federal Departments and 
Agencies. Committee Print, 88th Cong., 2d Sess., 1964. 
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Moss have provided an incentive for the release of informa-

The Senate Government Operations Committee, less 

active than its House counterpart, has from three to six 

subcommittees. One of these, functioning under several 

different names, has been chaired by Senator Henry Jackson 

throughout the 1960's. Jackson also sits on Armed Services, 

Interior, JCAE, and ex officio on Appropriations. The 

Jackson subcommittee has conducted extensive hearings on the 

subject of national security policy formation and adminis

tration since 1959. In contrast to the recommendations 

of the Holifield subcommittee, which did not come to 

fruition, many of the recommendations of the Jackson sub

committee were acted on by the incoming Kennedy administra-

107 tion. 

106. Mollenhoff has recounted the story of how an 
executive branch order for personnel to hide the public 
records unless specifically ordered to disclose them, was 
publicized by Moss and withdrawn by the White House; op. 
cit., pp. 29-32. Ransom, op. cit., has a good section on 
the work of the Moss subcommittee. See Chapters 8 and 9. 

107. Senate Committee on Government Operations, 
Hearings, Organizing for National Security. 3 Volumes, 87th 
Cong., 1st Sess., 1961. The most important committee papers 
and staff studies are included with selected testimony from 
the hearings in Henry M. Jackson, ed., The National Security 
Council (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1965). The opinion 
that many reforms resulted from the hearings is widespread. 
In addition to Ibid.. p. xiv, see Burton M. Sapin, The 
Making of United States Foreign Policy (Washington: The 
Brookings Institution, 1966), Introduction; Borklund, op. 
cit.. p. 217; Hilsman, To Move a Nation. pp. 22 ff. The 
subcommittee has continued to function, making a major study 
of the Secretary of State and the role of U. S. ambassadors 
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However, such success is not the norm. A very 

extensive investigation by the committee into the TFX 

contract produced no visible consequences. In contrast, the 

Senate Armed Services Committee cancelled the Navy version 

of the aircraft during a regularly scheduled hearing. The 

point is that a non-legislative committee may beat a problem 

to death (and perform an important communicative function in 

the process) but not change anything. A legislative commit

tee can bring its information directly to bear on policy. 

Other Non-Legislative Committees 

Another non-legislative committee is the Joint 

Economic Committee which has produced studies on the economic 

impact of defense spending off and on since 1952, and 

108 continuously since 1960. Senator William Proxmire's 

Economy in Government subcommittee won publicity in 1968 and 

1969 for disclosing specific cases of spiraling costs of 

109 government. Sensational revelations about the 

in the 88th Congress and the problems of international 
operations and the role of NATO in the 89th Congress. See 
Hearings. Conduct of National Security Policy. 89th Cong., 
1st Sess., 1965. 

108. See Joint Economic Committee, Committee 
Publications. 87th to 91st Congresses. Committee Print, 
91st Cong., 1st Sess. , 1969. 

109. A good, if biased account, can be found in 
Proxmire, op. cit. The testimony by A. E. Fitzgerald is in 
Joint Economic Committee, Hearings, The Military Budget and 
National Economic Priorities. 91st Cong., 1st Sess., 1969, 
pp. 595, 747, 785. 
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skyrocketing costs of the giant C-5A transport did not cause 

Congress to reduce funding for the aircraft. But DOD 

did reduce the number of aircraft ordered. Again, as with 

the Jackson subcommittee, an investigative committee was 

more influential with the executive branch than with 

Congress. It is possible that the difficulty that the 

investigative committees experience in getting their recom

mendations accepted by Congress is rooted in the implied 

jurisdictional encroachment. After all, if any committees 

should be informing Congress about cost growth in the 

weapons acquisition process, it should be the Armed Services 

Committees.'1' 0̂ But the investigative committees may affect 

policy in two important ways; they may cause the executive 

branch to take remedial action and they may alert the 

substantive committees to important areas of neglect. Often 

they do neither. 

The Joint Committee on Defense Production is a 

little known subsystem of the two Banking and Currency 

Committees, with all its members drawn from these panels. 

It monitors measures arising out of the Korean War which 

110. Both Armed Services Committees did examine the 
C-5A cost overruns in 1969 and they recommended to Congress 
what the administration recommended to them—a reduction in 
the number of aircraft ordered. Congress supported its 
substantive committees. However, the Senate Committee 
instituted a requirement for quarterly reports on major 
weapons systems and informed Congress of current overruns on 
35 weapons systems in December, 1969, including the C-5A. 
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authorized the President to establish priorities for defense 

contracts, allocate scarce materials, and guarantee defense 

loans. The committee seldom meets. But it serves as a 

channel for reports from government agencies concerning 

their role in providing sufficient resources for defense 

needs and their plans for mobilization and emergencies. 

Recently an attempt has been made to use the Defense Produc

tion Act to require uniform accounting procedures on all 

defense contracts.'1'^'5' 

Other Legislative Committees 

Other committees with an interest in defense 

112 problems are those on foreign affairs. The House 

Committee on Foreign Affairs has played a much more subdued 

role than the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations. 

111. See Joint Committee on Defense Production, 
Nineteenth Annual Report of the Activities of the Joint 
Committee on Defense Production. 91st Cong., 2d Sess., 1970. 

112. Certainly a case can be made for the inclusion 
of the space committees among "interested" committees, but 
they are excluded here because their jurisdiction tech
nically extends over only the civilian programs of NASA, not 
the military programs of the Defense Department. For a good 
analysis of the role of the space program in foreign and 
domestic affairs, see Vernon Van Dyke, Pride and Power: The 
Rationale of the Space Program (Urbana: University of 
Illinois Press, 1964). For evidence that the space commit
tees have an interest in the ramifications of the space 
program for defense, see House Committee on Science and 
Astronautics, Review of the Soviet Space Program. Committee 
Print, 90th Cong., 1st Sess., 1967; Senate Committee on 
Aeronautical and Space Sciences, Soviet Space Programs. 
1962-1965. Staff Report, 89th Cong., 2d Sess., 1966. Both 
of these reviews were generated on committee initiative and 
are indicative of a willingness to exploit "outside" sources 
of information. 
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Organized into area-oriented subcommittees, the House 

committee until 1969 concentrated most of its efforts on the 

foreign aid bill. It shared no memberships with Armed 

Services, JCAE, or the Military Operations subcommittee of 

Government Operations. In 1969, however, the committee re

activated a subcommittee on National Security Policy and 

Scientific Developments (which had met only once since its 

creation in 1958) and held a series of hearings on the 

effect of space and weapons developments on U. S. foreign 

113 policy. The subcommittee then moved further away from 

its practice of divorcing defense and foreign policy and 

held hearings on MIRV (multiple independently targeted 

reentry vehicles) and CBW (chemical-biological warfare). 

Sponsorship by more than 100 comgressmen of resolutions 

calling for a moratorium on further testing of MIRV and for 

ratification of the Geneva Protocol of 1925 banning first 

use of CBW provided the legislative purpose for the hear

ings. Neither resolution was voted on by the House. The 

hearings were informative, as a number of non-government 

witnesses were called and alternative views were aired. 

Symptomatic of a growing disposition in the House to 

113. House Committee on Foreign Affairs, Hearings, 
Strategy and Science: Toward a National Security Policy for 
the 1970s. 91st Cong., 1st Sess., 1969. Possibly of more 
significance is an 18 month study requested by the committee 
on problems of science and technology and foreign policy, 
conducted by the Legislative Reference Service. See 
"Science-Foreign Affairs Study," Science. CLXVI (October 10, 
1969), 199. 
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scrutinize weapons policy, the hearings produced no immedi

ate effect on policy. In 1970 President Nixon took execu

tive action to curb research on biological weapons. 

Should the suddenly aroused interest in the foreign 

policy implications of weapons decisions represent a 

developing pattern of committee behavior rather than merely 

a response to a temporary mood in the House, the scope of 

the committee's jurisdiction would still limit its potential 

for influencing weapons acquisition policy. Such influence 

as could be exerted would be persuasive, rather than direc

tive, as in inspiring the Armed Services Committee to 

broaden the scope of its inquiry, or in pointing out problems 

which the Defense Department would choose to remedy. 

Such persuasive influence has been exercised by the 

Senate Committee on Foreign Relations. In 1969 the commit

tee conducted its own ABM hearings, featuring a number of 

non-government witnesses who were hostile to the administra

tion's plan to deploy the anti-ballistic missile. The 

Senate Armed Services Committee apparently felt obliged to 

break with past practice and introduce "outside" experts in 

its own ABM hearings. And in 1961 a memorandum by Chairman 

J. William Fulbright created enough of a stir so that the 

Pentagon placed restraints on the activities of some of its 

more avid anti-communist officers. Senator Fulbright called 

attention to a 1958 DOD directive encouraging officers to 

arouse civilians and military personnel to the menace of the 
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cold war. The directive had been interpreted by some 

officers as an obligation to indoctrinate troops and the 

114 public with the communist peril to internal security. 

The memorandum, addressed to Defense Secretary McNamara, 

was influential in redirecting DOD propaganda away from 

preoccupation with internal communist infiltration. 

Of course the committee is influential in the issue 

areas under its jurisdiction. For example, it sponsored a 

provision in the fiscal 1968 foreign aid bill denying funds 

for use to support arms sales in underdeveloped countries. 

The committee initiative in curbing the sale of arms to 

underdeveloped countries was taken up and expanded upon in 

115 the appropriations process. 

Like other Senate committees, Foreign Relations is 

open to other work groups through the multi-membership 

system necessitated by manpower demands. However, as of 

1969 it shared but one member, Senator Stuart Symington 

(D-Mo.) with Armed Services, although two of its.members, 

Senators Albert Gore (D-Tenn.) and George Aiken (R-Vt.) 

also sat on JCAE. The flexible organizational structure of 

114. The text of the memorandum with an explanation 
of the events that led up to it, and the highlights of a 
speech by Fulbright explaining it are included in Karl E. 
Meyer, ed., Fulbright of Arkansas (Washington: Robert B. 
Luce, Inc., 1963), Chapter 8. ATSO see accounts in Cook, 
op. cit.. pp. 264-303; Raymond, op. cit.. pp. 177-185. 

115. See Morrow, op. cit., pp. 85-88. 
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the Senate permits occasional joint meetings with Armed 

Services. Foreign Relations and Armed Services sat together 

at the time of the MacArthur hearings, on the question of 

stationing troops in Europe in 1951, on military assistance 

programs until 1955, on hearings considering resolutions on 

Formosa in 1955, the Middle East in 1957, Cuba in 1962, and 

with members of JCAE, on the limited test ban treaty in 
•J 1 /• I 

1963. Foreign Relations committee involvement in the 

Antarctic treaty, the limited test ban treaty, the space 

treaty, and the non-proliferation treaty has provided some 

familiarity with weapons questions not shared by its House 

counterpart. 

The committee is small, with a membership of about 

15, and a staff of about 22. It usually has a formal 

organizational structure of about 10 subcommittees, few of 

which are activated except for minor chores. One sub

committee which has been active and formally organized 

throughout the 1960's is the subcommittee on International 

Organization and Disarmament Affairs. Under the chairman

ship of Hubert Humphrey (D-Minn.) this panel played an 

important role in isolating the test ban issue from other 

problems of disarmament, and in reaching the acceptable 

116. The congressional role in the limited test ban 
treaty negotiations is evaluated in Harold Karan Jacobson 
and Eric Stein, Diplomats. Scientists and Politicians (Ann 
Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1966), pp. 475-483. 
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compromise agreement. The same subcommittee, chaired by 

Senator Gore, conducted the 1969 ABM hearings. 

Foreign Relations has the attribute of low partisan

ship which characterizes a committee whose recommendations 

are accepted by its parent chamber. It is a high prestige 

committee with a stable membership and a reputation for 

beginning deliberations with the assumption that the Presi

dent ought to receive the support of Congress in foreign 

n . 117 policy. 

Balancing this tendency to support the President is 

an unusual willingness to search out independent information 

resources. The Foreign Relations Committee is one of the 

few that has regularly utilized contracted research. In 

1956 contractual arrangements were made with 11 organiza-

118 tions to study the foreign aid program. In 1958 the 

committee contracted with 6 universities and independent 

non profit organizations for Latin American studies and in 

1960 a dozen studies were contracted on various aspects of 

American foreign policy, including a Johns Hopkins study on 

Developments in Military Technology and Their Influence on 

117. Jewell, Senatorial Politics, pp. 134-139. 

118. See H. Field Haviland, Jr., "Foreigh Aid and 
the Policy Process: 1957," American Political Science Review. 
LII (September, 1958), 689-724. 
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119 U. S. Strategy and Foreign Policy. The committee has 

called in scholars to supplement the foreign policy testi-

120 mony of administration officials. And it was a committee 

staff report that generated the development of a new, more 

restrictive policy toward arms sales. 

A little like the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 

the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations has, for a 

congressional committee, excellent intelligence gathering 

capability, but it has little authority over the Department 

of Defense. The reputation of the committee, again like 

JCAE, for being one of the most influential in Congress 

occasionally obscures the fact that its sphere of influence 

is limited. 

119. These studies have been published as Senate 
Document 24, United States Foreign Policy. 87th Cong., 1st 
Sess., 1961. A convenient book presenting a brief analysis 
of each report together with a summary of their contents has 
been published. See Jay H. Cerf and Walter Pozen (ed.) , 
Strategy for the 60's (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1960). 
A critique of these studies has been done by Morton H. 
Halperin, "Is the Senate's Foreign Relations Research 
Worthwhile?," American Behavioral Scientist. IV (September, 
1960), 21-24. Halperin criticizes the lack of coordination 
among the studies but has special praise for the Johns 
Hopkins study of "Developments in Military .Technology." 
Sections of this study, which challenge the assumption that 
American nuclear superiority protected Europe, appear in an 
Air Force Academy text. See Associates in Political 
Science, U. S. Air Force Academy, American Defense Policy 
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1965), pp. 116-123. This 
is a rare, if not unique, example of the use by the execu
tive branch of information generated by the legislative 
branch. 

120. Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, Hear
ings, Review of Foreign Policy. 85th Cong., 2d Sess., 1958. 
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Conclusions 

What then have been the major characteristics of 

this committee system that is the vehicle for congressional 

participation in defense policy making? And how have the 

characteristics of the system affected the congressional 

role in defense policy? 

First, it is evident that the committees have had 

considerable leeway in defining their roles in respect to 

participation in policy making. The committee jurisdiction 

laid down in the Reorganization Act of 1946 and subsequent 

House and Senate rules has described general limits within 

which there has been considerable maneuvering room for the 

committees. Thus the Armed Services Committees were free to 

choose a passive role for many years and then to actively 

engage in policy areas heretofore unexplored. Committees 

lacking clearcut jurisdiction, like those on foreign rela

tions, have at times been able to interject themselves in 

weapons procurement policy making. Committees like Govern

ment Operations and the Joint Economic Committee have been 

free to examine wiping cloths or missiles, .to study the 

significance of watchmaking for defense (an actual JEC 

investigation) or C-5A cost overruns, or to ignore the 

defense policy area. Appropriations committees have been 

permitted to concentrate fiscal oversight on any portion of 

the defense budget or to neglect any portion, or to decide 

that most of it is unmanageable and muddle through, 
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exercising minimum supervision. This committee flexibility 

means that structural changes in the system are not neces

sarily required to accompany changes in committee behavior. 

The choice of a passive or active committee role has largely 

been up to the committee leaders. 

Second, it is clear that no committee has been 

patently strong in most areas of defense policy and most 

have been quite weak. The Armed Services Committees with 

their power to authorize or not authorize the entire defense 

program have had the potential for exerting the greatest 

influence but they have only recently begun the task of 

organizing to handle the information load from the Defense 

Department. While they have, in all probability, correctly 

chosen weapons procurement and RDT&E as the most significant 

programs to monitor, they have devised no systematic way of 

reviewing even these parts of the defense program, much less 

the whole defense budget. Armed Services Committees have 

been developing methods of obtaining and processing informa

tion provided by DOD, and have relied largely on discovery 

of intra-departmental disputes to challenge the party line. 

Unable to manage the information flow, the committees have 

not reached for outside information that would permit the 

introduction of alternative viewpoints in the congressional 

phase of the defense policy process. The appropriations 

process indicates how Congress has geared itself to manage 

some defense expenditures, like those on military 
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construction or foreign aid, but has avoided even its usual 

techniques of division of labor and specialization in 

handling the biggest annual appropriation of all.. As 

knowledgeable as the most experienced and senior members of 

Defense Appropriations subcommittees might be, they have 

deliberately put themselves and their limited staff 

resources at a disadvantage by attempting to cope with half 

the federal administrative budget in one bill. Instead of 

devising oversight procedures which take into account the 

nature of the defense program in terms of size, scientific 

and technical content, orientation toward foreign govern

ments, and lack of domestic feedback from policy implementa

tion, they have utilized the same aides and tools of analysis 

developed and found adequate for manageable domestic programs 

of the kind that stimulate vigorous and informative feed

back. Armed Services and Appropriations Committees could be 

strong but they have not been. Swamped by their inability 

to handle information flowing from the Defense Department 

itself, they have not drawn on other sources. So their role 

has been confined to selecting from alternatives devised 

within the Defense Department. 

Committees that have exploited non-government 

information resources and thus would seem to have the 

potential for exercising independent power, do not have 

legislative authority to act on defense issues. Government 

Operations Committees' authority is limited to procedural 
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matters, the JEC has no legislative authority at all and 

committees like Senate Foreign Relations can successfully 

exert influence by persuasion only. There should be no 

mistake that it is through the authorizing and appropria

tions panels that congressional authority will be exercised. 

The non-decision making committees are important chiefly 

for their ability to affect the actions of the principal 

committees. 

A third characteristic of this committee system is 

the seemingly paradoxical situation which finds the 

committees with authority over the substantive policies and 

the pocketbook of the Defense Department—the Armed 

Services and Appropriations units—the least well organized 

to gather and process information, while the committees with 

only investigative authority or some other peripheral con

nection, like Government Operations and Foreign Relations, 

with demonstrated intelligence gathering resources. A 

possible explanation for this condition is that non-

decision-making committees have little or nothing to lose 

by bringing in outside information which might give 

unfavorable publicity to the Defense Department, or diminish 

the confidence of Congress in the decision making commit

tees, or otherwise rock the boat. The decision making 

committees normally have had no incentive to rock the boat 

with outside information resources. They have had no wish 

to discredit the Defense Department nor to undermine their 
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own primacy. As long as a pattern of action appears to 

produce favorable outcomes there is no reason why committees 

should choose to change it. However, if the seas become a 

little rough, if negative feedback occurs, it is likely 

that patterns of action will change. If old methods of 

organizing to process information and exercise influence 

do not restore the calm, new ones will be devised. 

The first characteristic of the system is its 

flexibility. This capability of committees to expand and 

contract their roles within their jurisdiction permits 

change within the system so that the second characteristic, 

the weakness of the congressional role, and the third, the 

paradoxical separation of intelligence resources from 

committee authority, need not endure. Change has occurred 

and is occurring. Two "boat-rockers" of monumental pro

portions have affected the congressional role. The Soviet 

Sputnik generated activity throughout the entire system 

leading finally to the annual authorization of major 

weapons by the Armed Services Committees beginning in 1961. 

When these committees began to assume responsibility for 

the congressional phase of weapons acquisition decisions, 

discussions of the strategies associated with the weapons 

began to take place on a regular basis in Congress. 

The frustrations of the Vietnam War also reverberated 

throughout the system and resulted in the interest of non-

decision making committees in the costs of defense and 
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particularly the costs of weapons systems. All the 

activity by other committees implicitly challenged Armed 

Services and Appropriations. The principal committees 

responded promptly with reductions in the defense budget. 

In addition, the negative feedback which found so much 

expression in the behavior of non-decision making committees 

resulted in the addition of new staff members, in subcommit

tee reorganization and the requirement of more reports and 

information from DOD by the decision making committees. 

In each case the principal committees have been 

engaged in patterns of behavior which generated minimum 

negative feedback. Then an event of national importance 

implicating the defense establishment (Sputnik, the Vietnam 

War) was perceived to be a signal for corrective action in 

the Senate. Individuals and non-decision making committees 

in the Senate investigated or discussed possible ramifica

tions of the event. Members of the Senate military commit

tees became aware of the impetus for change and took some 

action in response. Then the non-decision making committees 

in the House began to reflect current anxieties in their 

activities. The principal committees of the House became 

aware of the force of the negative feedback through the 

behavior of the non-decision making committees and activity 

in the Senate, since their own communications channels have 

been underdeveloped. The military committees have then 

tried to change policy so as to diminish the negative 
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feedback. In the case of Sputnik, they increased their 

oversight capabilities and pushed for higher spending 

levels; in the case of the Vietnam War they restructured 

their organization somewhat and cut spending levels. These 

actions also served to defuse challenges by other commit

tees. To date, the restructurings have led to improved 

capability to obtain information from the executive branch, 

but have not included serious attempts to develop inde

pendent information resources. As a consequence, in 1969 

the principal committees were still unable to generate 

viable policy alternatives to those offered by the defense 

establishment. 



CHAPTER 4 

THE COMMITTEES AND DEFENSE-RELATED 
CONSTITUENCY BENEFITS 

One approach to an examination of the sequence which 

links information sources to committee influence on program 

policy involves the exploration of defense benefits for the 

districts and states of committee members. Defense-related 

, constituency benefits are productive of information-advice 

2 sources affecting members* decisions about defense policy. 

1. There are. two other attempts to relate constitu
ency benefits with other variables. Stephan A. Cobb related 
defense spending in districts and "hyper-nationalistic" 
votes in the House but found no significant correlation, in 
"Defense Spending and Foreign Policy in the House of Repre
sentatives," Journal of Conflict Resolution. XIII (September, 
1969), 358-369. Charles H. Grey and Glenn W. Gregory found 
a very low negative correlation between military spending in 
states and a liberal voting record on foreign aid and the 
limited test ban in "Military Spending and Senate Voting," 
Journal of Peace Research. V (1968), 44-55. 

2. Members of Congress have expressed this 
generalization in a number of ways. Senator William 
Proxmire (D-Wis.) has said: "The huge defense industry 
constitutes a devastatingly effective lobby working on both 
the executive and legislative branches. In every state and 
almost every congressional district, labor, public offi
cials and management combine to convert many a Congressman 
into a fighting advocate of more military contracts," quoted 
in Coffin, op. cit., p. 166. Jack Raymond quotes Peter 
Dominick (R-Colo.): "Yes, one of the main issues in my 
campaign for the Second District was the issue of whether or 
not defense expenditures should be continued at the level 
that they were then at, or even increased. My opponent for 
the district, the man who held it during the preceding two 
years, had voted against the national defense appropriations 
bill in two years, both in 1959 and in 1960. He was one, I 

189 
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If a program change is believed by a member to have poten

tial effects on the status of military installations in his 

district, his view of the program change is likely to be 

3 influenced. And while members' behavior may be influenced 

by the knowledge that military bases and defense contracts 

affect the prosperity of their constituents, DOD decisions, 

in turn, may be affected by the anticipated reaction of 

members to the opening and closing of particular bases or 

4 the selection of one contractor over another. Although all 

the subtleties of the explicit or implicit exercise of 

committee influence on district benefits cannot be known, a 

simple measure of member influence can be estimated from 

defense-related employment figures for members' districts. 

think, of three or four who did this, and interestingly 
enough every oae of these people was defeated," op. cit.. 
p. 200. 

3. Elias Huzar's close examination of War Depart
ment appropriations concluded that most congressional atten
tion was focused on Army activities which directly affect 
members' constituents, op. cit.. p. 47. 

4. As Jamie Whitten (D-Miss.) testified before the 
Joint Economic Committee's Defense Procurement Subcommittee 
in 1960: "I am convinced defense is only one of the factors 
that enter into our determinations for defense spending. 
The others are pump priming, spreading the immediate bene
fits of defense spending, taking care of all services, 
giving all defense contractors a fair share, spreading the 
military bases to include all sections, etc. . . . There is 
no state in the union and hardly a district in a state which 
doesn't have defense spending, contracting, or a defense 
establishment. We see the effect in public and congres
sional insistence on continuing contracts, or operating 
military bases though the need is expired." Quoted in 
Cater, op. cit.. p. 40. 
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If Armed Services and Appropriations Committee members 

receive more district benefits than other members of 

Congress, then the presence of committee influence may be 

inferred. 

Committee Profiles 

In order to compare district benefits for committee 

members with those enjoyed by other members of Congress it 

is necessary to take into account other factors which may 

affect the selection of military installations and defense 

contractors. It would be expected that more military bases 

are to be found in the milder climates of the south and west 

than elsewhere, and more defense contractors are likely to 

be located in urban centers than in rural areas. Further

more, seniority might be a more important factor affecting 

district benefits than committee membership. 
t 

In the process of exploring whether the committees 

represent microcosms of their chambers with respect to 

district benefits, region, type of district, and seniority, 

it is worthwhile to deepen the committee profile to include 

such factors as membership in the military reserve organiza

tions, age, and voting behavior. It can then be determined 

to what extent the committees are "representative" of their 

chambers with respect to patterns of orientation, such as 

type of district, region, party, age, and seniority, and 

patterns of action, such as continuing military associations 
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in the reserves and voting behavior. The presence of 

similar patterns of action and orientation between committee 

and chamber would imply that similar information-advice 

resources which reach Congress as a whole are available to 

committee members. If the committees are distinctively 

different from their chambers, it could be inferred that 

these differences would be reflected in distinctive policy 

preferences. A rurally-oriented committee might, for 

example, be more sensitive to external threats than the 

internal threats festering in urban areas, and thus prefer 

military spending to welfare programs.^ But if the commit

tees appear to be microcosms of their parent chambers, it 

can probably be assumed that the information-opinion inputs 

received are representative of those received by Congress as 

a whole, and their preferences reflect those of the parent 

body.6 

5. Jonathan B. Bingham (D-N.Y.) has written that 
he believes the military committees are not representative. 
He contends that "membership should reflect, more or less, 
the same urban-rural and north-south ratio as the House of 
Senate as a whole." See "Can Military Spending Be Con
trolled?," Foreign Affairs. XLVIII (October, 1969), 51-66. 

6. Many committees are deliberately organized to be 
representative of certain regions or interests. The 
Interior Committees are dominated by members from the 17 
reclamation states of the west. Charles 0. Jones has 
pointed out the specific commodity orientation of most 
members of the House Agriculture Committee in "Representa
tion in Congress." Although he provides no quantitative 
evidence to support his contention, Nicholas Masters states 
that committee assignments are based principally on the 
criteria of the ecological make up of the members' district, 
op. cit. 
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The Variables 

The following analysis compares attributes of the 

House and Senate Committees on Armed Services and Appropria

tions Subcommittees on Military Construction and Defense 

(as composed in 1968) with their parent chambers. The 

comparison is meant to determine whether the committees 

reflected the House and Senate with respect to significant 

characteristics indicating patterns of orientation and 

action, and to discover whether committee membership 

appeared to be associated with defense-related district 

7 benefits. The rationale for the use of the several 

variables follows, and the source of the indicators is 

noted. 

Age. The assumption underlying the use of age as a 

variable is that each generation of legislators brings dif

ferent perceptions of history to its task. If the commit

tees are significantly older than their chambers, it might 

be inferred that age differences account for a distinctive 

0 orientation to defense matters. 

7. For no apparent reason studies comparing 
committees to their legislative chambers are rare. David 
N. Farnsworth's study of voting records indicates that the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee over-represented the 
internationalist sentiment of the Senate, in "A Comparison 
of the Senate and Its Foreign Relations Committee on 
Selected Roll-Call Votes," Western Political Quarterly. XIV 
(March, 1961), 168-175. 

8. Source: Congress and the Nation. 1965-1968. 
Vol. II, pp. 52a-82a. 
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Seniority. In Congress seniority is associated with 

authority more so than age. The use of seniority as a 

variable examines whether committee members appear to be 

more authoritative than the entire membership and also tests 

the supposition that senior members are more likely to 

9 obtain benefits for their districts than junior members. 

Party. In 1968 the Democrats had controlled Con

gress for 14 years. The use of party as a variable tests 

whether party affiliation appears to be associated with the 

location of military installations and defense contracts.1̂  

Type of District. In order to determine whether 

defense contracts tended to be concentrated in urban dis

tricts and military installations in non-urban districts, 

each congressional district is classified as either urban, 

mixed urban-rural, or rural.1"'' 

9. Ibid. 

10. Ibid. 

11. The urban, mixed, and rural categories used in 
this study do not conform to the designations of the Bureau 
of the Census but are intended only to differentiate densely 
populated urban districts in large cities (-potential loca
tions for defense plants) from districts which contain both 
urban and non-urban elements and districts which include no 
sizable population center (potential military base loca
tions). Congressional districts now closely approach one 
another in population (except in the smallest states). 
Therefore, geographical size provided an indicator as to the 
proper category. Urban districts were identified as those 
of closely circumscribed geographical boundaries located in 
densely populated areas. Mixed urban-rural districts were 
those large districts which included a rural section and a 
population center of 50,000 or more. Rural districts were 
identified as those sparsely populated (and consequently 
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Region. The regional category of each district is 

determined to test the possibility that southern and western 

districts, for reasons of climate, are most likely to be the 

12 site of military installations. 

Military Career. Veteran status and membership in 

the reserves are investigated to determine if veterans or 

reserve members are over-represented on the committees, 

suggesting special interest in military matters and possibly 

13 a distinctive orientation toward military matters. 

Voting Record. Two indices are used. The Con

servative Coalition scores compiled by Congressional 

Quarterly indicates conservativeness manifested by the 

position of southern Democrats and all Republicans on 

very large) districts which included no city of 50,000 or 
more. Source: Department of Commerce, Bureau of the 
Census, Map, Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas. 1965; 
Map, Population Distribution. Urban and Rural. I960: Map, 
Congressional Districts for the 91st Congress (Includes 
Redistricting Actions to August 1. 1968). GE 50, No. 25. 

12. The four categories are entitled Northeastern, 
Southern, Midwestern, and Western. Northeastern states 
include: Conn., Del., Me., Mass., N.H., N.J., N.Y., R.I., 
Penn., Vt., W.Va. Southern states include: Ala., Ark., 
Fla. , Ga. , Ky. , La., Md. , Miss., Mo., N.C. ,. S.C. , Tenn. , 
Va., Tex. Midwestern states include: Ind., 111., Iowa, 
Kansas, Minn., Mich., Neb., N.D., Okla., Ohio, S.D., Wise. 
Western States include Alaska, Ariz., Colo., Calif., Hawaii, 
Idaho, Mont., Nevada, N.M., Ore., Utah, Wash., Wyo. 

13. Veteran status source: Congressional Quarterly 
Almanac. 1968, Vol. XXIV, p. 818. Reserve status sources: 
Congress and the Nation. Vol. II, p. 836. Coffin, op. cit.. 
pp. 265-267. 



196 

certain issues. A measure of "liberality" is provided by 

scores compiled by Americans for Democratic Action (ADA). 

The average scores for the committees are compared with the 

14 average scores for the parent chambers. 

The above characteristics of age, seniority, party, 

type of district, region, military career, and voting record 

indicate the extent to which the committees resemble the 

House and Senate as units and are applicable to the test of 

whether any committee represents its chamber. Of specific 

interest to this study and the committees concerned with 

defense policy are defense related benefits to district and 

14. Very little use of these measures appears in 
the literature. One study which did use the ADA scores is 
Milton C. Cummings, Jr. and Robert L. Peabody, "The Decision 
to Enlarge the Committee on Rules: An Analysis of the 1961 
Vote," in Robert L. Peabody and Nelson W. Polsby (ed.), New 
Perspectives on the House of Representatives (Chicago: Rand 
McNally & Co., 1963), pp. 167-194. In this study high ADA 
scores showed a positive correlation with a vote to enlarge 
the Rules Committee. 

Conservative Coalition (CC) scores indicate the 
percentage of roll calls in 1967 and 1968 on which the 
member of Congress voted in agreement with a conservative 
coalition composed of a majority of voting Republicans and 
a majority of voting Southern Democrats in opposition to a 
majority of non-southern Democrats. The conservative 
position is thus defined by the coalition itself in respect 
to issues which actuate its formation. The coalition was 
manifested in 1968 on such issues as civil rights, gun 
control, welfare programs, and control of riots and student 
disorders. The ADA scores indicate the percentage of roll 
calls in agreement with measures selected by Americans for 
Democratic Action as representative of the liberal position. 
Although the two scores tap slightly different patterns of 
behavior, members who have high CC scores always have low 
ADA scores, and vice versa. Congressional Quarterly 
Almanac. 1968, pp. 824r825. 
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state. The indicators for district and state benefits are 

employment figures—numbers of persons employed (including 

military personnel)—rather than payrolls or value of 

contracts. The number of defense jobs per district occurs 

in four or five figure sums which are easier to comprehend 

and compare than the much larger figures corresponding to 

the monetary value of payrolls and contracts. The number of 

defense related jobs in a district can be related to the 

total district work force and the civilian jobs can be 

thought of in terms of their relationship to votes for 

congressmen and senators. The employment figures are in 

three categories: military personnel, civilian personnel, 

and private plant employment. 

Military Personnel. Although any job at a military 

base, whether military or civilian, is estimated to generate 

1.58 local jobs, military personnel occupy a distinct cate

gory because they are likely to be transient and to be 

15 voters in other districts and states. 

Civilian Personnel. This category includes only 

civilians employed at military installations. There is no 

16 consistent ratio of civilian to military personnel. 

15. Estimates of local jobs generated by defense-
related employment by Bruce Billings, "Arizona's Dependence 
on Defense," Arizona Review. XVII (October, 1968), 12-15. 
Source for military employment at bases: Department of 
Defense, Major Department of Defense Installations by Con
gressional Districts (Washington: Department of Defense, 
January, 1969). 

16. Major Department of Defense Installations. 
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Private Plant Employment. This category includes 

the approximate number of employees engaged in defense work 

17 in civilian plants in districts and states. 

The House Armed Services Committee 

Table 2 compares characteristics of the House 

Committee on Armed Services with the House as a unit. The 

average age of House members, at 53, is only slightly lower 

than the average age of committee members at 55. But the 

average length of service in the House for committee members 

at 12 years is about 2^ years longer than for the chamber as 

a whole. Since seniority is so important in Congress 

further comparison will be made shortly. 

Because the committee is large, it is possible for 

party distribution of the House to be reflected accurately 

17. These data are distinctly inferior to those on 
military and civilian employment at military installations. 
Estimates of civilian defense employment by congressional 
district were obtained from "The Military Industrial Com
plex," Special Report No. 2, Congressional Quarterly Weekly 
Report. XXXVI (May 24, 1968). This study provided employ-
figures in categories (1000 to 2000, etc.) and often placed 
a defense plant in more than one district. For many plants 
the number of employees was listed as "not -available. " From 
these data, an approximate number of employees was assigned 
to the appropriate districts. These employment figures were 
adjusted, up or down, to conform to state totals provided in 
"Defense Generated Employment," a Department of Defense up
date (mimeo) of data contained in Robert F. Riefler and Paul 
B. Downing "Regional Effects of Defense Effort on Employ
ment," Monthly Labor Review. LIII (July, 1968), 1-8. These 
figures represent only defense prime contract employment on 
contracts exceeding $10,000. Coverage of total indirect 
defense employment at plants, estimated at approximately 12 
per cent, is not included. 
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Table 2. Characteristics of the House and the House 
Committee on Armed Services, 1968 

Characteristic 

Average Age 
Average Years of Service 
Party Distribution 

Democrats 
Republicans 

Type of District 
Rural 
Mixed 
Urban 

Regional Representation 
South 
Northeast 
Midwest 
West 

Military Career 
Veterans 
Member of Reserves 

Voting Record 
Average Conservative 
Coalition Score*3 

Average ADA Score*5 
Conservative0 
Moderate0 
Liberal0 

House Committee 

53 
9.6 

(N = 434) 
57% 
43 

55 
12 

(N = 40) 
57% 
43 

21% 
42 
37 

17% 
50 
33 

30% 
26 
28 
16 

33% 
25 
25 
17 

74% 
11 

70% 
27 

50 
32 
39% 
34 
27 

53 
34 
40% 
35 
25 

Statistics for the House include characteristics of 
the 40 member Committee on Armed Services. One New York 
seat vacant. 

^See Footnote 14. 

Conservative indicates members with scores of 70 or 
more on the Conservative Coalition index; Liberal indicates 
members with scores of 70 or more on the Americans for 
Democratic Action index; and Moderate represents the remain
ing membership. 
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in the committee. And it is. In 1968 the distribution was 

exactly the same in the committee as in the House. 

More House members come from districts in the mixed 

urban-rural category than either rural or urban. Since 

states have been obliged to redistrict according to popula

tion, many of the once rural districts have been realigned 

to include a part of a population center. Armed Services 

members are more representative of mixed districts than the 

House, and both urban and rural districts are equally under-

represented on the committee. 

Regional representation on the committee closely 

parallels regional representation in the House, with the 

south and west being slightly over-represented on the 

18 committee. 

The proportion of veterans is about the same in the 

committee as in the House, but the proportion of members who 

belong to a branch of the military reserves is far higher 

at 27 per cent than the 11 per cent found in the House. The 

maintenance of reserve affiliation can be interpreted as an 

indication of a continuing interest in and -affection for the 

military, as a method of obtaining special information and 

knowledge otherwise not available, and as a feature of the 

18. Douglas Cater has written that southern Demo
crats constitute nearly three-fifths of majority party 
memberships on Armed Services and Defense Appropriations 
Committees. While this statement is true for the latter, 
slightly less than half of the Democrats were from the south 
on the 1968 Armed Services Committee; op. cit., p. 37. 
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executive-legislative relationship that probably has no 

parallel elsewhere in government. In no other instance of 

congressional committee oversight do committee members 

maintain a formal membership in a subsystem of the 

bureaucracy they oversee, or are pledged to honor and uphold 

the traditions of that subsystem, as reserve members are. 

However, reservists are not in a majority on the committee 

and only four of the eleven belong to the majority party. 

One-third of the majority party members belong to the Demo

cratic Study Group and one of these also is a reservist. 

There seems to be no relation between reserve affiliation 

and voting record nor district benefits. Five of the 

reservists have no military bases in their districts. 

The voting record of the committee is remarkably 

similar to that of the House. The votes from which the ADA 

and CC indices were compiled include no defense votes, as 

there were no key defense votes in the House during the 90th 

Congress. The committee averages on ADA and CC scores were 

remarkably close to those of the House. The differences are 

negligible and, since the committee scored -slightly more 

conservative and slightly more liberal, they offset one 

another. 

Since an average ADA or CC score could conceal the 

distribution of conservatives and liberals in the committee 

and the parent body, the high scorers in each group (i.e., 

those who scored 70 or more on ADA and CC indices) were 
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counted and distinguished from the remaining "moderates." 

As Table 2 shows, the per cent of conservatives, moderates, 

and liberals in the committee is almost the same as the 

distribution in the House. Committee divisions on issues of 

a non-defense nature closely parallel those of the House as 

•4- 19 a unit. 

This comparison of the Armed Services Committee with 

the House shows that the committee comes close to being a 

perfect microcosm of the House with reference to the 

20 • characteristics measured. Although slightly older and a 

little more senior, committee members constitute a regional 

and rural-urban balance that is enough like the House to 

discount the probability of a strong regional or rural bias. 

19. A Democratic Study Group analysis of voting 
showed that Armed Services Chairman Rivers was among those 
committee and subcommittee chairmen who opposed the majority 
position on 30 key votes more times (in his case 26), than 
he supported it. Rivers' record was conservative. But the 
second ranking Democrat, Philip Philbin (Mass.) supported 
the majority position 97 per cent of the time, the third-
ranking Democrat, F. Edward Hebert (La.) only 20 per cent of 
the time, and the fourth ranking Democrat, Melvin Price 
(111.) 100 per cent of the time. As the analysis has shown, 
conservatives and liberals are distributed on the committee 
about the way they are in the House. See '^Voting in the 
House," Congressional Record. Daily Edition, March 18, 1969, 
pp. E2108-E2111. 

20. J. Roland Pennock has generalized: "It is 
notorious that committees tend not to be cross-sections of 
Congress, but cross-sections of those members of Congress 
who have, or whose constituents have, special interests in 
the affairs with which the committee in question deals." 
While Table 2 clearly is a refutation of the first part of 
Pennock's statement, Table 3 supports the second part. See 
"The 'Pork Barrel' and Majority Rule: A Note," Journal of 
Politics. XXXII (August, 1970), 716. 



203 

In terms of voting behavior, the committee averages are 

extremely close to those of the House. In all characteris

tics, except affiliation with the reserves, the committee is 

representative of its parent chamber. 

The Committee and Defense Benefits 

Of the 435 congressional districts, at least 80 per 

21 cent have some defense related employment. The impact of 

this employment can be appreciated to some extent if it is 

kept in mind that the average district included in 1968 a 

population of around 450,000 persons, and an average work 

force, at 40 per cent of the total, of about 180,000 

22 persons. Thus districts with 18,000 or more occupied in 

defense related employment have approximately 10 per cent of 

their work force in defense work. 

Defense related employment is of special importance 

at the local level because it constitutes what Raymond 

Vernon calls national market activity at the local level, 

"jobs devoted to the generation of goods or services which 

21. See, in this connection, John .Kenneth 
Galbraith's argument that it is military expenditures which 
make the "public sector" large, enabling government to 
manipulate and regulate demand in the private sector, The 
New Industrial State. pp. 230 ff. 

22. Estimates for work force as a proportion of the 
population derived from Department of Commerce, Bureau of 
the Census, Population Estimates and Projections. Series 
P-25, No. 434, November 18, 1969 and Department of Labor, 
Employment and Earnings. Vol. 16, No. 6, December, 1969. 
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23 characteristically are "exported1 over market areas." It 

is the "export" jobs that theoretically permit a community 

to buy products from outside the community and that actually 

generate other employment locally. As Vernon has pointed 

out, in the United States about 40 per cent of national 

employment is in national market activities, the remainder 

24 being in local market activities. One aircraft elec

tronics job is estimated to generate 3.04 local jobs, while 

one job at an air base, either military or civilian, is 

25 estimated to generate about 1.5 local jobs. All defense 

jobs are export jobs. 

The information on Table 2 showed that the Armed 

Services Committee is quite similar in many respects to the 

House; Table 3 suggests that committee members have higher 

average employment at military bases in their districts than 

"average" House members. Do other factors such as type of 

district, region of member, seniority, or party seem to 

account for the higher average employment for committee 

members? 

Tables 4 and 5 indicate the relationship between 

type of dictrict and region to employment at military bases 

and private plants. Table 4 shows that mixed urban-rural 

23. Raymond Vernon, Metropolis 1985 (Garden City: 
Anchor Books, 1963), p. 25. 

24. Ibid. , p. 22. 

25. Billings, op. cit.. pp. 12-15. 
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Table 3. Defense Related Employment in all Districts and in 
House Armed Services Committee Districts, 1968 

House Committee 

Type of 
Employ
ment 

Total 
Number 
of Jobs 

Number of 
Jobs per 
District 

Total 
Number 
of Jobs 

Number of 
Jobs per 
District 

Military 1,691,873a 3,900 381,914 9,547 

Civilian 931,718 2,141 195,347 4,483 

Private 
Plants 1,686,264 3,876 157,726 3,943 

a 
Employment figures do not include employment within 

the District of Columbia, overseas, or the DOD designation 
of "undistributed" employment. 

Table 4. Distribution of Defense Related Employment by Type 
of District, 1968 

Average Number of Jobs per 
Congressional District 

House Committee 

3,580 
1,242 
633 

11,069 
2,109 
871 

5,810 
2,620 
3,305 

11,441 
5,142 
3.497 

1,942 
2,090 
5.870 

5,815 
5,971 
6.282 

Type of District 

Rural Districts 
Military 
Civilian 
Private Plants 

Mixed Urban-Rural Districts 
Military 
Civilian 
Private Plants 

Urban Districts 
Military 
Civilian 
Private Plants 
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Table 5. Distribution of Defense Related Employment by 
Region, 1968 

Average Number of Jobs Per 
Congressional District 

Region House Committee 

South 
Military 
Civilian 
Private Plants 

Northeast 
Military 
Civilian 
Private Plants 

Midwest 
Military 
Civilian 
Private Plants 

West 
Military 
Civilian 
Private Plants 

6,740 
2,890 
3,761 

1,300 
1,348 
4,425 

1,600 
1,105 
2,570 

6,780 
3,840 
5,620 

14,713 
6,367 
2.750 

1,880 
2,750 
5,775 

763 
1,189 
1,938 

23,457 
10,453 
6,407 
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districts are likely to have a higher average employment at 

military bases than urban or rural districts, but the type 

of district does not account for the higher average of the 

committee, which also appears for members from rural 

districts. Table 5 shows that region is an important factor 

in accounting for high average employment on military bases 

but that the slight over-representation on the committee of 
* t*-

members from the south and west does not explain the 

apparent committee advantage.. 

Table 6 shows that there is no apparent relationship 

between seniority in Congress and military base employment. 

Note that all groups of committee members average higher 

employment on military bases than the average of all House 

members, but that the most senior members of the committee 

have the least advantage. 

Table 7 examines the relationship between party 

affiliation and defense employment. The table shows that 

Republicans on the committee seem to have less employment 

at bases than House Republicans in general, while enjoying 

somewhat more defense plant employment. Committee Democrats, 

on the other hand, appear to be associated with high employ

ment at military bases, and enjoy less than the House 

average of private plant defense employment. Table 7 

suggests that it is not simply committee membership that is 

associated with high military base employment, but Demo

cratic committee membership. Together the tables indicate 
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Table 6. Distribution of Defense Related Employment in 
Congressional Districts by Seniority of Members, 
1968 

Average Number of Jobs Per 
Congressional District 

Years in House House Committee 

21 and Over (10%)a (22%) 
Military 4,377 6,360 
Civilian 3,123 6,386 
Private Plants '3,551 1,516 

14-20 Years (15%) (15%) 
Military 3,596 9,396 
Civilian 2,991 6,751 
Private Plants 4,635 7,544 

7-13 Years (28%) (33%) 
Military 3,887 7,504 
Civilian 1,016 1,288 
Private Plants 4,453 3,836 

0-6 Years (47%) (30%) 
Military 3,902 14,227 
Civilian 2,358 6,720 
Private Plants 3,373 4,061 

aPer cents in parentheses represent proportion of 
House or Committee in seniority group. 

/ 
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Table 7. Defense Related Employment in Congressional 
Districts of Republicans and Democrats, 1968 

Average Number of Jobs Per 
Congressional District 

Party of Incumbent House Committee 

Democratic Districts 
Military 
Civilian 
Private Plants 

4,330 
2,529 
3,950 

14,274 
7,294 
3.562 

Republican Districts 
Military 
Civilian 
Private Plants 

3,201 
1,646 
3.800 

3,164 
1,622 
4.457 

that Democrats from mixed urban-rural districts in the south 

or west are likely to have the most military base employ

ment. Calculations show that there are 64 such districts in 

the United States, averaging 10,025 military jobs and 4,209 

civilian jobs (with no excess private plant employment). 

However, the nine committee members from such districts 

average 23,773 military and 10,087 civilian employees per 

district. The conclusion is inescapable that high average 

employment at military installations is associated with 

committee membership and Democratic affiliation. Since the 

Democrats have controlled Congress during most of the cold 

war era of heavy defense spending, it may be assumed that 

Democrats on the committee may have exercised influence in 

bringing bases to their districts and keeping them there. 



210 

However, Table 6 indicates that junior members on the 

committee have the greatest excess of employment. When 

committee Democrats are divided into a junior and senior 

group ("junior" indicating the 13 Democrats with less than 

6 years of committee service), the junior group is found to 

have an average employment at military installations 

(military personnel only) of 20,516, while the senior group 

averages 7,275. The latter figure is still well above the 

House average of 3,900. 

Another group which deserves special examination is 

composed of six members who have at various times been 

singled out as the "fearless five" or "fearless four" 

because they "added supplemental views to the committee 

reports (see Chapter 3), or expressed their dissent in other 

ways such as offering amendments opposing committee recom-

26 mendations. One of the original dissidents, Jeffrey 

Cohelan (D-Calif.) moved to the Appropriations Committee but 

still continued to oppose many committee decisions on the 

floor of the House. In 1968 this group enjoyed a higher 

than average employment at military installations of 9,665 

military and 9,317 civilian; and a lower than average 

employment at private plants at 1,741. No link between 

committee member violation of the norm of unanimity and more 

26. These members are Samuel S. Stratton (D-N.Y.), 
Jeffrey Cohelan (D-Calif.), Otis G. Pike (D-N.Y.), Richard 
H. Ichord (D-Mo.), Lucien N. Nedzi (D-Mich.), and Robert L. 
Leggett (D-Calif.). 



211 

or less district benefits can be assumed. This group 

appears to be more liberal than the whole committee, with a 

lower average Conservative Coalition score of 26 (committee 

score 53) and a higher ADA score of 61 (committee score 34). 

The use of averages, although convenient as a means 

of comparison, tends to disguise the distribution of military 

bases among all congressional districts. Of the 435 con

gressional districts, just 55 per cent have military bases. 

Twenty-six (6 per cent) have military bases with a combined 

military and civilian employment exceeding 30,000 people (as 

much as 16 per cent of the district work force). Nine of 

the 26 most favored districts are those of members of the 

House Armed Services Committee. 

When it comes to the exercise of influence, it is 

votes that count in the committee, not averages. Do most 

members of the committee enjoy more defense related benefits 

in their districts than the average congressman? Yes, a 

majority (28) of the members have above average benefits in 

at least one category—either military or civilian employ

ment at bases or private plant employment. - Seventeen 

members enjoy higher than average benefits in military 

employment, 19 members in civilian employment, and 12 rank 

higher in private plant employment, with fully half of the 

committee favored in two or more employment categories. 

To summarize, it is evident that committee member

ship, for Democrats, is associated with higher than average 
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employment on military bases. There seems to be no such 

association with private plant employment. While the slight 

over-representation on the committee of southern and western 

members, as well as members from mixed urban-rural districts, 

tends to boost committee averages, these factors do not 

fully account for the benefits. Democrats benefit most from 

the military bases but seniority on the committee or in the 

House does not seem to explain excess benefits. The members 

who have been on the committee for the shortest time account 

for the greatest excess in average benefits, although senior 

Democrats on the committee enjoy more benefits than other 

House members. It is probable that many House members are 

attracted to the committee because of employment at military 

installations in their districts. Because committee Demo

crats are associated with a much higher than average employ

ment at military installations, it is probable that they are 

able to protect and possibly add to base employment due to 

their committee membership. Such protective appeals as 

those by the late L. Mendel Rivers in 1955 have a long 

tradition of respectability: "We do not want to destroy 

Joe Martin's Navy yard, and we do not want to destroy Jim 

Van Zandt's Navy yard and we do not want to destroy Porter 

27 Hardy's Navy yard." 

27. Rivers, an Armed Services Committee member, was 
appealing to the House for committee authority to review DOD 
decisions to close installations. Van Zandt and Hardy were 
also committee members but Martin, of course, was Minority 
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Most Republicans seem to come to the committee and 

stay on it for other reasons. Eight of the 17 Republicans 

on the committee in 1968 had no military installations in 

their districts and three Republicans had no defense related 

employment in their districts at all. Although Table 7 

indicates the possibility of an association of Republican 

committee membership with private plant employment, the 

variation from the norm is not great and the data are not 

accurate enough to warrant judgments about moderate devia

tions. 

Even though the data on private plant employment are 

admittedly inadequate, all the tables lend some support to 

the hypothesis that committee membership is not associated 

with high private plant employment in members' districts. 

This finding is supported to a great extent by the limited 

literature on the subject that we now have. Conclusions by 

a non-military committee member of the House, by scholars 

examining the procurement process, and by Chairman Rivers 

of the House Armed Services Committee are illustrative. 

In John Brademas' (D-Ind.) frank comments below, 

the role of the House member who is not on one of the 

military committees is described. Although he sees his role 

as that of an agent who should help his district get defense 

Leader. Curiously, the norm of appealing for protection did 
not, in this case, extend to Rivers himself who might have 
mentioned the Navy yard in his own district. Quoted in 
Carper, op. cit., p. 62n. 
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business, he finally admits that he cannot know whether his 

efforts are influential or not. 

I am an ambassador for my district trying to bring 
good things back to the people I represent in the 
form, for example, of defense business .... 

With the defense budget at $50 billion, today's 
congressmen may often have to become a kind of 
lobbyist for bringing more defense business to his 
own district. . . . We're often asked by newsmen, 
"Are you suggesting that political influence has 
something to do with the allocation of these 
funds?" It's much more complicated than that. 
The fact that I am a Democrat during a Democratic 
administration doesn't mean that I always get the 
defense contracts for my district, because other 
congressmen are fighting for companies in their 
districts. I never know with complete assurance, 
when the contract is finally awarded, whether my 
effort made the difference or not. In any event, 
to be very candid about it, the effort has to be 
made because the public expects it.^8. 

In one of the most thorough examinations of the 

economic aspects of the weapons acquisition process to date, 

Merton J. Peck and Frederic M. Scherer made a special effort 

to determine the relationship between government and con

tractors. Their comments on political influence deserve 

extended quotation: 

In general, we would conclude that political con
siderations have not played a really major role in 
the choice of contractors for advanced weapons 
programs. Our research disclosed no instances in 
which firms were selected for which a nonpolitical 
justification could not be made—always there were 
at least some long-run considerations arguing for 
their choice. It is reasonable to conclude from 
the available evidence that political influences 
seldom lead to decisions which are seriously 

28. Brademas, op. cit.. pp. 143, 146-147. 
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uneconomic from both short-run and long-run 
points of view. 

This conclusion will be greeted with skepticism 
by many veterans of the weapons industry. It 
could be that we have not penetrated sufficiently 
into the establishment to see fully the political 
influences at work. It is also possible that 
participants in the weapons business have been 
misled as to the importance of political influ
ences. Clearly, considerable political activity 
accompanies the selection of contractors. One 
might well conclude that so much effort must have 
a corresponding effect. 

But much of this political activity has a ritualis
tic flavor. A congressman will inquire about a 
selection action at the request of an influential 
constituent, even when he doubts that it will make 
any difference. The service responds to the 
congressional inquiry with cordiality, but such 
inquiries may have little impact at the operating 
levels where the source selection decision is 
usually made . . . many of the political pressures 
cancel out. ... In any event we can only report 
what we have seen; that politics counts for less 
in selecting weapons contractors than many people 
think. 

Corroborating Peck and Scherer's conclusion that the selec

tion of contractors is a DOD decision, the Congressional 

Quarterly Weekly Report has stated: 

Usually defense industries lobby in Congress by 
indirect means. They seek to convince top 
ranking Army, Navy or Air Force officers of the 
need for a particular weapons system and leave 
it to the Pentagon officials to sell the program 
to Congress. 

29. Merton J. Peck and Frederic M. Scherer, The 
Weapons Acquisition Process: An Economic Analysis (Boston: 
Division of Research, Graduate School of Business Adminis
tration, Harvard University, 1962), pp. 381-382. 

30. Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report. XXVII 
(May 30, 1969), 846. 
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Finally, L. Mendel Rivers had an analysis prepared 

of fiscal 1968 prime contracts of $1 million or more by 

congressional districts. These data are not available to 

the public. Rivers' reasons for having the study made 

undoubtedly included suspicion on the part of congressmen 

themselves that Armed Services Committee members could and 

did affect the distribution of defense contracts. Rivers1 

analysis, which was presented on the House floor but not 

made available in its entirety, showed that "the membership 

of the committee almost exactly reflects the membership of 

the House in terms of the relative number of prime contracts 

31 in their districts." In addition it showed that of the 

top 38 members of the House in terms of amount of defense 

contracts, only three are members of the Armed Services 

Committee. Rivers was not one of the three. Of the ten 

committee members in the top quarter whose districts 

received the most defense contracts, none were among the 

ten most senior Democrats on the committee. 

The Rivers study attempted to associate defense 

votes with district benefits. Using the procurement 

authorization and defense appropriations votes for fiscal 

1968 and 1969, he noted that the three negative votes in 

1968 and the 22 negative votes (on both bills) in 1969 

included members whose districts ranged the entire spectrum 

31. L. Mendel Rivers, Congressional Record. Daily 
Edition, June 12, 1969, p. H 4767. 
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from two members whose districts received no contract awards 

to two members whose districts were in the top seven in 

32 prime contracts. Because the Rivers study does not 

clearly indicate whether numbers of contracts or monetary 

values of contracts are compared and because the details of 

the study were not released in the public record, the con

clusions are somewhat suspect. Nonetheless, if committee 

members are successful in obtaining contracts for their 

districts, it does not show up in obvious ways as do the 

linkages between committee membership and military installa

tions. 

The Appropriations Subcommittees 

Two House Appropriations subcommittees were compared 

with the House, the 11 member subcommittee on Defense and 

the seven member Military Construction subcommittee. One 

member, Robert L. F. Sikes (D-Fla.) has membership on both 

subcomm-ittees and chairs Military Construction, but there is 

no other overlapping membership and none of these members 

served on Armed Services. 

Table 8 provides a comparison of characteristics of 

the two subcommittees with the House and shows the average 

defense employment for the subcommittees. With their small 

membership it would be unlikely that the subcommittees would 

be "representative" of the full House membership. The 

32. Ibid. 
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Table 8. Characteristics of the House and of the Appro
priations Subcommittees on Defense and Military 
Construction, 1968 

Characteristic House3 
Defense 

Subcommittee 
Military 

Construction 

Average Age 53 56 59 
Years of Service 9.6 18 12 
Party Distribution (N = 434) (N = 11) (N = 7) 

Democrats 57% 64% 70% 
Republicans 43 36 30 

Type of District 
Rural 21% 27% 14% 
Mixed 42 36 71 
Urban 37 36 14 

Region 
36% South 30% 36% 40% 

Northeast 26 27 15 
Midwest 28 18 15 
West 16 18 30 

Military Career 
Veterans 74% 64% 86% 
Reserves 11 36 28 

Voting Record , 
Cons. Coal. 50 63 53 
Amer. Demo. Action" 32 24 37 
Conservative0 39% 63% 57% 
Moderate0 34 28 . 14 
Liberal0 27 10 29 

Average Jobs per 
District 
Military 3, 900 4,447 11,575 
Civilian 2, 141 1,768 4,854 
Private Plants 3, 876 3,556 4,682 

aStatistics for the House include characteristics of 
the members of the Defense and Military Construction Sub
committees. One New York seat vacant. 

See Footnote 14. 

Conservative indicates members with scores of 70 or 
more on the Conservative Coalition index; Liberal indicates 
members with scores of 70 or more on the Americans for 
Democratic Action index; and Moderate represents the remain
ing membership. 

I 
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comparison underscores the differences, which are of 

interest. The South is over-represented on both subcommit

tees as are reservists to a greater degree than on Armed 

Services. The Defense subcommittee has an average seniority 

of 18 years, which may be associated with the voting record 

leaning toward greater conservativeness than the House as a 

unit. 

In regard to average employment in districts, the 

Defense subcommittee averages slightly more military employ

ment than the House average, but the difference is largely 

offset by a lower average civilian employment. However, the 

Military Construction subcommittee averages nearly three 

times the average House employment on bases. Membership on 

the Defense subcommittee does not seem to be associated with 

higher-than-average defense plant employment, but there is a 

suggestion of a relationship between Military Construction 

membership and private plant employment. 

In 1968 the Defense Subcommittee had two members 

with no defense benefits blowing to their districts and a 

total of six (of the eleven) with no military bases in their 

districts. Five members (a minority) had more than average 

benefits in one or more of the employment categories. There 

seems to be little association with membership on this 
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33 subcommittee and district benefits. As was the case with 

the Armed Services Committee, the Democrats benefited more 

from military bases while the Republicans benefited more 

from private plants in their districts. 

Supporting the high average benefits to members of 

the Military Construction subcommittee in 1968 is the 

finding that some benefits flowed to all seven members, and 

five of them had more than average benefits in one or more 

employment categories. For this small subcommittee, the 

Republicans benefited as much as the Democrats in the base 

employment categories, and they kept their lead in private 

plant employment. 

In summary, the evidence suggests that membership on 

the House Armed Services Committee and the Military Construc

tion Subcommittee of the Appropriations Committee is 

associated with higher-than-average employment at military 

bases in members' districts, especially for committee 

Democrats, but is not associated with employment at private 

defense plants. Members may seek membership on these 

committees either to protect or augment district benefits 

(among other reasons) and committee membership helps give 

33. Fenno found that half of the Defense subcommit
tee members had no bases in their districts in 1960 and also 
he noted that subcommittee members averaged fewer bases in 
their districts than Armed Services members. While he made 
the point that the Defense subcommittee was not interest-
dominated, he failed to discuss the Military Construction 
subcommittee in this context. See The Power of the Purse, 
p. 143. 
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these members more average employment than other groups in 

the House. House members of Armed Services and Military 

Construction apparently exercise influence with respect to 

benefits relating to military installations. The committee 

assignments help members protect installations and probably 

help members obtain additional bases. But these data offer 

no evidence that members of these committees influence the 

selection of defense contractors. 

The Senate Committees 

Comparing committees and subcommittees in the Senate 

as to defense related benefits illustrates some of the 

essential differences between the two chambers. Unlike the 

House committees which were composed of different groups of 

individuals except for one dual membership on the two 

appropriations subcommittees, there is considerable over

lapping of membership among the Senate Armed Services Commit

tee and the Defense and Military Construction subcommittees. 

Put briefly, the 47 seats on the three panels are occupied 

by 29 members; four members of Armed Services sit on both 

34 appropriations subcommittees. Thus the distinction 

34. In addition to overlapping formal memberships, 
three members of Senate Armed Services sit as ex officio 
members of the appropriations subcommittees. When Armed 
Services holds procurement authorization hearings, the 
military appropriations subcommittees attend in joint 
hearings which serve both authorization and appropriation 
purposes. 
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between committees blurs and comparison is not really among 

discrete groups. 

A second important difference between the House and 

Senate is in the constituencies represented by members. For 

House members the district has been, since reapportionment, 

a territory of fluctuating boundaries, defined by population 

rather than the stable borders of a political map. Since 

reapportionment each representative has represented about 

the same number of people (except in the smallest states), 

but there is no well-defined place that he represents 

(excepting the smallest states again). 

A senator, on the other hand, represents a geo

graphical entity whose population may ebb and flow with 

demographic shifts. The state is an institution in its own 

right, with its own identity, jurisdiction, and history. 

Districts are primarily people; states are places, or 

jurisdictions with people within their borders. While the 

closing of a single base may be a disaster for the constitu

ency of a congressman, such an event in a senator's frame of 

reference is likely to be balanced out by compensating 

employment elsewhere in the state. It is conceivable that 

drastic loss of employment in a district could cause a 

population shift sufficient to make the district disappear 
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(and pop up as a new district where the jobs are). The 

35 
senator knows the state will not disappear. 

It may be assumed that the immediate interest of the 

representative in defense related benefits is roughly pro-

3 6 
portional to the impact on his 450,000-odd constituents. 

Some representatives wish to protect the jobs of, perhaps, 

30 to 40 per cent of the work force in their districts, 

others have no interest at all. Because some defense 

related benefits flow to all states, all senators doubtless 

have some interest in them, but not as much as the repre

sentative whose district is literally dependent upon defense 

employment. 

For the representatives, defense related district 

benefits were measured in actual numbers of jobs per dis

trict (in Tables 2 through 8). For groups and categories of 

representatives, the jobs per district were averaged. In 

35. Daniel Elazar's characterization of states as 
civil societies suggests the perspective of senators. He 
points out that although defense benefits are the most 
important financial contribution made by the federal govern
ment to the states, intrastate squabbling over the distribu
tion of these benefits is rare. American Federalism: A View 
from the States (New York: Thomas Y. Crowell Co., 1966), 
pp. 29-30, 73-75. 

36. Twelve small states have districts which vary 
more than 10 per cent from the national average in popula
tion, involving only 23 districts. The average population 
per district was about 410,000 after the 1960 census and 
estimated to be about 451,000 in 1968. Congressional 
Quarterly Weekly Report. XXVII (October 31, 1969), 2155; 
Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Population 
Estimates and Projections. Series P-25, No. 436, January 7, 
1970, p. 11. 
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order to adjust the impact of defense spending for 

senators' constituencies (the states), defense related 

employment figures were divided by the states' estimated 

population for 1968. The resulting figure was a fraction. 

To make the jobs per capita figures comprehensible and 

comparable to those developed for the House, the jobs per 

capita figures were multiplied by 451,000, the average 

number of persons per district in 1968. The effect is 

similar to dividing each state's total employment by the 

number of congressional districts in that state. But the 

result reflects more accurately the actual population 

distribution. This procedure results in an approximation 

of the ratio of defense jobs to each 451,000 people and 

provides some means of comparing the relative impact of 

defense employment in different states. 

The jobs per district (or per 451,000 people) figure 

can be averaged for groups of senators, just as the actual 

jobs per district figure was averaged for groups of repre

sentatives. The Senate figures represent jobs per 451,000 

people, the House figures represent actual .number of jobs in 

the representative's district. Thus the averages for the 

chambers are not the same. 

Table 9 compares the characteristics of the Senate 

Armed Services Committee with the entire Senate. The 

committee is slightly younger and less senior than the 

Senate and it reflects the party division of the parent 
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Table 9. Characteristics of the Senate and of the Senate 
Armed Services Committee, 1968 

Characteristic Senate Committee 

Average Age 60 58 
Average Years of Service 12 11 
Party Distribution (N = 100) (N = 18) 

Democrats 64% 67% 
Republicans 36 33 

Regional Distribution 
South 30% 44% 
West 26 22 
Northeast 20 17 
Midwest 24 17 

Military Career 
Veterans 65% 83% 
Member of Reserves 13 39 

Voting Record 
Average Conservative 
Coalition Score'3 43 54 

Average ADA Scored 38 30 
Conservative0 -26% 39% 
Moderate0 53 55 
Liberal0 21 5 

Average Number of Jobs per 
451,000 persons 
Military 5,227 6,314 
Civilian 2,481 3,129 
Private Plants 3,230 3,129 

Characteristics of Senate include membership of the 
Senate Armed Services Committee. 

See Footnote 14. 

c Conservative indicates members with scores of 70 or 
more on the Conservative Coalition index; Liberal indicates 
members with scores of 70 or more on the Americans for 
Democratic Action index; and Moderate represents the remain
ing membership. 
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body as close as is possible for an 18 member unit. It is 

over-represented by southern senators, and under-represented 

in all other regions. Like its House counterpart, the 

Senate committee has a disproportionate number of reservists 

among its membership, suggesting a rather strong identifica

tion with the military. 

The committee is more conservative in its voting 

record than the parent chamber, scoring higher on the con

servative coalition index and lower on the liberal ADA 

score. The distribution of voting records indicates that 

the committee is over-represented by conservatives, under-

represented by liberals, and is representative of the Senate 

in moderates.^ 

All of the members of the committee have some 

defense benefits coming to their states, as do all members 

of the Senate. But one committee member, Robert C. Byrd 

(D-W.Va.) had no military installations in his state in 

1968 although there were some defense contracts. However, 

in most committee members' states (11) the ratio of military 

and civilian jobs per 451,000 people is higher than average 

for the Senate. Fifteen of the 18 members enjoy higher-than-

average employment in at least one of the three job 

37. Lewis A. Froman's contention that the Senate is 
more liberal than the House is borne out to some extent by 
these measures. Compare the voting scores shown on Tables 2 
and 9. Note, however, the similarity between the two Armed 
Services Committee scores, op. cit.. pp. 79 ff. 
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categories. On this committee Democrats and Republicans 

seem to benefit about the same. 

The over-representation of the south on the commit

tee contributes to some extent to the excess employment. 

The average base employment (military personnel) for 

southern states is 6,244 jobs per 451,000 people, while the 

committee average is 6,314 per 451,000. But because the 

committee average is higher than the average for the south 

and because ten members are not from the south, it seems to 

be membership on the committee that is associated with 

higher than average base employment. The excess is not so 

pronounced as with the House counterpart committee and there 

is no similar advantage to committee Democrats. Again, as 

in the House, there seems to be no relationship between 

Armed Services membership and high employment at private 

i 4. 38 plants. 

As indicated in Table 10, Senate Appropriations sub

committees have profiles that bear only a faint resemblance 

to the Senate. The appropriations subcommittees are both 

older, and more conservative in their voting record than 

the Senate—especially the Defense subcommittee. The party 

distribution leans toward Democratic predominance and the 

38. In one of the few other attempts to relate 
agency expenditures or benefits with committee membership, 
Harold Orlans showed that three of the four states with the 
largest AEC expenditures in fiscal 1963 had two representa
tives on JCAE, although the next four states had none. See 
Contracting for Atoms. p. 164. 
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Table 10. Characteristics of the Senate and of the Senate 
Appropriations Subcommittees on Defense and 
Military Construction, 1968. 

Characteristic Senate3 
Defense 

Subcommittee 
Military 

Construction 

Average Age 60 68 64 
Average Service 12 22 18 
Party Distribution (N = 100) (N = 18) (N = 11) 

Democrats 64% 67% 73% 
Republicans 36 33 27 

Region 1 
South 30% 39% 45% 
West 26 33 36 
Northeast 20 11 — 

Midwest 24 17 18 
Military Career 

Veterans 65% 61% 73% 
Reserves 13 11 18 

Voting Record 
Average CCb 43 55 45 
Average ADA*5 38 22 31 
Conservative0 26% 44% 27% 
Moderate0 53 50 72 
Liberal0 21 5 — 

Average Number Jobs per 
451,000 Persons 
Military 5, 227 5,984 6, 300 
Civilian 2, 481 2,562 2,064 
Private Plants 3, 230 2,895 3,068 

Characteristics of the Senate include membership of 
the two Appropriations subcommittees. 

^See Footnote 14. 

Conservative indicates members with scores of 70 or 
more on the Conservative Coalition index; Liberal indicates 
members with scores of 70 or more on the Americans for 
Democratic Action index; and Moderate represents the remain
ing membership. 
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regional distribution leans toward the south and west (where 

the defense related benefits per district are the highest). 

Fourteen of the eighteen Defense subcommittee members have 

higher-than-average employment in one of the job categories 

and ten have more base employment than other senators. In 

the Military Construction subcommittee six of the eleven 

members enjoy higher-than-average base employment. In these 

subcommittees the Republicans do at least as well and some

times better than Democrats in the different job categories. 

As in the House, the link between Defense subcommittee 

membership and extra benefits seems to be weaker than the 

association between Military Construction membership and 

higher-than-average base employment. Again, the conclusion 

may be drawn that Armed Services and Military Construction 

membership is associated with excess employment at military 

bases, but is not associated with more employment at private 

plants. 

The popular literature is replete with charges that 

district and state benefits accruing to chairmen of the 

principal military committees are excessive. It has been 

quipped that if Georgia (home state of the late Senate Armed 

Services Committee chairman Richard B. Russell) were the 

site of another military base, the whole state would sink 

into the sea. Charleston, S. C., in the district of the 

late Chairman Rivers of House Armed Services, is bristling 
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with military installations. Rivers himself ran on the 

39 slogan: "Rivers Delivers." As to whether Chairman Rivers 

and former Chairman Russell in 1968 enjoyed higher-than-

average base employment in their respective district and 

state, the answer is yes, they did. In Rivers' district the 

combined military and civilian employment on military bases 

was 44,727, among the top five per cent for the House. 

Russell's state of Georgia ranked seventh in the nation for 

base employment (adjusted for population), behind Alaska, 

Hawaii, Virginia, South Carolina, Texas, and Colorado. 

(Surprisingly, California ranked 18th.) From the data 

presented, it would be expected that chairmen of the two 

Military Construction subcommittees would enjoy higher-than-

average base employment while the chairmen of the two 

Defense Appropriations subcommittees would enjoy no particu

lar advantage. To a great extent, the prediction turns out 

to be true. Robert Sikes, House Military Construction sub

committee chairman, had base employment in his district in 

the top five per cent category, a little more than Chairman 

Rivers. Alan Bible (D-Nev.) chaired the Senate Military 

Military Construction subcommittee in 1968. Nevada ranked 

39. Of course the ideal way to test the "effect" 
of a particular chairmanship would be to find the difference 
in district or state employment before and after the man 
became chairman. In the case of Russell, he chaired the 
Senate Committee from 1947 through 1968. Rivers would have 
been an excellent subject if data were available for the 
years when Vinson was chairman. Unfortunately, they are 
not. 
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13th in base employment of the fifty states. But Chairman 

George Mahon of the House Defense Appropriations subcommit

tee (and also of the full committee) comes from a district 

that ranked less than the House average in all three employ

ment categories. The predicted outcome fails in the case of 

the then-chairman of the Senate Defense Appropriations sub

committee. Senator Russell, of course, chaired the sub

committee in 1968 and his state was among those most 

favored, as was mentioned in connection with his chairman

ship of Armed Services. 

Conclusions 

The findings for the two legislating committees and 

the four appropriating subcommittees strongly suggest that a 

military committee assignment is likely to be linked with 

extra base employment for the congressional districts, and 

to a lesser extent, to a committee member's state. But no 

such association appeared to be present with regard to 

private plant employment. Congressmen and senators probably 

desire defense committee assignments because, among other 

reasons, these assignments are a good place from which 

members can influence decisions respecting military bases in 

their constituencies. Members of Congress who already have 

a sizable portion of their labor force employed at military 

bases join the committees as junior members. They are 



232 

apparently correct in their estimate of the influence of 

committee membership in the protection of bases. 

House Republicans, however, are not strongly associ

ated with higher-than-average base employment. Part of the 

reason stems from the fact that many Republicans come from 

midwestern districts where there are few bases. (The few 

committee Democrats from midwestern states also average low 

base employment.) Their choice of a military committee 

assignment does not seem to be rooted so much in constitu

ency interest as in a personal inclination toward military 

matters. A larger proportion of Republicans on the military 

committees are reservists than are Democrats. Some House 

Republicans do enjoy higher than average base employment— 

enough to keep the overall committee average above that of 

the House. The Senate Republicans on military committees do 

better in respect to high base employment than committee 

Democrats. 

Superficially, private plant jobs and military base 

jobs for civilians mean about the same to a congressman or 

senator. They mean employment for his people. The civilian 

jobs at military bases are more important than military jobs 

because these involve voters and their families. The 

military employment is valuable chiefly for the purchasing 

power it adds to the local economy. Employment in private 

defense plants is really more beneficial to a district or 

state because all the jobs are held by potential voters and 
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the pay scales are generally higher than on the bases. Why 

then, does the member seem to be more influential in respect 

to getting and keeping bases in his district or state than 

he is in the defense contract area? Private plant employ

ment and base employment both are ultimately related to the 

overall defense posture, both involve decisions by high-

echelon DOD personnel, and the authorization and funding for 

both requires congressional committee action. Part of the 

difference is related to the information which reaches 

Congress about the two kinds of activities. The decisions 

involving the location, transfer, or closure of a military 

base are domestic decisions. Whether the airfield is in 

Texas or Arizona, the boot camp is in North Carolina or 

Tennessee, the Navy Yard is in one New England port or 

another, cannot matter to the governments of potential 

enemies, except peripherally, with regard to targeting. 

Therefore if a new base is opened, or if certain activities 

are consolidated for efficiency, or if some bases must be 

closed, these are the "who gets what" decisions familiar in 

domestic politics. When there are really very few objective 

criteria for expanding one military base or another, except 

that one ought to be expanded, it would be expected that the 

military committee members would receive special considera

tion, and there is evidence that they do. 

As discussed in Chapter 3, the operation and 

organization of the military committees in segregating 



234 

military construction from other matters show that Congress 

expects to participate in these decisions. The military 

construction bill is authorized separately from other 

defense authorizations and prior to the instituting of an 

annual procurement authorization in 1961, the military 

construction bill was often the major spending bill reported 

by the Armed Services Committees. In addition to the 

separate authorization by Armed Services, the Appropriations 

Committees have delegated consideration of military con

struction appropriations to specialized subcommittees dis

tinct from the Defense subcommittees. These structural 

arrangements contribute to congressional capability to 

process specialized information, including domestically 

generated information, about military construction matters. 

Congress treats issues touching on defense plant 

employment in ways that are procedurally different from 

issues involving base employment, as the following examples 

illustrate. 

In response to Secretary McNamara's decision in 1966 

to phase out the B-58 bomber, the House Armed Services 

Committee attempted to write into the procurement authoriza

tion bill a provision prohibiting the elimination of a major 

weapons system except after the Secretary of Defense had 

reported all pertinent details to Congress (the Armed 

Services Committees) while it was in session. The Commit

tees then would have 90 days in which to report their 
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recommendations. In conference, at the Senate committee's 

insistence, the provision was watered down by eliminating 

the 90 day waiting period. The 90 days, of course, would 

have permitted the committees to gather the information 

needed to make recommendations. As the procedure stands, 

all that is required is for the Secretary of Defense to 

inform Congress of his decision and the reasons for making 

it (see Chapter 7). 

Smarting from the announcement of 33 military base 

closures in December 1963, and of 95 additional closures 

after the election of 1964, both Armed Services Committees 

and Congress agreed to a provision in the 1965 military 

construction bill requiring the Defense Secretary to submit 

plans for closures to Congress while it was in session for 

a 120-day review. President Johnson vetoed the bill. 

Presidential acceptance was won after the committees rewrote 

the bill calling for a 30 day review period upon submission 

of closure plans. But they did not insist that plans be 

submitted when Congress was in session. So after Congress 

ended its session Secretary McNamara announced 125 addi

tional closings. The following year, 1966, the same year 

announcement was made of the B-58 phase out, the committees 

required that plans for closings would have to be submitted 

to Congress for a 30 day review while Congress was in 

session. Congress and the President agreed to the provi

sion. As this provision stands, Congress must be informed 
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of plans for base closures while it is in session at least 

30 days before the closing begins in order that the commit

tees may review the decisions. The 30 day period allows 

time for the collection of information from the constitu

encies to be affected (see Chapter 6). The committees have 

insisted upon advance information on base closures, but 

have accepted the Defense Secretary's authority to cancel 

weapons systems without advance notice. 

Probably the most interesting example of the extent 

to which the choice of sites for military installations 

involved domestically generated information occurred when 

public hostility toward ABM sites around cities (not in my 

backyard) helped to force a change in its nominal strategic 

purpose from city protection to protection of the Minuteman 

missiles in North Dakota and Montana. But rarely have 

decisions about base locations brushed so closely to 

strategic decisions and this is one of the principal reasons 

why Congress is influential in respect to the siting and 

closing of military installations. Members participate in 

military construction decision making because informational 

inputs and feedback flow to them from enough different 

sources so that they may have confidence in their own 

capacity for judgment. The structures and procedures which 

involve congressmen in military construction decision making 

contribute to congressional information processing capability 



but do not, of themselves, generate the information which 

inspires congressional confidence. 

There are three important features about defense 

contract decision-making which inhibit congressional influ

ence; they all involve informational flow patterns which 

proceed from souxcf'xo Department of Defense and thence to 

Congress. 

First, most of the ideas for new weapons travel 

upward from the contractors to the military and hence to 

the Office of the Secretary of Defense. Peck and Scherer 

have described the information flow: 

Although weapons program decisions are made at 
high levels, they are based upon information 
collected largely at lower levels. The most 
important sources of information are the service 
operating agencies and commands, which in turn 
obtain much of their data from contractors. Thus 
defense firms are not only major sources of new 
weapons program ideas, but they also provide 
information on the technological feasibility of 
new concepts and on estimated development costs 
and schedules.40 

Because much of this information becomes classified as soon 

as DOD processes it and because it is highly technical, 

usually it does not flow back to Congress directly from the 

contractor. Instead, it is passed on to congressional 

committees by DOD. Congress learns about new weapons pro

grams when DOD wants the authority and money to fund their 

research and development—after a choice among alternatives 

40. Peck and Scherer, op. cit., p. 241. 
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has been made. Manufacturers do not lay a new missile 

design before an Armed Services Committee and expect the 

members to sell it to DOD. Dexter's military study led him 

to suppose that "the weapons makers find it easier and more 

satisfactory to work with (or on) the Defense Department 

41 than on Congress . . . ." 

Second, the "whether or not" and "sooner or later" 

decisions about weapons acquisition directly involve 

estimations of the reactions of foreign governments, the 

area where feedback to Congress is sparse and where execu

tive branch personnel have traditionally been possessed of 

the most authoritative knowledge. 

Third, the "this contractor or that contractor" 

decisions are closely related to the impressions made on 

foreign governments. While it is immaterial to potential 

enemies whether the Texas airfield site is chosen over the 

California site (the same Air Force commands them both) it 

is important that they view our technological capabilities 

with respect. If OSD determines that one contractor can do 

a better job than another, even at a slight-ly higher cost, 

it is difficult for the committee member to recommend that 

the inferior job be done. While, as has been indicated, 

congressmen try to help their districts and states to get 

defense contracts, their apparent lack of effectiveness is 

41. Dexter, "The Representative," p. 13. 
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most likely rooted in their acceptance that they do not have 

the information to make the final judgments on these 

matters. It is all well and good to boost one's district, 

but if it is true, as DOD may claim, that the contractor in 

the other fellow's district makes a better missile, it is 

best to try again on another slice of the defense pie. 

The fact that there is a difference between military 

construction decisions and weapons acquisition decisions has 

been noticed by other students of Congress and defense 

policy. Lewis Anthony Dexter, in a study of congressional 

attitudes toward military policy, noted that Armed Services 

members focused concern on structural matters rather than 

military policy (meaning strategy). The Armed Services 

Committees, according to members' own perceptions and 

Dexter's analysis, could be justifiably called real estate 

committees—more interested in bases and installations than 

42 in the choice of weapons. Holbert N. Carroll found keen 

congressional interest in details about real estate transac

tions and military bases, but only the most cautious probing 

43 into the strategic elements of military policy. Samuel P. 

Huntington found that Congress was an effective policy maker 

in structural matters, defined as those issues related to 

42. Dexter, "Congressmen," p. 310. 

43. Carroll, "The Congress and National Security 
Policy," in David Truman, ed., Congress and America's Future 
(Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall"] Inc. , 1965) , p. 166. 
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allocation of men, money, and material as they affect 

domestic policy. But the executive branch predominates in 

strategic matters, defined as those issues related to the 

composition of the force structure and the uses of force as 

they affect international politics. Huntington thus 

correctly observed that the crux of the difference in types 

of policy was that between domestic and foreign policy—not 

44 between real estate and hardware. 

However, Huntington's analysis attributes executive 

strength to the unique organization of defense policy 

interest groups. All are in the executive branch; the 

military services, State, Budget, Treasury, Defense, and a 

few other officials. "Congress with its many committees 

cannot bring together all these groups, but the executive 

branch can, according to Huntington. But if it were true 

that the executive alone is capable of reconciling these 

groups, then there would be no need for what have come to 

be known as "end-runs" by the military to Congress. How

ever, Huntington's analysis constitutes one of the few 

attempts to explain why Congress is weak in some aspects of 

defense policy and strong in others. His point, that the 

principal groups interested in strategic policy are within 

the executive branch, is not inconsistent with the explana

tion, presented here, based on an information model. 

44. Huntington, The Common Defense, pp. 1-2, 125-
128. 
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The reason Congress is weak in the international 

relations aspects of defense policy is, in all probability, 

because members lack information apart from what is 

received from DOD. The reason Congress is manifestly weak 

in influencing contractor selection is that members do not 

have confidence in their independent information sources in 

this issue area. While it is possible for members to 

establish contacts and relationships with contractors in 

order to obtain information, the foreign policy aspect of 

weapons acquisition programs inhibit congressional inde

pendence. So while members of military committees have been 

influential in regard to military bases because the informa

tion received permits them to make an independent judgment, 

members have not been influential in regard to private 

contractor selection, because of their dependence upon DOD 

for information and advice. 



CHAPTER 5 

SOME QUANTITATIVE MEASURES OF 
COMMITTEE INFLUENCE 

Turning now from a close range perspective of 

committee influence on defense-related constituency benefits 

to a long range view, the effects of congressional action on 

defense expenditures will be examined. Budgetary data will 

be used to reveal some of the dimensions of the congres

sional role. 

Congress and the Total Defense Budget 

When Congress changes DOD's budget requests by 

millions, or billions, it is difficult to comprehend the 

meaning of the changes in relationship to the total budget 

picture. The publicity that accompanies the passage of 

defense appropriations bills rarely provides information 

relating changes in defense budgets to changes in overall 

spending. Usually trends in congressional action on defense 

bills are examined in a most cursory fashion and the place 

of supplemental appropriations in the restoration of cuts is 

overlooked. 

In order to facilitate comparisons of congressional 

changes in the defense budget with congressional action on 

the total budget, absolute differences between administration 

242 
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requests and congressional appropriations (as provided in 

government documents) were converted to per cent changes as 

shown in Table 11. 

The table strikingly exposes the negating role of 

the appropriations process. Not once in the cold war period 

has Congress appropriated more in a fiscal year than the 

President has requested for all programs. Instead Congress 
I 

has usually reduced the original request about 5 per cent, 

only occasionally ranging far away from that average figure. 

At the beginning of the first Eisenhower administration when 

Republicans gained control of Congress, the initial budget 

estimates were reduced by a crunching 16 per cent, mostly 

with the willing acquiescence of the President. At the other 

extreme, an activist Democratic Congress appropriated an 

amount only .3 per cent under the administration requests at 

the end of Eisenhower's second term, in fiscal 1961. The 

average reduction of 5 per cent indicates that while 

Congress can be depended upon to appropriate less than the 

total requests, the sums appropriated for the year will 

probably be very close to executive branch -estimates. 

Table 11 shows that the defense budget, unlike the 

total budget of which it is a part, is not invariably 

reduced. Indeed, Congress has appropriated more than re

quested 6 times in the past 23 years.^ When it is considered 

1. Elias Huzar's study of Army appropriations showed 
that Congress appropriated less than the President requested 
only three of the 15 years from 1934-1948, op. cit.. p. 141. 
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Table 11. Congressional Changes in Budget Estimates3 

Congressional Changes 
in President's Congressional Changes 

Fiscal Year Total Budget*5 in Defense Budget^-

1970^ -1.7% -7.5% 
1969 -8.4 -7.0 
1968 -3.7 -2.7 
1967 -6.4 +.5 
1966 -2.0 -.1 

1965 -3.8 -1.5 
1964 -5.9 -3.6 
1963 -4.2 +.1 
1962 -4.9 +.6 
1961 -.3 +1.7 

1960 -2.2 -.1 
1959 -.8 +2.0 
1958 -6.9 -1.8 
1957 -.4 +1.5 
1956 -3.4 -1.1 

1955 -4.6 -3.6 
,L954 -16.2 -3.9 
1953 -9.5 -11.3 
1952 -4.6 -1.0 
1951 -2.4 .0 

1950 -4.0 -2.3 
1949 -6.7 -7.3 
1948 -7.1 -5.0 

Average Change -5.0% -2.3% 

aSources : Total budget changes derived from Table 
IX. Appropriations, Estimates, Etc., Senate Document No. 
112, 90th Cong., 2d Sess., 1968 , p. 1461; Defense budget 
changes derived from Tables IV, V, Appropriations, Esti-
mates. Etc.. Senate Documents, 1947-1951; Department of 
Defense Documents EISED-085, 1953; EISED-190, 1956; EISED-
239, 1956; EFAD-272, 1959; FAD-300, 1960, EFAD-333, 1959; 
EFAD-347, 1959; EFAD-368, 1960; FAD-386, 1961; FAD-406, 1961; 
FAD-438, 1963; FAD-481, 1964; FAD-523, 1966; FAD-496, 1965; 
FAD-551, 1967; FAD-581, 1968; FAD-603, 1969; FAD-625, 1970. 

^President*s budget and congressional changes 
include revisions and supplementals. 

cDefense budget excludes funds for military construc
tion, civil defense, military assistance, AEC, NASA, and 
veterans. 

^All federal funds except trust funds. 
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that defense spending amounts to from one-third to one-half 

of the total budget and the defense portion cited here does 

not include funds for AEC, NASA, veterans, or military 

assistance, congressional favor toward defense spending is 

evident. In fiscal 1963, for example, Congress cut 4.2 per 

cent from the total administration requests and raised the 

defense budget by .6 per cent, imposing reductions on non-

defense programs much greater than 4 per cent. But three 

times, in years falling at the conclusion of wars, defense 

budgets were cut more than all programs, in fiscal 1949, 

1953, and 1970. Because Congress tends to favor defense 

programs over others, reducing defense budgets only an 

average of 2.3 per cent, these end-of-the-war reductions are 

probably significant variations. They suggest that usually 

vigorous support for military expenditures becomes temporar

ily exhausted as hostilities draw to a close. The largest 

additions to defense requests appear to coincide with the 

perception of a threat; from Soviet bombers in fiscal 1957, 

from Sputnik in fiscal 1959, and from the "missile gap" in 

fiscal 1961. However, it should not be assumed that because 

Congress appropriated an amount above the administration re

quest, that more funds were expended. Often they were not, 

as will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter 7. 

The relationship of appropriations to expenditures 

is not one-to-one in any given year. Congress must approve 

all spending at some time but not necessarily within the 
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same year that funds are actually spent. Congressional 

appropriations are official grants of permission for agencies 

to enter into obligations requiring immediate or future 

payments of money; therefore appropriations for any given 

2 year usually will not match expenditures. An appropriation 

one year may result merely in the placement of a contract 

for which actual payment will not be made until a few years 

later, as when the weapons contracted for are in production. 

The President may impound the funds so that they cannot be 

spent. If an agency has unobligated balances left at the 

end of the fiscal year, Congress may re-appropriate the un

committed balance and reduce regular appropriations by a 

3 like amount. A comparison of appropriations and expendi-
I 

tures is useful, however, to determine the relationship 

between what Congress does in the appropriations process 

and what the government is actually spending. Table 12 

shows amounts appropriated by Congress for the Department 

of Defense and the amounts expended by DOD. The per cent 

difference between the two sets of figures is indicative of 

2. See Chapter 7 for a proposal that executive 
branch departments be required to spend all monies appro
priated to them. 

3. For a clear discussion of the appropriations 
process, with special sections on military appropriations, 
see Douglas, op. cit.. Chapters I, VII, and VIII. Robert 
Ash Wallace, a research assistant to Senator Douglas, has an 
excellent volume on the substantive problems of congressional 
control over expenditures, op. cit. For a detailed descrip
tion of the appropriations process in an imaginative theo
retical framework, see Fenno, The Power of the Purse. 
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Table 12. Comparison Between Cash Appropriations and 
Expenditures, Department of Defensea 

Fiscal 
Year 

Appropriations 
(billions)*> 

Expenditures 
(billions)k 

Per Cent 
Difference 

1970 71.4 76.5 + 1 . 2 %  
1969 76.2 77.9 +2.2 
1968 76.3 77.4 +1.4 
1967 71.9 67.6 -5.9 
1966 61.8 54.4 -12.0 

1965 49.4 46.2 -4.4 
1964 49.9 ' 49.8 -. 3 
1963 49.8 48.3 -3.1 
1962 47.7 46.8 -1.8 
1961 41.3 43.2 +4.7 

1960 40.6 41.2 +1.5 
1959 41.2 41.2 0.0 
1958 36.7 39.1 +6.4 
1957 36.2 38.4 +6.2 
1956 33.1 35.8 +7.9 

1955 29.7 35.5 +20.0 
1954 34.6 40.3 +16.6 
1953 49.3 43.7 -11.4 
1952 61.9 39.0 -37.2 
1951 48.2 19.8 -59.1 

1950 13.1 11.9 -9.5 
1949 10.4 12.0 +15.1 
1948 10.0 11.1 +11.0 
1947 11.5 13.8 +20.4 

aSource: Department of Defense Documents, FAD-326, 
1970; FAD-236, 1970. 

Includes Military Construction eaGh year. Civil 
Defense after 1961; excludes AEC, military assistance. 
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the lag between appropriations and spending, and of DOD's 

ability to predict its financial needs. 

In the immediate postwar period executive expendi

tures greatly exceeded appropriations as DOD was able to 

coast on the basis of wartime appropriations. With the 

advent of the Korean War Congress responded with massive 

appropriations which could not be spent at the rate they 

were appropriated. At the end of the war DOD again coasted 

on former appropriations. It was not until fiscal 1956 

that the Eisenhower administration brought the annual 

expenditure rate into a fairly close alignment with appro

priations. Control was maintained, but Congress again was 

asked to appropriate more than could be spent immediately 

to support the Vietnam War. The rapid escalation of the 

war in fiscal 1966 led to a 12 per cent discrepancy between 

cash appropriations and expenditures but the latter were 

again brought into line the next year. A comparison of the 

changes Congress makes in the annual defense budget in Table 

11 with the per cent difference between cash appropriations 

and expenditures in Table 12 indicates that- the congressional 

impact on the defense budget is rarely as great as the 

disparity between appropriations and expenditures. Table 12 

shows that appropriations are not very accurate indicators 

of total sums that will be spent in the fiscal year. 

Not only are appropriations a sometimes misleading 

indicator of expenditures, but the appropriations process 
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may not be the most significant decision process with 

respect to the military budget. In General Maxwell D. 

Taylor's The Uncertain Trumpet. for instance, military 

leaders are described as much more concerned with budget 

4 reductions imposed by the executive branch than by Congress. 

Table 13 shows that the difference between what the services 

ask for and the administration allows is roughly a 20 per 

cent increment downward—the services can expect only about 

four-fifths of what they ask for. Congress, however, alters 

the administration budget only a few per cent. Because of 

the hierarchical nature of the executive branch, many, if 

not most of the disputes involving the initial 20 per cent 

cuts "are kept subdued. But congressional efforts to change 

the President's budget requests only a few per cent have 

provided most of the public debate and discussion of defense 

spending. 

It has been shown that the overall congressional 

impact on the administration's defense budget recommenda

tions is not large. It is smaller than the impact on non-

defense programs, smaller than the variatio.n between appro

priations and expenditures, and smaller than OSD's impact 

on military service requests. But the congressional phase 

is important nonetheless, as both the public phase and the 

4. Taylor, op. cit., Chapter IV. Also see Vincent 
Davis, The Admirals Lobby (Chapel Hill: The University of 
North Carolina Press, 1967), pp. 264-265. 
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Table 13. Service Requests, President's Budget, Appropria-
tionsa — Billions. 

Fiscal 
Year 

Service 
Requests 

President's 
Budget" Appropriations 

1955 37.6 30.9 29. 7 

1958 45.2 37.8 36.7 

1960 48.4 40.8 40.6 

1964 63.9 51.3 49.9 

1969 101.0 82.0 76.2 

a 
Sources: Service requests, 1955 through 1964, 

House Committee on Appropriations, House Report 528. 89th 
Cong., 1st Sess., 1965, p. 8; Service request, 1969, 
Congress and the Nation. Vol. II, p. 854; President's 
Budget, Department of Defense Documents EISED-239, 1956; 
•EFAD-333, 1959; EFAD^368# 1960; FAD-481, 1964; FAD-603, 
1969; Appropriations, FAD-326, 1970. 

Budget and Appropriations include Military Con
struction, Civil Defense after 1961, all revisions, and 
supplementals. 

moment-of-truth for a budget. Every budget recommendation 

must run the gamut of this public arena (with the secret 

exceptions heretofore noted), and thus be defensible as a 

public need. The moderately favorable, or moderately un

favorable treatment programs receive each year from Congress 

helps determine the levels of support available to the 
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5 military. The whole exercise of securing appropriations 

from Congress colors the budgetary process. Just as 

budgetary requests are based on the anticipation of what 

Congress is likely to do, actual expenditures and the 

formation of the new budget depend on what Congress has done 

in the past. 

Patterns of Committee Action 

The two congressional panels with responsibility for 

most of the defense budget are the House and Senate Appro

priations Subcommittees on Defense. These units handle all 

military appropriations except the relatively small propor

tions which go to military construction, military assistance, 

and the Atomic Energy Commission. 

It is the custom for the House unit to consider the 

appropriations bill first. Occasionally, as in fiscal 1953, 

1959, 1962, and 1966 the administration changes its recom

mendations before the bill is considered by the Senate. 

Therefore the Senate panel does not always consider the same 

recommendations as its House counterpart. Table 14 compares 

the relative impact of the two chambers on DOD«s budget 

5. The point is that the administration is guided 
somewhat by the congressional response. Wallace has shown 
that the Eisenhower administration's revision of the Truman 
budget of fiscal 1954 was patterned after the reductions 
voted by Congress in fiscal 1953, op. cit.. pp. 105-106. A 
somewhat similar sequence of events took place in fiscal 
1962 when the incoming Kennedy administration took cues from 
the pattern of increases voted by Congress the preceding 
year. See Kolodziej, op. cit.. p. 265. 
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Table 14. Changes by House and Senate of Department of 
Defense Budget Requests3 

Fiscal DOD Request House Senate Prevailing 
Year (billions) Change Change Chamber0 

1970 75.3 - 1 .0% -7.1% S 
1969 79.5 -6.6 -6.9 S 
1968 76.4 -2.2 -2.6 S 
1967 69.9 +1. 3 +0.7 S 
1966 57.1 0.0 +1. 7 S 

1965 48.5 -1.6 -1.6 H 
1964 49.0 -3.9 -3.3 S 
1963 47.9 -0.2 +0.4 S 
1962 43.0 -0.7 +0.1b S 
1961 39.7 -0.7 +2.8 S 

1960 39.2 -1.0 +1.3 S 
1959 39.0 +1.0 +3. 5b S 
1958 37. 6d -6.9 -4.2 H 
1957 34.2 -1.7 +0.6 S 
1956 32.2 -2.2 -0.9 S 

1955 29.8 -3.7 -2.0 H 
1954 36.0 -4.4 -3.6 H 
1953 49.8 -12.0 -12.3b S 

Average Change - 3 .2% -1.8% 

£ Sources: Department of Defense Documents EISED-085, 
1953; EISED-190, 1956; EISED-239, 1956; EFAD-272, 1959; 
FAD-300, 1960; EFAD-333, 1959; EFAD-347, 1959; EFAD-368, 
1960; FAD-386, 1961; FAD-406, 1961; FAD-438, 1963; FAD-481, 
1964; FAD-523, 1966; FAD-496, 1965; FAD-551, 1967; FAD-581, 
1968; FAD-603, 1969; FAD-625, 1970. 

Senate committee considered a higher budget request 
than the House committee. 

Q Indxcates whether House or Senate recommendation 
was closer to final appropriation signed into law. 

The DOD request was reduced after both houses had 
considered it, but before the conference committee made its 
recommendation. 
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requests. Funds for military construction, civil defense, 

and military assistance have been omitted from the calcula

tions as these are processed by other subcommittees. How

ever, the changes include actions on supplemental appropria

tions. Therefore a fairly accurate picture is obtained of 

the treatment each of the panels has given to total DOD 

requests. 

The table confirms Richard F. Fenno, Jr.'s finding 

on non-defense appropriations that the Senate is inclined to 
g 

be more generous than the House. During the 18 year period 

included in the table, the Senate recommended less generous 

treatment than the House of the military request only five 

times, in fiscal 1953 and the four consecutive years begin

ning in fiscal 1967. In the other 13 years the Senate 

served its appellate function and restored some funds 

reduced by the House or added more funds than the House. 

The House panel has been far less generous than its 

Senate counterpart. It has recommended more than the DOD 

request only twicej once in the year following Sputnik and 

once, in fiscal 1967 when it acted in support of House Armed 

Services Committee recommendations for procurement funds 

for such items as the ABM and a nuclear powered guided 

missile frigate (see Chapter 7). But there is clearly an 

6. Fenno, The Power of the Purse, pp. 534-537, 586. 
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established pattern of defense budget-cutting on the part of 

the House subcommittee. 

The table shows that only five years in the past 

eighteen has the House recommended a figure closer to that 

agreed to in conference than the Senate. Once, in 1958, the 

executive branch reduced its request just before the con

ference committee met to a figure rather close to the House 

recommendation and in 1965 the Senate and House representa

tives almost exactly split the difference, favoring the 

House position only slightly. Thus it may be seen that the 

tendency for the Senate position to prevail in conference 

is stronger than the table indicates. Senate conferees are 

likely to dominate the conference and usually can persuade 

the House conferees to accede in many of their recommenda

tions. The tendency of the Senate committee to prevail over 

the House committee seems to hold even when the Senate 

recommendation is below that of the House, as in fiscal 1953 

7 and in the four year period beginning with fiscal 1967. 

Table 14 gives an overview of what may be in the 

minds of DOD planners when preparing annual requests. 

7. Gilbert Steiner's study of five appropriations 
bills in the period 1928-1943 showed that House influence 
was predominant in The Congressional Conference Committee 
(Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1951), pp. 170-172. 
Fenno found that the Senate was usually predominant in 
appropriations, largely because it usually supports the 
higher appropriations figure. See Power of the Purse, 
pp. 665-666. In defense appropriations, however, the Senate 
has prevailed in the five fiscal years it supported the 
lower appropriation. 
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Chances are good that the House committee will make reduc

tions. The Senate may restore the reductions and may even 

recommend a higher figure than requested. But it is quite 

likely that the law of anticipated reaction encourages 

defense planners to ask for somewhat more than they expect 

to get from Congress. 

If the House is likely to cut requests for defense 

appropriations, what patterns are revealed in the Senate 

behavior? As already noted, the Senate is likely to be more 

generous than the House except in periods at the close of 

wars. In fiscal 1953 at the close of the Korean War the 

Senate reduced the request even more than the House. And 

again in fiscal 1968, when the Vietnam War began to wind 

down, the Senate cut the defense request more than the House. 

The Senate efforts in the sixties seemed to indicate a 

determination to reverse the 15 year upward trend in mili

tary spending. But just as the Senate has acted as a 

bellwether of anti-militarism in Congress, it has behaved 

as a harbinger of movements toward higher defense spending. 

Its effort in fiscal 1957 to increase spending (to close a 

bomber gap) was renewed with vigor after Sputnik and con

tinued through a four year period of rapidly increasing 

defense budgets. Probably more significant than the 

tendency to be more generous than the House is the Senate 

role as the bellwether of changing congressional attitudes 

toward the military budget. 
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In Chapter 3 it was pointed out that the authoriza

tion committees had the potential for the most influence in 

Congress because they not only write the laws and regula

tions which govern the agencies, but they have the potential 
g 

to set all spending ceilings as well. Although the Armed 

Services Committees have authorized military construction on 

an annual basis for many years, they began to authorize 

major procurement programs only in fiscal 1962. Since then 

research, development, test, and evaluation and practically 

all weapons procurement have been brought under the annual 

authorization requirement. 

Table 15 discloses the patterns of committee behavior 

over the short period annual authorization of procurement 

and RDT&E have been required. The House Armed Services 

Committee is revealed to be more generous than its Senate 

counterpart, recommending a higher level of spending 7 of 

the 9 years included on the table. The House unit has 

recommended an average increase of about one per cent over 

administration recommendations, as contrasted with the 

Senate committee's recommendation of a one-per cent decrease. 

The two panels usually split their differences and the final 

authorization favors the House as often as it does the 

Senate. 

8. For a short discussion of the pros and cons of 
annual authorization see John S. Saloma, III, Congress and 
the New Politics (Boston: Little, Brown and Co~ 1969), 
pp. 145-153. 
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Table 15. Changes by House and Senate of Department of 
Defense Procurement Authorization Requests3 

Fiscal 
Year 

DOD Request 
(billions) 

House 
Change 

Senate 
Change 

Prevailing 
Chamber13 

1970 22.0 - 3 .2% -9.0% H 
1969 22.4 -3. 6 -4.9 H 
1968 21.1 +1.4 -1.4 H 

1967 16.9 +5.9 +1.8 S 
1966 15.3 0.0 0.0 H 
1965 17.2 -1.8 -1.2 H 

1964 15.4 +3.2 -2.6 S 
1963 12.5 +4.1 +3.9 S 
1962 12.0 +3. 3 +4.1 S 

Average Change +1 .0% -1.0% 

aSource: Congressional Quarterly Almanac. Vol. XIX-
XXVII (Washington: Congressional Quarterly Service, 1963-
1970). 

'3D Indicates whether House or Senate recommendation 
was closer to final authorization signed into law. 

Since fiscal 1966 the Senate committee has taken up 

the annual authorization bill before the House considered 

it. The fact that the Senate has been ahead of the House in 

attempting to curb military spending (see Table 14) together 

with its prior consideration of the bill puts the House 

committee in the appellate role traditionally accorded the 

upper chamber in matters of money. The House Committee is 

appealed to by DOD to restore programs which have been 

reduced by the Senate unit. It should be recalled that the 

membership of the Senate Armed Services Committee overlaps 
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with that of the Defense Appropriations subcommittee and the 

tendency to cut defense programs in recent years is pro

nounced in both units. The House Armed Services Committee 

shares no membership with the Defense Appropriations sub

committee. As a comparison of Tables 14 and 15 shows, the 

two House units do not always behave alike. Where the House 

authorizing committee tends to add to the procurement 

request, the appropriating subcommittee has been more likely 

to cut defense requests. One conclusion that may be drawn 

from the two tables is that the Senate seems to be the 

stronger body in the appropriations process, while there is 

no clear difference between the two chambers in the authori

zation process. 

From the standpoint of changing Department of Defense 

budget requests, which committees are most powerful, the 

authorizing or appropriating panels? Table 16 is designed 

to compare the impact of the authorization process on 

Defense procurement and RDT&E with the appropriations 

process. It should be remembered that Armed Services 

Committee involvement in annual authorization is an innova

tion of the 1960's and has included only a partial, but 

increasing, portion of the procurement and RDT&E budget. 

Plainly the appropriations panels have not con

sidered prior authorization the last congressional word on 

the procurement and RDT&E items included. While the 

authorizing committees changed the procurement requests an 
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Table 16. Authorizations and Appropriations for Defense 
Procurement and RDT&E^ 

Fiscal 
Year 

DOD Request 
(billions) 

Authorization 
Change 

Appro pr i a t io n 
Change13 

Total 
Change 

1970 22.0 - 5 .9% -6 .7% -12.3% 

1969 22.4 -3.6 - 9 .8  -12.9 

1968 21.1 +0.5 -5.2 -4.7 

1967° 20.8 +2.8 -1.4 +1.4 

1966° 19.4 +0.5 -1.0 -0.5 

1965 17.1 -0.5 -1.8 -2.3 

1964 15.4 -0.6 -5.8 -6.5 

Average Change - 0 .9% -4.5% -5.3% 

Source: Department of Defense Document FAD-656, 
1970. 

Appropriation change indicates per cent change in 
authorized amount. 

i Q 
Includes Vietnam supplementals passed with only 

minor reductions. 
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average of less than one per cent, the appropriating panels 

changed the amounts authorized an average of 4.5 per cent. 

Thus about four-fifths of the total reduction in DOD 

requests occurred at the hands of the appropriating sub

committees. The fact that these programs are already 

processed by the Armed Services Committees and approved by 

Congress elicits no favoritism from the appropriations sub

committees. In fiscal 1969, for example, when the Federal 

Revenue and Expenditure Control Act of 1968 coupled a 10 per 

cent tax surcharge with a mandatory $6 billion spending 

reduction, the entire defense budget was cut 7 per cent. 

But the procurement and RDT&E portion considered by the 

Armed Services Committees was cut nearly 13 per cent, of 

which almost 10 per cent was imposed by the appropriations 

process, on the grounds that spending for long-range weapons 

programs could be postponed. 

On the basis of changes made by the committees in 

DOD requests, the appropriating subcommittees clearly are 

more important than the authorizing committees. And on the 

basis of being able to secure the most concessions from 

conference committee compromises, the Senate Appropriations 

Subcommittee on Defense Appropriations emerges as the 

stronger of the two appropriations panels. 

The question might be raised as to whether appro

priations subcommittees do not usually reduce the recom

mendations of authorizing committees. Since appropriating 
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units cannot appropriate funds over the ceilings set by 

authorizations, any change they make is apt to be a reduc

tion. The question then becomes, do appropriations sub

committees usually impose greater changes on the administra

tion requests than authorizing committees? 

Although the evidence is not conclusive, it appears 

that the appropriating process does not usually overwhelm 

authorization cuts to the extent of defense procurement and 

RDT&E. For example, although foreign aid is notorious for 

its unpopularity with Congress, reductions of the adminis

tration requests are imposed in almost equal proportions by 

the authorizing committees (House Foreign Affairs and Senate 

Foreign Relations) and the appropriating units. In the 

period from fiscal 1948 through 1969 the authorizing commit

tees imposed cuts averaging 9.2 per cent while the appro-

9 priating panels averaged 9.6 per cent. 

Of greater significance perhaps is the record of 

authorizations and appropriations for military construction. 

The Armed Services Committees regularized annual authoriza

tions and the Appropriations Committees created specialized 

Military Construction Subcommittees in the 1950's. The two-

step process, although spanning a longer time frame, 

parallels that adopted for procurement and RDT&E. 

9. Adapted from a table in Congress and the Nation. 
Vol. II, p. 50. 
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Table 17 compares the changes imposed on the 

administration requests by the Armed Services Committees 

with the changes the appropriations subcommittees imposed on 

the authorized amounts. The figures are not quite comparable 

with those in Table 16 because military construction funds 

authorized one year may be appropriated the following year, 

resulting in apparent increases by the appropriations panels 

in fiscal 1960 and 1962. But the most meaningful behavior 

shown by the table is the tendency of the appropriations 

subcommittees to impose few changes after the bill has been 

processed by the authorizing committees. For 7 of the 8 

years ending in fiscal 1970, the appropriations subcommit

tees chose to change the recommendations of the authorizing 

committees less than one per cent. This pattern of action 

suggests that the cuts imposed by the appropriations process 

in procurement and RDT&E are not part of a broader norm of 

behavior. The appropriations subcommittees do not cut all 

annually authorized programs to the same degree, they do not 

necessarily reduce programs authorized by the Armed Services 

Committees. But they have unhesitatingly recommended a 

lesser amount for procurement and RDT&E than authorized by 

their sister committees. 

Summary 

The congressional phase of the defense budgetary 

process receives much publicity but the decisions made by 
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Table 17. Authorizations and Appropriations for Military 
Construction3 

Fiscal DOD Request Authorization Appropriation Total 
Year (billions) Change Change" Change 

1970 1.9 -16% 0%° -16% 
1969 2.0 -10 0 -10 
1968 2.9 -21 -9 -27 
1967 1.1 -9 0 -9 

1966 2.1 -14 0 -14 
1965 1.9 -21 0 -21 
1964 2.0 -20 0 -20 
1963 1.6 -6 -13 -18 

1962 1.0 -10 +11 0 
1961 1.2 0 -16 -16 
1960 1.6 -25 +17 -13 
1959 1.7 +6 -22 -8 
1958 1.7 -12 0 -12 

aSources: Requests and Appropriations, Department of 
Defense Documents EFAD-333, 1959; EFAD-347, 1959; EFAD-368, 
1960; FAD-386, 1961; FAD-406, 1961; FAD 438, 1963; FAD 481, 
1964; FAD-523, 1966; FAD-496, 1965; FAD 551, 1967; FAD 581, 
1968; FAD 603, 1969; FAD-625, 1970. Authorizations, Con
gress and the Nation. Vol. I, II. 

Appropriation change indicates per cent change in 
authorized amount. 

Q Slight changes were made, but less than one per 
cent. 
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Congress do not affect the defense spending levels nearly as 

much as the decisions made within the executive. However, 

budgets are made in the executive branch with a view to the 

possibilities for acceptance and denial by Congress; there

fore congressional behavior assumes more importance than 

incremental changes imposed would indicate. 

Congress, as a general rule, appropriates less for 

all programs together than the administration requests. 

Since fiscal 1948 the appropriations process has yielded 

about 5 per cent less than the total requests. Defense 

budgets, however, are not invariably reduced but have been 

increased on occasion. In contrast to the 5 per cent 

reduction imposed for all programs, Congress averages a 

2.3 per cent reduction for defense programs. 

Although Congress favors the military budget, the 

Department of Defense has received slightly different treat

ment from the various committee units. The House Defense 

Appropriations Subcommittee has tended to impose most of 

the cuts but until recently the Senate could be expected to 

restore many of the reductions. The trend .since fiscal 

1968 for the Senate panel to cut defense spending more than 

the House is significant because the Senate usually pre

vails (i.e., receives more concessions in conference 

committee). The Senate panel's behavior is also important 

as a pace setter for emerging trends such as the trend 

toward reduced spending after Korea, the opposite trend 
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after Sputnik, and a swing back toward economy as the public 

tired of Vietnam. 

The new role for the Armed Services Committees in 

the 1960*s in authorizing procurement and funds for RDT&E 

has not been demonstrably influential in terms of changes 

made in the administration requests. From fiscal 1964 

through 1968 the committees either reduced the bill no more 

than one per cent or attempted to add funds to it. The 

appropriations panels did not hesitate to impose reductions 

on authorized amounts. In fiscal 1970 when the Armed 

Services Committees first echoed the growing congressional 

animosity toward defense budgets, procurement and RDT&E were 

cut almost 6 per cent. But the appropriations panels in 

turn further reduced funding for the same items 7 per cent 

more. 

It should be pointed out that in spite of the 

apparent lack of influence of the Armed Services Committees, 

all the major discussions about weapons systems, such as 

those concerning the RS 70, the ABM, and the nuclear surface 

fleet, have taken place during authorizatian bill debates. 

If a program fails to surmount the authorization hurdle, it 

cannot be funded and if a program is to be added. the 

addition must (since fiscal 1962) occur in the authorization 

process. Although the appropriations panels seem to have 

continued to make the most difference in procurement 
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budgeting, the authorization committees still have the 

potential for exerting the most influence. 



CHAPTER 6 

PATTERNS OP COMMITTEE INFLUENCE: REORGANIZATION, MILITARY 
CONSTRUCTION, AND MILITARY PERSONNEL 

Chapter 4 explored the relationship of committee 

membership to district and state benefits in two issue 

areas: military construction and defense contracting. The 

benefits could be stated in quantitative terms and "excess" 

benefits were inferred as a measure of influence. Chapter 5 

examined committee influence on the defense budget in 

strictly quantitative terms. This chapter and the next 

approach the problem of determining committee influence by 

examining a number of specific issue areas where congres

sional committees have made changes in both the content and 

budgetary levels of administration program recommendations. 

While this rather specialized conception of committee 

influence (the focus on changes) does not take into account 

the rule of anticipated reaction, which would assume that 

administration programs are designed to hedge against 

committee action, it does offer a test of influence which is 

meaningful whether stated in quantitative or qualitative 

terms. Congressional changes in the administration's 

recommended budget lend themselves readily to quantitative 

comparison; other changes such as those in organizational 

recommendations, while not as amenable to quantitative 

267 
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comparison, are still easily understood to be exercises of 

committee influence, especially in cases where the President 

or Defense Secretary have stated that they opposed the 

changes made by Congress. 

As Chapter 4 indicated, congressional committees 

appear to be more influential in some subject matter areas 

than others; they were shown to be stronger in issues of 

military construction than defense contract placement. 

Enlarging on this theme, this chapter and the next draw on 

the literature and legislative histories of the postwar 

defense bills to examine aspects of four specific issue 

areas where Congress has attempted to exercise influence. 

Defense Department reorganization, military construction, 

and military personnel issues will be treated in this 

chapter and weapons procurement and RDT&E will be covered 

in Chapter 7. The basis for congressional influence or lack 

of it will be explored in each case. 

It is apparent that the issues selected are differ

ent in structure as well as in significance. Departmental 

reorganization is a procedural issue, in the very narrowest 

definitional sense that it is designed to have consequences 

primarily within formal governmental structures. Military 

construction and issues of military personnel and procure

ment have both procedural and substantive aspects. The term 

substantive refers here to domestic policies that are 

intended to be consequential outside of governmental 
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structures, and foreign or defense policies that are 

intended to be consequential for foreign governments."1' All 

four issues contain elements which cannot be reflected 

precisely in budgetary actions; the "how" of reorganization, 

the "where" of military construction, the "who" of military 

personnel, and the "what" of procurement. Reorganization 

may have no direct budgetary costs, military construction is 

only two or three per cent of the defense budget, while 

military personnel and procurement consume almost two-thirds 

of annual defense expenditures. Why, then, were these 

particular issues selected? 

As a group, the issues cut across a very broad range 

of DOD activities. They include problems of organization 

for conducting programs as well as the purchase of real 

estate, goods, and services (construction, procurement, and 

personnel) for the implementation of programs. Congres

sional interest in Defense Department reorganization has 

been based on the relationship that is understood to exist 

1. Note how the terms procedural and substantive 
can be related to the scope of the feedback- loop. Proce
dural policy would generate intra-governmental feedback at 
the domestic level, and intra-national feedback at the 
foreign policy level. Substantive policy would generate 
extra-governmental feedback at the domestic level, and 
feedback from other nations at the foreign policy level. 
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2 between organization and policy. Reorganization, although 

procedural in character, is nearly always meant to affect 

substantive policy outputs. As will be shown, congressional 

interest has focused on the protection of communications 

channels between the military services and congressional 

committees; channels which are believed to be vital to a 

congressional role in policy. 

The relationship between the other three issue areas 

of military construction, military personnel, and procure

ment, and the defense budget as a whole is suggested by 

Table 18. The table shows the proportion of the defense 

budget subdivided into the categories of military personnel, 

operation and maintenance, procurement, and RDT&E. The 

table separates military construction and civil defense 

appropriations because these bills are handled separately 

by Congress, in spite of the fact that military construction 

costs are really part of the procurement costs of many 

weapons systems such as land based missiles and ABMs, and 

civil defense is the passive part of our overall passive 

and active defenses. As the chapters on committees and 

district benefits showed, military construction issues are 

2. Roger Hilsman has pointed out that what is meant 
by good organization is one that produces what one regards 
as good policy, in "Planning for National Security, A Pro
posal," Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists. XVI (March, 1960), 
93-97. Warner Schilling also makes the point that concern 
with organizational structure is usually rooted in concern 
with policy, op. cit., pp. 16-18. 



Table 18. Defense Appropriations, Fiscal 1960-1970a 

Military 
Fiscal Military Oper. & Procure Total Const. &, 
Year Personnel Maint. ment RDT&E (billions) Civ. Def. 

1970 34% 30% 26% 10% 69.6 +2% 
1969 32 31 28 10 71.9 +2 
1968 31 27 31 10 69.9 +3 
1967 32 27 28 12 58.1 +1 
1966 32 28 24 15 46.8 +4 

1965 31 26 28 15 46.8 +4 
1964 28 25 33 15 47.2 +3 
1963 27 25 35 14 48.2 +3 
1962 28 25 36 11 46.7 +3 
1961 30 26 35 10 40.0 +2 
1960 30 26 33 10 39.2 +3 

aSources: Department of Defense Documents OASD, EFAD-368, 1960; FAD-386, 
1961; FAD-406, 1961; FAD-438, 1963; FAD-481, 1964; FAD-496, 1965; FAD-532, 1966; 
FAD-551, 1967; FAD-581, 1968; FAD-603, 1969; FAD-625, 1970. Figures exclude 
supplemental appropriations. 

1 

Military Construction and Civil Defense not included in total. Civil 
Defense in each year was less than 1 per cent. 
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perceived as being procedural with respect to their effect 

on foreign governments, but substantive in their effect on 

local communities. Military construction issues are in many 

respects the public works projects of defense and their 

politics are similar. The table shows that military 

construction and civil defense appropriations are minor 

additions to the total defense budget. 

If reorganization is, for Congress, the prelude to 

defense policy and military construction is the pork barrel, 

what is the significance of military personnel and procure

ment? Men and materiel are, without question, the keystones 

of the entire defense budget. Although Table 18 shows DOD 

uses four major categories (military personnel, operation 

and maintenance, procurement, and RDT&E), these four are 

extensions of the basic two of men and materiel. Military 

personnel funding is closely associated with operations and 

maintenance costs, and procurement is linked to RDT&E. An 

examination of the first two columns of Table 18 indicates 

the dependence of the operations and maintenance category 

upon levels of spending for military personnel; the former 

a predictable five percentage points or less under the 

latter. Or to put it another way, spending for operations 

and maintenance is around 90% of spending for military 

personnel. So if and when Congress influences military 

personnel programs, operations and maintenance programs will 

be affected too. 
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Procurement, of course, is closely linked to RDT&E 

although the budget levels may seem to be independent of one 

another. The decision to procure follows a series of deci

sions to study, develop, test, and evaluate. Congressional 

involvement in procurement issues has been closely associ

ated with attempts to., influence RDT&E programs as will be 

shown in the next chapter. 

Referring back to Table 18 it should be reiterated 

that regardless of the shifting proportions of budget 

allocations for men and hardware, operations and maintenance 

costs are largely dependent on military personnel expendi

tures, and procurement policies are largely dependent on the 

groundwork laid in RDT&E. 

In summary, the issue areas of reorganization, 

military construction, military personnel, and procurement 

comprehend a very large proportion of DOD activities; an 

analysis of congressional committee influence in these issue 

areas thus is of broad relevance. In this chapter the con

gressional role in reorganization, selected issues of 

military construction, and military personnel will be 

examined. Congressional involvement in procurement and 

RDT&E will be explored in the next chapter. 

Congress and Reorganization 

Since World War II the defense establishment has 

undergone significant organizational changes, both in terms 
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of added responsibilities and responsibilities placed else

where. Not only have there been five major reorganizations, 

each tending to further centralize and consolidate civilian 

control over the military services, but Congress created the 

Atomic Energy Commission in 1946 and the National Aeronau

tics and Space Administration in 1958 as independent 

civilian agencies which limited military authority over the 
! 

uses of nuclear energy and space exploration. Although the 

legislative histories leading to the organization of AEC and 

NASA are beyond the scope of this study, they are relevant 

for two reasons: they illustrate executive branch organiza

tional matters in which Congress has played a significant 

role and they demonstrate the strength of preferences in 

Congress for decentralization and civilian authority over 

3 centralization and military authority. 

Of the five defense reorganizations involving the 

military services, Congress participated actively in three, 

passively in one, and responded to the consequences of the 

McNamara "revolution" (which did not require congressional 

consent) with rules meant to protect the congressional role 

3. For histories of congressional and executive 
branch organization for atomic energy development see Green 
and Rosenthal, op. cit.: Morgan, op. cit.: and Walter 
Millis, Harvey C. Mansfield, and Harold Stein, Arms and the 
State (New York: The Twentieth Century Fund, 19 58), Chapter 4. 
A well-documented history of the formation of NASA is by 
Robert L. Rosholt, An Administrative History of NASA. 1958-
1963 (Washington: National Aeronautics and Space Administra
tion, 1966). 
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4 in policy making. Each reorganization was intended to give 

the Secretary of Defense "adequate" authority, to moderate, 

if not eliminate, interservice rivalry, and to increase 

efficiency. But Congress has been willing to sacrifice some 

of the purported efficiency of monolithic organization in 

order to retain direct access to information generated from 

within the separate military services. 

Congress participated actively in three reorganiza

tions by enacting legislation creating a Secretary of 

Defense as coordinator of the Army, Navy, and newly inde

pendent Air Force in 1947; by approving a Department of 

Defense in 1949 with the service secretaries reduced in 

authority, and by authorizing a strengthened role for the 

Office of Secretary of Defense vis-a-vis the services in 

5 1958. The Senate Armed Services Committee was a principal 

legislative participant in all three reorganizations. On 

the House side the Committee on Expenditures (later called 

Government Operations) handled the 1947 bill because of 

opposition to unification in the Armed Services Committee. 

4. It is difficult to determine which reorganiza
tion was the most consequential, but in terms of congres
sional response certainly the one effected by Secretary 
McNamara under laws passed before his tenure seemed to be 
the most far-reaching. 

5« There are a number of scholars interested in DOD 
organization. See for example, Hammond, Organizing for 
Defense and Ries, op. cit. For the 1947 reorganization see 
Caraley op. cit.. and Walter Millis, ed., The Forrestal 
Diaries (New York: The Viking Press, 1951), Chapter 4. 
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But the House Armed Services Committee assumed the role of 

participant for the House in the 1949 amendments and the 

1958 reorganiaation. 

A reorganization plan request by President 

Eisenhower in 1953 clarifying the powers of the Secretary of 

Defense and strengthening the role of the Chairman of the 

Joine Chiefs was permitted to take effect without congres

sional changes. The measure withstood the challenge of a 

resolution of disapproval sponsored by the House Government 

Operations Committee (the former Expenditures group involved 

in unification). The resolution, opposed by the Armed 

Services Committee, was defeated in the House. The instance 

illustrates a point made earlier; even though Government 

Operations Committees properly have legislative authority 

over any executive branch reorganization, members of 

Congress as a rule prefer to follow the advice of their 

substantive committees in the relevant subject matter area. 

In addition to the three formal reorganizations 

which Congress legislated, and the 1953 reorganization that 

was implemented when Congress withheld disapproval, there 

were sweeping changes effected by Secretary McNamara, acting 

under the 1958 Reorganization Act. While the committees 

were not actively involved in the changes McNamara made, 

they responded to them by lengthening the terms of office 

of the Joint Chiefs in an effort to protect information 

sources from within the military. Congressional efforts to 
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retain direct access to information from the military is a 

persistent theme in most of the reorganizations. 

Both Presidents Truman and Eisenhower wanted more 

unification and centralization of authority than Congress 

was willing to provide.^ Members of Congress searched for 

ways to achieve the hoped-for efficiencies of unification 

while enhancing congressional participation in policy 

making. For example, some of the early drafts of unifica

tion bills provided for Armed Services Committee membership 

7 on the National Security Council. But it is unnecessary 

to review all the points at issue between executive and 

legislative branches, and their resolution at each reorgani

zation. The central issue of most concern to congressional 

committees was the protection of independent sources of 

information from the several, distinct military branches and 

a corollary, the preservation of pluralism in the Defense 

Department. 

In order to facilitate the passage of a unification 

bill, President Truman had issued an order permitting 

6. Truman, Years of Trial and Hope, pp. 50-53; 
Millis, op. cit.. p. 88; Dwight D. Eisenhower, Mandate for 
Change (Garden City: Doubleday & Co., 1963), p. 447 and 
Waging Peace. pp. 244-252. 

7. Ries, op. cit.. p. 90. Also see House Committee 
on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, Hearings on 
the National Security Act of 1947. 80th Cong., 1st Sess., 
1947, pp. 11, 175. 



278 
g 

military and civilian executives to testify frankly. After 

the bill was passed the first Secretary of Defense, James F. 

Forrestal, issued a memorandum decreeing that public dis-

9 
closures of "interservice controversies are to be avoided." 

But when Air Force personnel testified before Congress on 

the need for a 70 group air force as opposed to the 55 

groups recommended by the administration, Forrestal sup

ported their right to present independent views.^ The 

effectiveness of the Air Force dissent was demonstrated in 

congressional approval of unbudgeted funds toward more 

bombers in 1948 and 1949. The administration, however, had 

the last word because the extra appropriations were 

impounded (see Chapter 7). 

Some of the strategies of congressional participa

tion in defense policy are revealed in the behavioral 

patterns described above. President Truman's order that 

witnesses testify frankly on the unification bill is 

suggestive of the restrictions usually placed on defense 

personnel in testifying before Congress. But the Air Force 

testimony which persuaded Congress to appro-priate unbudgeted 

funds for more air groups indicates that congressional 

committees can overcome these restrictions and elicit from 

8. Millis, op. cit.. p. 115. 

9. Quoted in Ransom, op. cit., p. 218. 

10. Hammond, "Super-Carriers," p. 480. 
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defense witnesses some program alternatives. The hearing 

room provides access to dissenters within the defense 

establishment. Whether the extra appropriations were spent 

as Congress directed was probably not so important as the 

opportunity afforded the legislative branch for dissenters 

to air publicly a defense issue and offer an alternative to 

administration policy. But such opportunities can be main

tained only if Congress can protect the witnesses. 

The 1949 amendment creating a Department of Defense 

and strengthening the role of the Defense Secretary was 

approved by Congress carrying the explicit provision that 

service secretaries and military chiefs could bring their 

independent opinions on defense policy to congress."'""'' 

Shortly after the bill became law it was discovered that 

although committees could still obtain information from 

dissidents within DOD, the executive branch was not 

restrained from invoking retaliation. Congress had no way 

of protecting the positions of witnesses. Chief of Naval 

Operations Louis E. Denfield was promptly retired after 

testifying against the B-36 bomber and the -general concept 

of strategic bombing, even though House and Armed Services 

Committee Chairman Carl Vinson had advised the administra

tion at the beginning of the hearings not to exact reprisals 

11. Ries, op. cit.. p. 142. 
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against witnesses. On the other hand many objectors to 

administration policy were not retired. 

The provision that legally sanctified what have 

become known as end-runs to Congress survived the 1953 

reorganization and helped win the Air Force another unbud-

geted increment in 1956. One lesson that seemed to emerge 

during the first years of unification was the acceptability 

of boosting one's own service and a taboo against down

grading the other services, the latter being Admiral 

Denfield's error. 

Like the earlier Air Force increases, the 1956 

add-on was not spent. There were no immediate and obvious 

removals of officers in reprisal for their testimony. Two 

of the principal advocates of increased air power, Generals 

Curtis E. LeMay and Nathan F. Twining, continued to move up 

the military hierarchy long after their opponent at the 

hearings, Defense Secretary Charles E. Wilson, had left 

government service. 

Just as the 1947 organization was thought desirable 

due to the experiences of World War II and .the 1953 amend

ments were thought necessary after the Korean War, so the 

advent of Sputnik in 1957 made further centralization of DOD 

possible in 1958. This time the President objected to the 

12 end-run provision as "legalized insubordination." The 

12. Eisenhower, Waging Peace. p. 252. 
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House Armed Services Committee, still headed by Chairman 

Vinson, insisted upon its retention, pointing out that the 

language to which the President objected was written in the 

13 law in the 1953 reorganization bill. President 

Eisenhower believed, however, that the 1958 end-run provi

sion strengthened the access of military dissidents to 

Congress but he accepted it after making up his mind that he 

could always get rid of the service secretaries or chiefs 

14 who disagreed with the administration position. During 

the course of Senate Armed Services Committee hearings on 

the bill, Chief of Naval Operations Arleigh Burke was 

reprimanded by Defense Secretary Neil McElroy for stating 

objections to certain centralizing provisions of the legis

lation. Chairman Richard Russell abruptly stopped the 

hearings until he was assured that witnesses could give 

their opinions without fear of reprisal. Assurances were 

given and hearings resumed, although the Pentagon retained 

the right to be "disappointed" if its position were not 

supported.15 

Congressional committee exploitation of military 

discontent probably reached its zenith in 1959, in the 

period of post-Sputnik disenchantment. A rapid succession 

13. MacNeil, op. cit.. p. 170. 

14. Eisenhower, Waging Peace. p. 252. 

15. Ransom, op. cit.. pp. 247-249. 
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of defense secretaries, the waning powers of a President who 

could not succeed himself, and a newly strengthened Demo

cratic majority in Congress were factors which contributed 

to the near "insubordination" President Eisenhower had 

feared. Lyndon B. Johnson (D-Tex.) in his capacity as 

chairman of the Senate Armed Services Preparedness Sub

committee asked the Joint Chiefs to spell out their differ

ences with administration policy. They willingly did so, 

16 apparently with impunity. The Appropriations Committees 

drew out enough independent views to vote unbudgeted funds 

for procurement of the Nike Zeus ABM and anti-submarine 

warfare. Their triumph occurred the following year, in 1960, 

when President Eisenhower released about $600 million out of 

approximately $1 billion in frozen defense funds, most of 

which were for programs to which Congress had added unbud-

17 geted funds. 

The McNamara era witnessed a continuation of the 

struggle between executive and legislative branches over 

disclosure to Congress of alternative views within the 

defense hierarchy. McNamara could not deny Congress the 

dissenting opinions of the military, especially since it 

was written into law that independent views should be 

available to members. But he tried to structure the context 

16. Kolodziej, op. cit.. pp. 293-295. 

17. Ibid.. p. 323; Washington Star. October 1, 
1960, p. Al; October 26, 1960, p. A20. 
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in which they were presented. He formulated a rule requir

ing dissenting witnesses, if asked for a personal opinion at 

a hearing, to make it clear (1) that the dissenting views 

had been voiced prior to establishment of the OSD position 

(if true); (2) that they accepted the departmental deci

sions; and (3) that they knew the pros and cons of the 

18 departmental position. By explicitly laying out the 

ground rules, Secretary McNamara may have made the airing of 

alternative views easier, not more difficult. 

In 1963 two of the Joint Chiefs, General Curtis 

LeMay and Admiral George W. Anderson, were passed over for 

expected appointments. Because the two Chiefs were associ

ated with the House Armed Services Committee's efforts to 

promote bomber development and a nuclear navy, the passing 

over was interpreted by members as retaliation for the 

presentation of independent views to Congress. Chairman 

Vinson responded by introducing a bill to fix the term of 

all the Chiefs at a mandatory four years, without reappoint

ment. Probably due to the tragic conditions under which 

President Johnson succeeded to the Presidency, the measure 

laid fallow for several years. In 1967, however, after 

McNamara had continued to frustrate the committee in its 

efforts to move forward the bomber and nuclear applications 

for the Navy, the four year term provision passed as part of 

18. House Committee on Armed Services, Hearings on 
Military Posture. 89th Cong., 1st Sess., 1965, pp. 701-702. 
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a procurement authorization bill, to take effect in 1969. 

Thus not only was the end run to Congress sanctified in law, 

but a measure of job security for key dissenters came under 

legal protection. 

Of course the relationship between testimony to 

congressional committees and career advancement or interrup

tion cannot be proved. The congressional belief in a causal 

relationship was shown by the passage of the four year term 

bill involving the Chiefs. The following excerpt from a 

text for air cadets indicates what young officers are taught 

to expect: 

No responsible authority has taken the position that 
a military officer, when questioned by a committee 
of Congress, should conceal his personal, profes
sional, uncensored views as to issues of size and 
composition of forces, and, therefore, amounts of 
expenditures and appropriations. But the record 
suggests that when testimony is given under these 
circumstances in such a way that decisions of the 
President and the Secretary of Defense are under
mined rather than supported, the testifying officer 
is not likely long to remain in his post of duty. 
The reason publicly given for relieving or failing 
to reappoint him may be unrelated to the real 
reason.19 

It should be pointed out that deviant military 

advice is most useful to Congress for adding programs to the 

Presidents recommendation. Since the top-ranking personnel 

of the Navy criticized the B-36 in 1949, no service has 

openly sought to gain additional funding for itself by 

19. Quoted in Davis, op. cit.. fn 26, p. 263; cited 
therein as Readings in Defense Policy. Political Science 
412. 
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depreciating a sister service. Therefore the alternative 

advice that Congress receives from the military is about 

funding over and above the administration requests. Mili

tary leaders cannot be expected to offer alternatives which 

reduce the President's program. It has been argued 

convincingly elsewhere that congressional efforts to oppose 

centralization of DOD, to preserve the integrity of the 

separate services and their missions, and to protect 

committee access to the expression of military views, can 

best be understood in the light of the congressional need 

20 
for alternatives to administration recommendations. While 

this analysis recognizes that congressional cognizance of 

alternatives is the basis of the exercise of legislative 

influence, it posits the administration position and the 

preferences of the service chiefs as constituting the entire 

range of defense alternatives to be considered by Congress. 

But when Congress wants to reduce military spending below 

administration recommendations, when Congress wants to 

cancel programs, then the alternatives must be generated 

from outside the defense bureaucracy. Preservation of 

communications channels with the services helps Congress 

select among programs to add, but it does not help Congress 

determine which programs can be eliminated (see Chapter 7). 

20. Ries, op. cit. 
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While the main thrust of committee influence on DOD 

organization has been toward the preservation of channels of 

information from the military services, members who have 

devoted the better part of their political careers to 

national security problems have made important contributions 

in other ways. For example, a House Armed Services subcom

mittee headed by F. Edward Hebert (D-La.) worked for years 

21 
to standardize the supply system for the three services. 

Chairman George Mahon of the House Defense Appropriations 

subcommittee outlined the need for budgetary information in 

terms of roles and missions as early as 1959 and 1960 in 

letters directed to Secretaries of Defense McElroy and 

22 Thomas S. Gates. These recommendations and others of a 

similar nature made the McNamara reorganization, as sweeping 

as it was, less difficult. Secretary McNamara was fond of 

attributing many of the changes he made to the ideas 

23 generated by the committees. 

Senator Henry M. Jackson has, since 1959, presided 

over a long term series of hearings and studies on the 

organization and conduct of national securi-ty policy in his 

21. Douglas, op. cit.. p. 177. 

22. Hitch, Decision Making for Defense, pp. 26-27. 

23. See, for example, Secretary McNamara's remarks 
to Representative Hebert, House Committee on Armed Services, 
Hearings on Military Posture. 88th Cong., 2d Sess., 1964, 
p. 7106; and remarks to members, House Committee on Appro
priations, Hearings, Department of Defense Appropriations 
for Fiscal Year 1968. p. 242. 
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capacity as chairman of a Senate Government Operations sub

committee. Subcommittee documents stemming from hearings 

and staff studies compose an important body of source 

24 material for scholars and analysts. Included are 

compilations of recommendations on DOD reorganization, the 

overwhelming majority of which have advised more centraliza-

25 tion. Although no legislation came out of the studies, 

they have been recognized as directly influential on 

organizational decisions by a number of persons in the 

2 6 Kennedy administration. 

These three examples; the Hebert drive for a 

standard catalogue (and other efficiencies), the Mahon 

requests for a budget document tied to roles and missions, 

and the Jackson attempt to compile existing knowledge and 

opinion on national security organization suggest the 

diversity of congressional approaches to the exercise of 

influence on defense organization. Congressional committees 

24. According to Richard E. Neustadt, "there is no 
comparable source of information and appraisal on the con
duct of our government in foreign affairs." Senate 
Committee on Government Operations, Hearings, Conduct of 
National Security Policy, p. 120. 

25. Senate Committee on Government Operations, 
Organizing for National Security—A Bibliography. 86th 
Cong., 1st Sess., 1959; Administration of National Security. 
87th Cong., 2d Sess., 1962. 

26. See statement by President Kennedy, and testi
mony by Secretary of State Dean Rusk in Jackson, The National 
Security Council. pp. xiii and 255, Also see Hilsman, To 
Move a Nation, pp. 22-23. 
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and their members can be expected to specialize on problems 

at many different levels. 

In the postwar period the military establishment has 

become increasingly consolidated, while the civilian 

authority over it has become stronger and more centralized. 

Furthermore, the defense establishment has required ever 

increasing tax support, from $10 to $11 billion after World 

War II to $70 to $80 billion in the late 1960s. The 

congressional response to these trends has shown two 

characteristics; on the one hand Congress has been willing 

to cooperate in changes which appeared to promote efficien

cies and civilian control, but on the other, Congress has 

attempted to preserve as much pluralism as possible in the 

defense establishment. The preference for efficiency 

permitted Congress to accede to most of the executive branch 

suggestions for reorganization and the strengthening of 

civilian authority but the preference for pluralism resulted 

in congressional insistence upon the integrity of the 

separate services. The penchant to preserve pluralism is 

not only in accord with traditional American values but it 

serves to strengthen the congressional role in policy making 

by providing Congress with multiple information sources. 

The creation of separate agencies apart from DOD to manage 

atomic energy development and space exploration can be under

stood better in terms of their contribution to pluralism and 
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their enhancement of the congressional role than as simply 

examples of a preference for civilian authority. The in

sistence of Congress upon maintaining the distinctive 

military services and protecting the information flow from 

the service secretaries and military chiefs can be inter

preted as a method of protecting a measure of pluralism, 

which is another way of saying that a measure of congres

sional influence is preserved. The history of the congres

sional role in reorganization turns on the issue of protec

ting information channels to the subsystems within the 

defense hierarchy. By and large, congressional committees 

have succeeded in obtaining independent information from the 

services; they have been influential. Therefore, the 

congressional hearing room has been, until very recently, 

one of the few places where some range of views regarding 

strategic policy could be publicly discussed. Unfortunately, 

the independent (dissenting) information received from the 

military services has only been useful when Congress wanted 

to add funds to military programs. 

In view of past experience, Congress is likely to 

cooperate in a new reorganization in the near future, as it 

did after the shocks of World War II, the Korean War, and 

Sputnik. It may be expected that Congress will insist upon 

the provisions which permit the service secretaries and the 

military chiefs to bring their independent views to Congress. 

Since the years 1970 and 1971 are in a period of defense 
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budget cutting (see Chapter 7), there may be efforts to 

protect lower-level bureaucrats and officers as information 

sources because of experience in such cases as disclosure 

of the C-5A cost overruns. 

Congress and Military Construction 

Congressional committee influence on military con

struction has been alluded to in Chapter 3 in connection with 

committee structure, and explored in Chapter 4 in relation 

to district and state defense related benefits. This section 

looks at three other aspects of military construction 

reflecting congressional influence; budget requests, base 

closures, and civil defense. 

Budget Requests 

Table 19 shows the disposition of administration 

requests for military construction since 1952 (fiscal 1953). 

It will be remembered that the Armed Services Committees 

began annual authorization of military construction in 1950 

and the Appropriations Committees formed their Military 

Construction subcommittees in 1954, treating military con

struction as a regular appropriation measure rather than a 

supplemental. These committee actions indicate general 

acceptance that some new military construction projects 

would be funded annually for a period of years sufficient to 

justify distinctive organizational arrangements. The idea 
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Table 19. Congressional Changes in Military Construction3 

President's Authori Appropri
Fiscal Request zation ation Per Cent 
Year (billions) (billions) (billions) Change 

1970 1.9 1.6 1.6 -16 
1969 2.0 1.8 1.8 -10 
1968 2.9 2.3 2 'K -27 
1967 1.1 1.0 1.0b -9 
1966 2.1 . 1.8 1.8b -14 

1965 1.9 1.5 1.5 -21 
1964 2.0 1.6 1.6 -20 
1963 1.6 1.5 1.3 -18 
1962 1.0 .9 1.0 0 
1961 1.2 1.2 1.0 -16 

1960 1.6 1.2 1.4 -13 
1959 1.7 2.3 1.4 -18 
1958 1.7 1.5 1.5 -12 
1957 1.0 2.1 1.5 +50 
1956 1.5 2.4 1.2 -20 

1955 1.1 .8 .8 -27 
1954 .4 .5 .2 -50 
1953 3.0 2.4 2.3 -23 

a 
Sources: President's request and appropriations, 

Defense Department Documents QASD (Comptroller) EISED-085, 
1953; EISED-190, 1956; EISED-239, 1956; EFAD-272, 1959; 
FAD-300, 1960; EFAD-333, 1959; EFAD-347, 1959; EFAD-368, 
1960; FAD-386, 1961; FAD-406, 1961; FAD-438, 1963; FAD-481, 
1964; FAD-496, 1965; FAD-523, 1966; FAD-551, 1967; FAD-581, 
1968; FAD-603, 1969; FAD-625, 19 70. Authorization from 
Congress and the Nation. Vol. I and II. 

These figures do not include a total of $2 billion 
for construction in Vietnam, which was appropriated as 
requested. 
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of annual appropriations for military construction became 

institutionalized in committee structures. 

Table 19 tends to distort reality more than most 

others used in this study because military construction 

projects are likely to continue to be requested until funded, 

because many projects are authorized some years before funds 

are appropriated and some require additional funds as the 

work progresses. Furthermore, military construction pro

jects, like public works, are recognized as a legitimate 

tool of fiscal management and appropriated funds are 

released at the discretion of the executive branch. In the 

budget cutting atmosphere of 1969, for instance, House and 

Senate conferees said they agreed to military construction 

appropriations of $1.7 billion following an administration 

announcement that about 75 per cent of the construction 

27 would be deferred. The postponement of programs authorized 

and funded permits appropriations apparently to exceed 

authorizations, as they did for fiscal 1960 and 1962, 

obscuring the fact that all appropriations require prior 

authorization. 

The outstanding characteristics revealed by Table 19 

are the relative stability of military construction budgets 

in the face of rising defense expenditures in the post-

Korean period, and the propensity of Congress to reduce the 

27. Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report. Vol. 
XXVII, November 21, 1969, p. 2378. 
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President's requests. Military construction budgets rose 

slightly after fiscal 1964 when base housing costs began to 

be included, but by and large they have not changed much in 

the past 18 years. The amounts appropriated are small when 

compared to the whole defense budget but are not insig

nificant in terms of domestic programs. Military construc

tion appropriations are approximately equal to the civilian 
i 

"public works" package which includes projects of the Corps 

of Engineers, Bureau of Reclamation, and Bonneville Power 

Administration. If post-Korean military construction 

construction appropriations are compared with expenditures 

cited under the Bureau of the Budget's category "Natural 

Resources" (which includes water and power projects) a 

striking resemblance will be noted in stability of expendi-

28 tures and amount. The similarity suggests that while 

something over $1 billion each year may be appropriated for 

the categories Military Construction and Natural Resources, 

there seems to be an implicit rule against spending much 

more than $2 billion annually for these programs. The 

comparison is made, of course, under the pr-esumption that 

military construction projects have many of the same 

characteristics for members of Congress as public works 

projects. 

28. Congress and the Nation. Vol. I, p. 390; 
Vol. II, p. 133. 
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Neither the Armed Services Committees nor the 

Appropriations subcommittees appear to have any qualms about 

making drastic changes in administration requests for 

military construction projects (see Table 17). As was 

suggested by the data in Chapter 4, the committees appear to 

behave with complete confidence with respect to military 

construction funding. What might be unexpected from the in

fluence implied in Chapter 4 is the extent of the reductions 

which the committees usually impose on administration 

requests—larger than for most programs. The apparent 

increase in fiscal 1957 can be attributed to different 

handling of transfer funds rather than a congressional 

deviation from normal. Usually, military construction 

requests are reduced. This behavior also has similarities 

in public works. Fenno found that Bonneville Power Adminis

tration and Bureau of Reclamation ranked among the lowest of 

the 36 agencies he studied in terms of proportion of requests 

29 granted by Congress over a 16 year period. 

There are at least three explanations for stringent 

committee treatment of military construction bills. First, 

many of the requests, such as those for improvements on 

military posts or housing, are not viewed as vital to 

29. Fenno, The Power of the Purse, p. 585. The 
Corps of Engineers, which also customarily receives sizable 
cuts, was not included in Fenno•s study. 
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national security. As Chairman L. Mendel Rivers told his 

committee: 

I call the committee's attention to each and every 
line item in the [military construction] bill. 
There are over 1200 of them representing projects 
at over 300 installations. . . . Some are for 
entirely new facilities, others are for replace
ment of obsolete facilities. Undoubtedly, some 
facilities are more essential than others. I ask 
for your attention, your cooperation, and your 
help in ferreting out whatever weaknesses there 
may be in this request. Together, let us write a 
bill which will give to the services that which 
they need within the limits of reasonable frugality. 

Second, because of the public works nature of much 

military construction, both authorizations and appropria

tions can be postponed. When the Senate Armed Services and 

Appropriations Committees act in their appellate capacity by 

giving special attention to the reductions made on the House 

side, their considerations are usually not focused on whether 

or not the added facilities should be provided, but whether 

they should be postponed one year, or with less certainty, 

31 to a "later Military Construction Program." The great 

majority of the reductions in requests are postponements, 

rather than denials. 

30. House Committee on Armed Services, Hearings, 
Military Construction Authorization. Fiscal Year 1966. 89th 
Cong., 1st Sess., 1965, p. 1670. 

31. 31. See for example the reclamas (military requests 
for restoration of reductions by the House) in Joint Hearings, 
Senate Committee on Armed Services and Committee on Appro
priations , Military Construction Authorization. Fiscal Year 
1969. 90th Cong., 2d Sess., 1968, pp. 224-231, 365-385. 
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Third, because there seems to be an accepted pattern 

of deferral of some military construction authorizations, 

and then deferral of some appropriations, and then sometimes 

deferral of actual expenditures as well, the logical 

behavior for the military services would be to make requests 

well in advance of pressing needs, and the logical behavior 

for DOD would be to aid the committees in assignment of 

priorities. There are indications that DOD does help in 

selecting projects to postpone as the following comment on 

House Armed Services action suggests: 

The House has completed its action on this measure 
and has passed a bill totaling about $59 million 
below the departmental request. . . . Almost without 
exception the projects deleted by the House were 
taken from lists of possible reductions which the 
military departments were requested to furnish the 
House committee. They also made an across-the-board 
reduction in the amount of barracks and BOQs.32 

Even the across-the-board reduction referred to was not a 

denial of facilities in the strict sense but only a refusal 

to accept DOD's newly determined higher unit costs. 

These three factors; the non-vital character of most 

military construction projects, their capability of post

ponement without cancellation, and the customary high budget 

requests inviting committee cooperation in the selection of 

priorities among projects, all account for the treatment 

which military construction bills receive at the hands of 

Congress. The apparent negative treatment does not reveal 

32. Ibid., in statement by Senator Jackson, p. 68. 
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that there are a great many choices available to the 

committees—choices made possible by the high budget 

requests, by the normal congressional acceptance of a 

military construction bill of between $1 and $2 billion, and 

by the committee norm of postponing about 20 per cent of the 

projects each year. Committee choices are acknowledged to 

be of widespread interest throughout Congress. In order 

that all members may conveniently refer to committee action 

on the facility that interests them most, the indices of the 

hearings of three of the four principal committees are 

categorized according to state, and the installations 

therein. Sources of information on military construction 

unmistakably include independent channels from the bases 

themselves or from the city or towns benefiting from the 

proximity of the military facility. The propriety of a 

member requesting help of the military committees on a 

particular installation is unquestioned. For example, norms 

permit the Senate Majority Leader to write a committee chair-

33 man in regard to improvements for a base in his state. 

Base Closures 

An aspect of military construction which cannot be 

discerned from budget figures is the closing of military 

bases or shutdown of government plants that produce materiel. 

33. Letter from Majority Leader Mike Mansfield (D-
Mont.) to Senator Henry M. Jackson on behalf of additional 
facilities at Malmstrom Air Force Base, in ibid., pp. 267-
268. 
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Chapter 4 indicated that the military committee members are 

influential with respect to getting and protecting military 

installations in their states and districts and the preced

ing section showed that the committees have a rather wide 

range of choice in improving or adding new facilities. But 

a recurring pattern of the congressional committee-executive 

branch relationship is the periodic renewal of attempts to 

exercise formal control over shutdowns. Such efforts on the 

part of congressional committees imply a perceived need to 

restore waning influence. 

Joseph P. Harris has traced the precedent of the 

informal committee veto, a requirement that executive branch 

actions be "cleared" with certain committees, to a statute 

passed in 1944. This law required the Secretary of the Navy 

to come into agreement with the Naval Affairs Committees 

before the acquisition or disposal of land or facilities for 

naval installations. A similar law pertaining to land for 

use as proving grounds was enacted in 1949. These measures 

gave way to a requirement, instituted in 1951, that DOD come 

into agreement with the Armed Services Committees on all 

real estate transactions involving $25,000 or more. The 

relationship of these types of controls to constituency 

interest and information collection is plain. In a period 

of expanding base construction the Armed Services Committees 

could not examine all the transactions. The custom arose to 

refer the proposed transaction to the House member whose 
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district was involved and the appropriate senators to dis

cover if there were any objections. Since the question was 

usually about whether additional federal funds should flow 

into the district, there were few rejections. But the 

capability of the committees to resist closures must have 

posed some problems for President Eisenhower at the close of 

his administration. By I960 the provision had become 

intolerable enough to cause him to state in his budget 

message that if it were not repealed, the Defense Secretary 

would ignore it. Rather than press the executive branch too 

far, the Armed Services Committees modified the requirement 

to include real estate transactions of $50,000 or more which 

would be subject to disapproval by simple resolution of 

either house. 

Because a committee veto, exercised in private, is 

undoubtedly a stronger instrument of committee influence 

than the requirement of veto by a House or Senate Resolu

tion, which must be defended publicly, the modification 

appeared to diminish committee powers. But this relinquish

ing of formal committee powers over real estate transactions 

should probably be interpreted as a gesture by congressional 

units confident of their informal channels of influence. In 

1960, it will be remembered, the Joint Chiefs and the 

34. This paragraph uses information from Harris, 
op. cit., pp. 217-223. 
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military committees were prevailing in some issues over the 

planned programs of the administration. 

Another example of congressional efforts to control 

DOD decisions affecting districts is provided by Edith T. 

Carper's description of the life and death of a committee 

veto on transfers of work from government operated business 

to private industry. In the mid-fifties there was a climate 

of opinion favoring a return to private industry of some 

enterprises in which the government was engaged. Some 

government owned shipyards, arsenals, and a host of smaller 

plants appeared to be threatened, including a rope-making 

plant in the home state of House Majority Leader John 

McCormack (D-Mass.). The House Appropriations Committee 

initiated an appropriations rider, effective in 1955, 

requiring prior committee approval of all such work 

transfers. The House committee did protect some government 

run businesses, like the rope plant, but DOD made the 

committee pay a price in wasted time, swamping it with 

trivial details of minor transfers. The provision died the 

next year, for lack of congressional suppor-t, but the Senate 

Appropriations Committee report admonished DOD to justify 

all such work transfers on economic grounds—an informal, 

35 but probably effective control. 

35. The details of this story are in a thorough 
study by Carper, op. cit., pp. 47-82. 
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When Secretary McNamara took office there were no 

formal requirements for committee review of base closures. 

The four principal committees, of course, reviewed all new 

construction. Expenditures for new military construction 

projects stayed about the same after 1961, and were even 

boosted somewhat by the added increment for military hous

ing. But the attention of the principal committees was soon 
i 

turned to base closures, which were imposed in volume and 

apparently without the informal clearance utilized in the 

past. 

Secretary McNamara, it seemed, insisted upon closing 

what he deemed were unneeded installations regardless of the 

consequences to the local economy. Testifying before the 

House Armed Services Committee, he explained: 

The Defense Department cannot and should not assume 
responsibility for creating a level of demand 
adequate to keep the economy healthy . . . nor 
should it, in developing its programs, depart from 
the strictest standards of military need and 
operating efficiency in order to aid an economi
cally distressed company or community.36 

As if standards of military need could be assessed with some 

measure of preciseness, he reiterated: 

No one would argue that we should retard the 
progress of military technology simply because it 
causes obsolescence. Yet, when technological 
progress makes facilities obsolete, there is 

36. House Committee on Armed Services, Hearings on 
Military Posture. 1964, p. 6915. 
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frequently resistance to closing them, even though 
we have no further military requirements for them.37 

Secretary McNamara demonstrated his resolve by 

establishing in 1962 an Office of Economic Adjustment to 

give advice (but not funds) to communities stricken by base 

closures. From 1961 through the middle of 1967 he insti

tuted 967 closures or cutbacks eliminating about 207,000 

jobs, saving, it was claimed, $1.5 billion—about the same 

38 as was expended for new military construction each year. 

In 1967 at one of his last appearances to testify for 

defense appropriations, he told the committee that "none of 

these scheduled closings have been reversed," implying a 

39 triumph of sorts over congressional pressures. 

The problem was not really whether DOD should 

succumb to congressional pressures after the closures were 

announced, but whether the principal committees would be 

consulted before they were announced. Secretary McNamara 

apparently decided to try to avoid what he believed would be 

overwhelming congressional pressures by bypassing informal 

consultation with the principal committees and announcing 

closures during the Christmas season—preferably when 

37. House Committee on Armed Services, Hearings on 
Military Posture. 89th Cong., 2d Sess., 1966, p. 7546. 

38. House Committee on Armed Services, Hearings on 
Military Posture. 90th Cong., 2d Sess., 1968, p. 8856. 

39. House Committee on Appropriations, Hearings, 
Department of Defense Appropriations for Fiscal 1968, 
p. 396. 
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Congress was at recess. Although many bases were closed, 

and few, if any of the closure decisions were reversed, 

McNamara's methods left the future Defense Secretaries with 

far less flexibility, for the final outcome was a legal 

requirement for committee review. 

The first closures were announced in December 1963, 

affecting 33 installations in 14 states. A House Armed 

Services Committee member recalled that members of Congress 

were notified one day in advance of the official announce-

40 ment. Subsequently there was an attempt in the Senate to 

amend the military construction bill to prohibit funding of 

installations which would replace those shut down, but the 

amendment failed in conference. 

No more closures were announced until the elections 

of 1964 were over. Late in 1964 when Congress was in 

recess, Secretary McNamara announced many more closures, 

affecting facilities in 34 states. The committee member 

recalled a shorter notice: 

And, incidentally, in 1964, the Secretary of Defense 
didn't make that mistake, he didn*t advise the 
Members of Congress a day before, he advised them, 
if I recall 20 minutes before. And I was back in my 
district, and I had a tough job trying to find out 
what was going on, and get informed of it. even 20 
minutes before the official announcement.41 

40. Remarks of Samuel S. Stratton (D-N.Y.), House 
Committee on Armed Services, Hearings, Military Construction 
Authorization. Fiscal Year 1966. p. 2437. 

41. Ibid., p. 2438. 



304 

Secretary McNamara seemed to be proud of the effectiveness 

of his strategy and of the fact that his decisions were 

unmodified by congressional preferences: 

Every congressional delegation—at least one repre
senting every State in the Union--has tried to show 
me I was wrong. If we are wrong, we will correct 
it ... I haven't seen one [base closing] proved 
wrong yet.42 

The committee to which the above remarks were addressed, the 

House Armed Services Committee, wanted to participate in 

base closure decisions, to avoid what its members believed 

were "wrong" judgments. The committees set in motion a 

movement for formal committee clearance of base closures. 

After one presidential veto and some compromises with the 

Senate side, a provision was attached to the military con

struction bill of 1965 requiring submission of closure plans 

for a 30 day review period. Said Chairman Rivers: "I am 

43 going to save what is left." 

But in December, after Congress went out of session, 

Secretary McNamara announced closings or consolidations of 

126 more domestic facilities, fulfilling the 30 day require

ment but probably violating the spirit of the law which was 

meant to permit Congress to review planned closures. The 

next year, 1966, a provision was added requiring closure 

42. House Committee on Armed Services, Hearings on 
Military Posture. 1965, p. 541. 

43. House Committee on Armed Services, Hearings, 
Military Construction Authorization. Fiscal Year 1966. 
p. 2193. 
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plans to be submitted for review 30 days in advance while 

Congress is in session. The formal requirement indicated 

that informal agreements had not been working to the satis

faction of Armed Services Committee members. 

The principal committees and DOD had apparently come 

into agreements when announcements were made in 1969 of 

closures or cutbacks affecting 70,000 jobs—nearly one-third 
I 

of the jobs eliminated by the McNamara closures over a six 

year period. A suggestion that committee members had been 

apprised and were satisfied is provided by the following 

incident: the two Republican senators from New York, Jacob 

Javits and Charles Goodell, who serve on no military commit

tees, threatened an investigation on the grounds of alleged 

discrimination against the state of New York. Otis S. Pike 

(D-N.Y.) of the House Armed Services Committee (whose voting 

record resembled Goodell's in the House) dissuaded the 

members of his delegation: "I don't think there's much 

sense in our fighting it if the Defense Department says one 

44 of these installations is no longer needed." Pike's atti

tude does not prove that his committee participated in the 

closure decisions but chances are good that they did. 

As long as the Department of Defense builds bases, 

draws from local communities for employment, pumps federal 

dollars into the local economy, and then reserves to itself 

44. Quoted in Congressional Quarterly Weekly 
Report. Vol. XXVII, October 31, 1969, p. 2127. 
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the privilege of suddenly curtailing these activities, 

plunging small cities into recession with associated unem

ployment, business depression, and a decrease in property 

values, it can be expected that the military committees will 

exercise some formal or informal controls over base closures. 

If, as was the case during the Eisenhower administration, 

base closures cause a minimum of hardship because of their 

infrequency, the military committees may merely come into 

understandings with the executive branch. Apparently, these 

informal understandings were viewed as a detriment to 

efficiency by Secretary McNamara. His failure to consult 

with the committees resulted in legal provisions assuring 

committee review. Like the legal provision requiring four 

year terms for the Joint Chiefs, the requirement for commit

tee review of closures indicates that McNamara did not honor 

what the committees believed were proper avenues of commit

tee influence. If their influence waned somewhat during the 

McNamara tenure, the legacy left his successors was the 

institutionalization of formal channels of influence. 

Should the committees again feel confident.of their 

authority, they may be willing to relinquish some of these 

formal powers as they did in 1960. 

Shelter Programs 

In Table 18 at the beginning of this section, civil 

defense appropriations were lumped with military construction 
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in order to show the relationship of the two items to the 

rest of the defense budget. Civil defense, however, has 

always been distinct from military construction in DOD 

budget categories; indeed, civil defense programs were not 

even under the jurisdiction of DOD until 1961. But they are 

considered here because of potential similarities between 

civil defense—especially public shelter programs—and 

military construction. Both can bring in federal funds to 

districts and states. Shelters, presumably, could be funded 

for every single congressional district in the country. 

Both might constitute a form of redistributive pork barrel 

which would be helpful to local realtors, the building 

trades, and low income maintenance and service workers—a 

different clientele from defense plant workers. Shelter 

programs, however, have not turned into a redistributive 

pork barrel of any magnitude, as congressional treatment of 

civil defense in Table 20 shows. The principal reason for 

their inclusion here is the record of congressional opposi

tion to them. 

From President Truman's first proposal for a civil 

defense agency after the Soviet detonation of an atomic bomb 

in 1949, Congress resisted civil defense programs with its 

power of the purse, slashing administration requests to a 

degree unique for any program whose title included the word 

defense. Early funding requests were for studies, dispersal 

plans, cooperation with state and local governments in 
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Table 20. Congressional Changes in Civil Defense Requests3 

Fiscal 
Year 

President's Request 
(millions) 

Congressional Change 
(per cent) 

1970 75 -8 
1969 77 -20 
1968 111 -22 
1967 133 -24 
1966 194 -45 

1965 358 -71 
1964 300 -78 
1963 757 -83 
1962 208 0 
1961 76 -21 

1960 75 -41 
1959 60 -37 
1958 130 -70 
1957 123 -24 
1956 71 -7 

1955 86 -47 
1954 125 -62 
1953 600 -93 
1952 535 -86 
1951 403 -93 
1950 140 -100 

Total 4637 Aver. -45 

aSources: 1950-1961, Congress and the Nation, Vol. I; 
1962-1970, Department of Defense Documents, OASD (Comptrol
ler) FAD-406, 1961; FAD-438, 1963; FAD-481, 1964; FAD-496, 
1965; FAD-523, 1966; FAD-551, 1967; FAD-581, 1968; FAD-603, 
1969, FAD-625, 1970. 

^Figures before 1961 not precisely "comparable as 
they were not included in Department of Defense Expendi
tures . 
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manpower training, public information, warning systems, and 

stockpiling of medical supplies. Requests for shelters were 

repeatedly turned down until after Sputnik when a pilot 

program for prototype fallout shelters for home and com

munity was funded in the amount of $4.5 million. However, 

when General Services Administration requested about $7 

million for shelters in federal office buildings in 1960, no 

45 funds were provided. 

Samuel Huntington has drawn parallels between con

gressional attitudes toward civil defense and arms control 

and disarmament programs, proposing that the root of 

animosity lies in the difficulty of reconciling these pro

grams with the idea of deterrence through military strength. 

Both civil defense and arms control and disarmament programs 

46 suggest that deterrence might fail. Huntington's conten

tion is convincing to some degree because some opponents of 

shelter programs have advocated spending the money on 

offensive weapons. However, ABMs have often been defended 

on the grounds that deterrence might fail, especially in 

45. Histories of various civil defense bills are in 
the Congressional Quarterly Almanac, and a review of con
gressional actions may be found in Vol. XVII, 1961, p. 420, 
up to that date. A good report, on the status of civil 
defense programs in 1968 is in Wigner, op. cit., including 
a history by Neal Fitzsimons, "Brief History of American 
Civil Defense," pp. 28-47. 

46. Huntington, The Common Defense. Chapter 27. 
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47 respect to the number of lives that might be saved. Some 

of the advocates of expanded ABM programs, such as the 

members of the Senate Armed Services Committee, are the same 

persons who have opposed expanded shelter programs. Another 

explanation must be sought. The hearings indicate that most 

members of Congress have thought their constituents did not 

48 want civil defense programs, especially shelter programs. 

As has been pointed out, civil defense programs were 

handled with supplemental appropriations until 1955 when 

they became part of the Independent Offices appropriations 

package. The Armed Services Committees paid almost no 

attention to them because the military services were not 

•interested. But when President Kennedy took office he 

transferred civil defense activities to DOD, and in an 

effective maneuver, added civil defense funds to the regular 

Defense Appropriations bill as it moved through the legisla

tive process to the Senate subcommittee. The civil defense 

title, which provided for a survey to identify, mark, and 

47. As Senator Richard B. Russell told the Senate: 
"I admit that the system will not save every American life. 
But . . . even . . . Secretary McNamara admitted that it 
would be possible to save millions of lives, although we 
could not save them all." Congressional Record. Daily 
Edition, August 1, 1968, p. S 9967. 

48. For example, Daniel Flood (D-Pa.) told Secre
tary McNamara in 1967 that Congress turned down his 1963 
shelter program because "there is no interest among the 
people in civil defense." House Committee on Appropria
tions , Hearings, Department of Defense Appropriations for 
Fiscal Year 1968. p. 414. 
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stock public fallout shelter spaces in basements and inner 

rooms of existing structures, survived unscathed in the 

climate of the Berlin crisis of 1961. (See Table 20, fiscal 

1962.) The next year, however, House Appropriations 

Committee Chairman Clarence Cannon put civil defense appro

priations back in the Independent Offices Subcommittee for 

49 budget cutting purposes. Congress resumed its extreme 

budget cutting, eventually forcing the requests down to a 

level found acceptable in fiscal 1956. 

After its first success in getting the shelter 

survey program through, the Kennedy administration asked for 

a broadened community fallout shelter program which would 

supplement the spaces found in structures by subsidizing the 

building of fallout shelter capability in new public 

buildings such as schools and community centers. The 

purpose was to develop a continuing program of new fallout 

shelter capability which would keep current with population 

shifts and provide protection in the residential areas 

(which had few existing spaces compared to the downtown 

areas). A more innocuous plan could hardly.be imagined. 

The Appropriations subcommittee refused to fund it for 

fiscal 1963 on the grounds that such a plan needed prior 

authorization. Bills were sent to the Armed Services• 

Committees but no action was taken that year. The following 

49. Fenno, The Power of the Purse, p. 147. 



312 

year, on the request of President Kennedy, Chairman Vinson 

agreed to assign a subcommittee to hearings on the shelter 

program. There can be no doubt that most of the members 

opposed the legislation. The committee report stated: 

At the beginning of the hearing on May 28, 1963, 
most, or perhaps all, of the committee members were, 
for one reason or another, opposed to a fallout 
shelter program.50 

Members opposed it because they believed there was no con

stituency support for shelters. Formal and informal polls 

were cited to indicate lack of public sympathy for 

51 shelters. Subcommittee Chairman Hebert said: 

In all candor I wouldn't even be giving considera
tion to the bill today because I find no demand 
for these shelters. I find a great deal of 
criticism of the whole civil defense program. It 
is because this committee does recognize its 
responsibility of leadership that it sits here 
today, in order to get all the facts and find out 
everything it can. 

Surprisingly, after six weeks of testimony from 108 witnesses 

both in and out of government, the subcommittee members 

voted in favor of shelters. They persuaded a reluctant full 

committee and subsequently, the House, to accept their 

recommendations. But the Senate Armed Serv-ices Committee 

refused to take up the bill and the measure died. Thus 

50. House Committee on Armed Services, House Report 
715. 88th Cong., 1st Sess., 1963, p. 2. 

51. House Committtee on Armed Services, Hearings, 
Civil Defense-Fallout Shelter Program. 88th Cong., 1st Sess., 
1963, pp. 3123, 3903, 4161. 

52. Ibid., p. 3910. 
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Congress blocked a defense program offered by the adminis

tration, a program which had been presented as an essential 

element in the total defense effort and a complement to a 

53 future antiballistic missile system. 

Generalized congressional opposition to civil 

defense programs and shelters was based on a belief that 

there was no popular support for them. The business interest 

in shelters was negligible. As a DOD administrator testi

fied: "A great many of the trade associations have looked 

54 at this program . . . and they have all turned away." The 

independent information sources in communication with 

Congress were sufficiently negative that congressional 

committees were confident in opposing administration advice 

on civil defense for many years. 

In 1963, however, other information was made avail

able to the House Armed Services Committee in the shelter 

hearings; information and opinion both favorable and un

favorable to shelters from both administration and non

government sources. Undoubtedly because of this new infor

mation, the committee changed its position -and was able to 

persuade the House to follow its recommendations. But so 

confident was the Senate Armed Services Committee in its 

own sources of information on the matter that no shelter 

53. Ibid., p. 3030. 

54. Ibid., p. 3161. 
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hearings were held. So certain was the committee of its own 

competence to judge the value of shelter programs that 

administration advice was not permitted to enter into the 

judgment. The confidence of Congress in its own information 

resources on civil defense since 1963 is clearly shown in 

Table 20. Civil defense has been distinctive because of the 

extent of the budget cuts imposed by Congress. The shelter 

program is distinctive as one of the very few defense pro

grams ever denied by Congress since World War II. 

The data in Chapter 4 indicated that membership on 

the Armed Services Committees and Military Construction 

Appropriation subcommittees was associated in 1968 with 

higher-than-average employment at military bases. Committee 

influence on military construction decisions was thus 

implied. It was pointed out in Chapter 3 that the organiza

tion of the Military Construction subcommittees was intended 

to facilitate committee influence. The three additional 

approaches to military construction discussed above, budget 

requests, base closures, and shelter programs, support and 

supplement the conclusions of Chapters 3 and 4. The 

stability of the military construction budget at an amount 

between one and two billion dollars each year indicates the 

presence of political as well as military considerations in 

the establishment of spending levels. Between the one and 

two billion dollar limits, the committees show self-

confidence in exercising their own judgment as to how much 
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of the requested program should be passed, and how much 

postponed. Their power is enhanced by the DOD practice of 

recommending a large group of projects that are deemed 

ultimately necessary but not urgent. The committees thus 

have the opportunity to make choices as to which districts 

might receive special help. Committee influence on military 

construction matters is an accepted norm in Congress; 

members of Congress appear at hearings and write letters to 

the committees in behalf of certain projects. It should be 

noted that appeals on behalf of a particular weapons contract 

which would benefit a district are not made publicly in 

hearings, indicating that committee influence on contractor 

selection is not an accepted norm. 

Because of the principal committees' involvement in 

military construction, there is an expectation on the part 

of members that the committees will be consulted in respect 

to base closures. It is suggested here that when rules are 

written into law insuring committee clearance of base 

closures, then informal rules, usually satisfactory, are not 

working. Informal rules offer both the executive and the 

committees the most flexibility and they apparently 

functioned well until Secretary McNamara's tenure. It 

should be noted that nearly all of the base closures 

effected during McNamara's stewardship took place before 

1968 which was the year committee membership was associated 

with base employment in Chapter 4. In spite of the actions 
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of Secretary McNamara, and notwithstanding some closures 

which affected committee members, the principal committees 

still seemed to be able to protect the installations in the 

districts and states of most of their membership. Still the 

waning of committee influence was manifested in the law 

requiring committee clearance. The law was an attempt to 

restore committee influence, not to enlarge the committee 

role beyond its former limits. 

Finally, the committees influenced the administra

tion-recommended public shelter program of 1963 in one of 

the most decisive ways congressional committees can behave. 

The program was denied, virtually vetoed, by the refusal 

of the Senate Armed Services Committee to hold hearings. 

The sense of competence of the Senate committee in this 

case, where there was apparently a body of negative 

constituent opinion, should be contrasted with the usual 

congressional acceptance of any new weapons development 

program DOD proposes. Regardless of the merits of the 

proposed shelter program (and they were considerable), the 

significant point is that the Senate committee was abso

lutely confident of its own judgment on the matter, defying 

DOD advice and ignoring the change of position of the House 

counterpart committee. The independence of the principal 

committees in matters of military construction budget 

requests, base closures, and shelters can be attributed to 
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constituency feedback in these essentially "domestic" policy 

areas. 

Military Personnel 

Turning now from the congressional role in defense 

organization and military construction to an analysis of 

committee influence on military personnel programs, it 

should be noted that unlike reorganization and construction 

which affect only a small proportion of the defense budget, 

military personnel programs constitute a major category of 

annual defense expenditures. To round out the stark facts 

indicated by budget figures, some legislative history will 

continue to be used in combination with budgetary history to 

help illuminate the extent of congressional involvement in 

military personnel policy making. As will be shown shortly, 

congressional changes in DOD budgetary requests do not 

constitute as important an area of influence as do congres

sional changes in the administration's legislative recom

mendations for such programs as selective service, military 

pay, provisions for reserve forces, and Universal Military 

Training. The latter proposal, like the proposal for 

community shelters, was one of the few major military 

programs ever turned down by Congress in the postwar era. 

Budget Requests 

Table 18 showed that military personnel expenditures 

are one of the two largest categories of defense spending, 
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usually constituting about one-third of the total defense 

budget. But because expenditures for military personnel are 

apparently a controlling factor in the determination of 

levels of spending for the category of operation and maint

enance, their significance probably goes beyond one third to 

half of the defense budget. Whoever sets force levels 

determines, within certain limits, close to three fifths of 

the whole defense budget. 

It was shown in Chapter 5 that Congress has treated 

defense requests better than the President's total request 

for all programs in- the post-World War II period. Congress 

never once appropriated more funds for all programs in a 

year than the President requested, but cut the total request 

on an average of 5 per cent. On the contrary, defense pro

grams were not invariably reduced but were increased 6 years 

of the 23 since fiscal 1948, averaging a reduction of 2.3 

per cent. Turning now to military personnel programs, Table 

21 shows that Congress changes them only very slightly, 

treating them more favorably than the defense budget as a 

whole. For the 18 year period beginning frscal 1953, mili

tary personnel programs have been reduced only an average of 

1.2 per cent, as compared with a reduction of 2.3 per cent 

for the entire defense budget. From the table it would be 

defensible to contend that Congress has attempted to change 

military manpower programs very little, and such an inference 

is largely true. Since World War II Congress has preferred 
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Table 21. Congressional Changes in Military Personnel and 
Defense Budgets3 

President•s Congressional Congressional 
Military Personnel Changes in Changes in 

Fiscal Budget , Military Defense 
Year (billions) Personnel Budgetc 

1970 24.4 - 3 . 3 %  - 7 . 5 %  
1969 24.4 -2.4 -7.0 
1968 22.6 -2.1 -2.7 
1967 20.4 +.3 +.5 
1966 17.5 +.2 -.1 

1965 15.0 +.1 -1.5 
1964 14.6 -2.9 -3.6 
1963 13.7 -1.6 +.1 
1962 13.2 +.5 +. 6 
1961 12.2 +.1 +1. 7 

1960 12.0 +• 2 -.1 
1959d 11.2 -.8 +2.0 
1958 11.0 .0 -1.8 
1957 11.9 -. 3 +.1 
1956 11.8 .0 -1.1 

1955 11.6 -.9 -3.6 
1954 12.6 -1.2 -3.9 
1953 12.4 -8.1 -11.3 

Average Change -1.2% -2.3% 

aSources: Department of Defense Documents OASD 
(Comptroller) EISED-085, 1953; EISED-190, 1956; EISED-239, 
1956; EFAD-272, 1959; FAD-300, 1960; EFAD-333, 1959; EFAD-
347, 1959; EFAD-368, 1960; FAD-386, 1961; FAD-406, 1962; 
FAD-438, 1963; FAD-481, 1964; FAD-496, 1965; FAD-532, 1966; 
FAD-551, 1967; FAD-581, 1968; FAD-603, 1969; FAD-625, 1970. 

b -Includes budget revisions and supplementals. 

(J Defense budget excludes funds for military con
struction, civil defense, military assistance, AEC, and 
NASA. 

^Data before fiscal 1960 may not be strictly 
comparable as different budget categories were employed. 
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to let the executive branch set force levels. The appro

priations committees have tended to alter most military 

personnel programs only slightly, imposing economies on 

other budget categories, like operations and maintenance, 

and research and development. Major increases are rare. 

Two minor increases which added funds for the Marine Corps 

for fiscal 1956 and 1960 were not used by the executive 

55 ' 
branch. 

However, the appropriations committees have been 

very active in changing the budget requests for the military 

reserve forces. While this behavior touches only a small 

segment of the defense budget, about 1^ per cent, it is so 

much at variance with behavior toward the rest of the mili

tary personnel portion that it deserves further attention. 

The Reserves 

Requests for the reserve branches (Army and Air 

Force National Guard and Army, Navy, Marine, and Air Force 

Reserves) were consistently close to 5.2 per cent of the 

military personnel budget from 1955—when the Reserve Forces 

Act was passed—until the late 1960s, when requests dropped 

to about 4.5 per cent. The reserve share of the manpower 

budget has thus been very small. Most of this share, about 

65 per cent, has gone to the Army Reserves and the Army 

55. House Committee on Armed Services, House Report 
1406, 87th Cong., 2d Sess., 1962, pp. 5-6. 
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National Guard. Table 22 compares congressional changes in 

the military personnel budget with changes in the Army 

Reserve and National Guard budget requests. The table 

suggests that the appropriations committees have behaved 

with great confidence in regard to reserve levels and have 

not limited themselves to the very minor changes customarily 

effected on the budget requests of the active armed forces. 

At the close of the Korean War the budget requests of the 

Army Reserves and National Guard received proportionate cuts 

far greater than the active forces. In the post-Sputnik 

period, on the other hand, the Guard and Reserves received 

far greater proportionate increases. The budgets of other 

branches ~af the reserves (the Air Guard, the Navy and Marine 

Reserves) have been changed less frequently by the congres

sional committees, and the changes have been more moderate 

than for the Army branches. 

Keeping in mind that the budget for all the reserve 

forces amounts to no more than lJg per cent of the total 

defense budget, and about 5 per cent of the manpower budget, 

the increases for fiscal years 1959, 1960, and 1961 are in

significant in their effect on defense spending. But they 

are significant as reflections of congressional authority. 

The increases in these three years were in response to 

President Eisenhower's attempt to reduce reserve funding by 

10 per cent. Thus they represent congressional efforts to 
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Table 22. Congressional Changes in Reserve Budget Requests3 

Changes in Changes in Changes in 
Fiscal Army National Army Reserve Personnel 
Year Guard Budget Budget Budget 

1970 -1.856 -1.096 -3.3% 
1969 -5.0 -5.2 -2.4 
1968 .0 .0 -2.1 
1967 +7.8 +9.4 +. 3 
1966 +8.5 +10.0 + .2 

1965 +1.1 .0 +.1 
1964 +.1 .0 -2.9 
1963 +9.8 +11.4 -1.6 
1962 +16.3 +11.0 + .5 
1961 +15.7 +17.0 +.1 

1960 +22.4 +14.7 +• 2 
1959 +10.3 +14.2 -.8 
1958 +4.1 .0 .0 
1957 +4.6 -3.6 -.3 
1956 .0 -.3 .0 

.1955 -.0 .0 -.9 
1954 -.6 -16.6 -1.2 
1953 -30.0 -36.5 -8.1 

aSources: Department of Defense Documents OASD 
(Comptroller) EISED-085, 1953; EISED-190, 1956; EISED-239, 
1956; EFAD-272, 1959; FAD-300, 1960; EFAD-333, 1959; EFAD-
347, 1959; EFAD-368, 1960; FAD-386, 1961; FAD-406, 1962; 
FAD-438, 1963; FAD-481, 1964; FAD-496, 1965; FAD-532, 1966; 
FAD-551, 1967; FAD-581, 1968; FAD-603, 1969; FAD-625, 1970. 
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restore spending to former levels. not to achieve new high 

levels of spending. 

The Democrat-controlled Appropriations Committees, 

with the full support of both Armed Services Committees and 

the House and Senate, insisted that reserve levels be main

tained at former strengths. In order to assure that appro

priated funds would be spent by the executive branch, and 

not impounded, the committees wrote into the appropriations 

bill for fiscal 19 59 a provision forbidding the President to 

commit any funds for Army National Guard and Reserves unless 

it was for the purpose of maintaining them at the levels 

prescribed by Congress. President Eisenhower called the 

action "an unprecedented departure from past policy," but 

5 6 he signed the bill. The President was correct. Congres

sional action on the reserve bill constituted the first 

instance of mandatory language directing the expenditure of 

funds in the postwar period. 

The mandatory language was repeated for the Guard 

only in the appropriations bills for fiscal 1960 and 1961, 

but the committees came into an understandi-ng with DOD that 

57 the unbudgeted increases for the Reserves would be spent. 

56. New York Times. August 23, 1958, p. 5. 

57. Kolodziej, op. cit.. 484-486; Levantrosser, 
op. cit., pp. 99-115; Martha Derthick, The National Guard in 
Politics (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1965), pp. 
142-147. 
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The special treatment accorded the Guard may be attributed 

to the close ties of this branch with state governments. 

The significance of this comparatively small increase 

was that congressional committees asserted their authority 

with respect to the executive branch in regard to the 

setting of manpower force levels. The President could have 

vetoed the appropriations bills but chose not to. The 

precedent carried over to the Democratic administration; 

although the mandatory language was not in the appropriations 

bills, the unbudgeted increases were expended. Secretary of 

Defense Robert S. McNamara explained that the administration 

respected the Constitutional authority of Congress to raise 

armies: 

On the issue of forces relating to Reserve and 
Guard, the responsibilities of Congress are very, 
very clear, and when the Congress says "you shall 
program 700,000 men," even though I think that is 
a terrible waste, as I do, we program them. 

Of course the Constitutional explanation has 

validity for the Guard, which is the militia referred to in 

Article 1, Section 8 of the Constitution, but it is less 

clear for the Army Reserves, and it certainly was not per

ceived to apply in the case of Marine Corps levels which 

58. House Committee on Armed Services, Hearings on 
Military Posture. 1965, p. 475. Also see Secretary 
McNamara»s reference to the Constitutional authority of 
Congress in House Committee on Appropriations, Hearings. 
Department of Defense Appropriations for Fiscal Year 1968, 
p. 239; and House Committee on Armed Services, Hearings on 
Military Posture. 1968, p. 8536. 
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Congress would have raised in 1956 and 1960. It will be 

shown in Chapter 7 that the executive branch customarily 

ignores unbudgeted congressional increases for weapons pro

grams. It seems that the executive practice of honoring 

unbudgeted increases for the reserve forces and not honoring 

them for weapons systems may be more closely related to the 

relative costs, and strategic importance of the two types 

of increases than to strictly constitutional considerations. 

In the case of the reserve forces, although 

Secretary McNamara implemented the unbudgeted increases, he 

attempted to restore executive branch control over reserve 

issues in other matters. The results were mixed. He 

succeeded in achieving a reduction in the reserve force 

levels and in barring about 5000 government employees, 

including 79 members of Congress and 240 congressional staff 

59 assistants, from the active reserve services. He 

succeeded in reorganizing the reserve forces. His efforts 

to merge the Guard and Reserve, however, met with resist

ance. Although some units were combined in a trend toward 

merger, the upshot of three years of controversy was a 1967 

law blocking further mergers and requiring specific congres

sional authorization of reserve levels prior to appropria

tions—in effect a strengthened role for Congress. The case 

is similar in outcome to those concerning base closures and 

59. Congress and the Nation. Vol. II, p. 836. 
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the right of the Joint Chiefs to give testimony at variance 

with OSD policy. 

Why have the committees opposed executive branch 

recommendations with respect to reserve levels while accept

ing them to a remarkable degree for the active services? 

It is probable that Congress perceives the setting of force 

levels for the active military services as foreign policy 

decisions. The point of large forces in being, after all, 

is their potential effect on foreign governments—to 

reassure friends and deter or fight enemies. Most informa

tional feedback generated from force level policy flows to 

the executive branch. However, certain aspects of military 

personnel policies are essentially domestic in their 

ramifications, which is to say informational feedback passes 

to Congress. These aspects include military pay and 

selective service issues, which will be taken up shortly, 

as well as Reserve and Guard issues. Two detailed studies 

of the Guard and Army Reserves suggest the importance of 

these organizations as independent sources of information, 

linking the informational feedback to Congress with congres

sional capability to propose alternatives to DOD recommenda

tions. Martha Derthick points out that although the National 

Guard is too small and diffuse to compose a threatening 

voting bloc, there are units bringing some economic benefits 

to nearly every district in the nation. Guardsmen, further

more, tend to be among the politically active elite of 
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communities.^ When Guard issues arise, members of Con

gress, especially those on the four major military commit

tees, are informed.^ Men in particular units write to 

Congress on behalf of those units, providing an independent 

information source for congressional committees. "This 

capacity to communicate with Congress is the Guard's 

62 principal resource of influence." According to Derthick, 

in most military matters the Department of Defense 

. . . monopolizes the supply of information, and 
Congress has difficulty reaching independent judg
ments without an independent supply of facts. The 
Guard and NGA [National Guard Association], not 
being subject to control by the Defense Department, 
give Congress information with which to challenge 
the judgment of the Defense Department in reserve 
matters .... 

That the Guard's independence of the Defense Depart
ment serves the interest of Congress is one reason ^ 
why Congress continues to protect that independence. 

William Levantrosser's study of Armed Forces Reserve 

policies also indicates the connection between congressional 

interest in the Reserves and the economic benefits brought 

64 to nearly every district. Congressional support of the 

reserves in opposition to the administration is explained as 

a conscious attempt on the part of members to compensate for 

60. Derthick, op. cit., pp. 85-86. 

61. Ibid., pp. 126-127. 

62. Ibid., p. 131. 

63. Ibid., pp. 134-135. 
* 

64. Levantrosser, op. cit., pp. 172, 216. 
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some of the power lost to the executive branch in military 

policy making.As to why power should be regained in 

Reserve issues rather than others, Levantrosser points to 

the role of independent information sources as a key to 

congressional influence in this area: 

Congress encouraged interest group participation 
in this policy making process as an alternate 
source of information .... 

1 
Congress still seeks and finds information from 
the ROA [Reserve Officers Association] that would 
otherwise not be uncovered.66 

Both Derthick and Levantrosser present Congress as 

essentially supportive of Guard and Reserve activities. 

Turning back to Table 22, it should be noted that Congress 

has been both supportive and suppressive of Army Guard and 

Reserve programs. Nonetheless their point that Congress is 

more influential in reserve affairs than other programs is 

supported by the behavior indicated by the table. Further

more, their explanation for congressional influence as the 

consequence of independent information flowing to Congress 

from reserve organizations and their supporters is in accord 

with the thesis of this study. 

Perhaps too much space has already been devoted to 

congressional influence in the reserve issue area— 

certainly more than its share of the defense budget would 

65. Ibid., pp. 98, 215. 

66. Ibid.. pp. 211, 217. 
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warrant. But in view of sustained congressional interest 

and considerable success in the exercise of influence in 

reserve matters, a committee technique with respect to the 

informational flow deserves note. Derthick observed that 

the National Guard supplied committee members with informa

tion but that "to solicit information is too much trouble 

67 for the congressman . . . ." The House Armed Services 

Committee, however, has solicited information so as to 

enhance committee influence in Guard matters. 

In 1966 Chairman Rivers brought in a staff member 

from the Federal Bureau of Investigation to conduct a spot 

check investigation of Guard units to determine whether 

shortages existed in vehicles and equipment. According to 

comments which appeared in that year's procurement hear

ings, Chairman Rivers had heard numerous stories about the 

shortages. He had ordered the investigation to provide 

68 evidence and shortages were revealed. Ultimately, the 

equipment for Guard units was upgraded—partially due to 

Rivers' investigation. The episode illustrates how the 

military committees consider policies affeGting the 

reserves as their special domain to the extent that they 

may actively solicit information about them. 

67. Derthick, op. cit., pp. 132-133. 

68. House Committee on Armed Services, Hearings on 
Military Posture. 1966, pp. 7768, 7860-7864. 
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Congressional interest in the reserve forces cannot 

be associated with congressional concern with the total 

military personnel budget and the ramifications of the 

latter for the total defense budget. While the setting of 

force levels is largely left to the executive branch, the 

committees have pressed congressional influence in the 

relatively minor area of the reserves. Congressional influ

ence in reserve policy can be explained by constituency 

interest and by the role of the reserve forces as inde

pendent information sources which help the committees to 

find alternatives to OSD recommendations. 

Military Pay 

Spending for military personnel is dependent on two 

factors: the number of personnel and their pay scales. 

While the Appropriations Committees have defined a very 

modest congressional role in adjusting manpower levels up or 

down (within the very broad limits set by the authorizing 

process), the Armed Services Committees, after a long period 

of working in friendly cooperation with the executive branch, 

have recently asserted greater congressional authority in 

the setting of pay scales, and have reduced the range of 

discretion available to the executive branch in these 

matters. 

Until 1965 military pay increases were ratified by 

Congress in a form close to administration recommendations. 
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Pay scales were increased every third year from 1946 through 

1958 and increases were enacted in 1963 and 1964. Other 

benefits such as family allowances and medical care for 

dependents were expanded from time to time. In 1949 and 

1952 Congress authorized pay scales slightly lower than 

those requested by the administration but all other years 

the two branches were in harmony until 1965. In that year 

Chairman Rivers of the House Armed Services Committee 

spearheaded a successful congressional drive for a signifi

cant pay increase. The increase authorized by Congress cost 

over twice the amount recommended by President Johnson. 

.Spurred by evidence that some members of the armed services 

would be better off receiving unemployment compensation, and 

that others were eligible for local welfare benefits, 

Chairman Rivers argued that the new scales should be aligned 

69 with those of federal civilian employees. He persuaded 

both the House and the Senate committee of the validity of 

his position. 

Upon signing the bill into law, President Johnson 

said: "In this critical period ... in li-ght of the 

69. For evidence of the relative poverty of some 
servicemen and the incidence of moonlighting, see House 
Committee on Armed Services, Hearings on Military Posture. 
1965, pp. 768, 769, 805; Senate Committee on Armed Services, 
Military Procurement Authorization, 1965, p. 831. 
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alternatives available to me, I have concluded that the 

70 public interest will best be served by signing the bill." 

The following year a new unbudgeted pay increase was 

originated in the same committee, attached to the pro cure-

ment authorization bill, and also accepted by the President. 

A pay increase in 1967 (requested by the administra

tion) was passed by Congress at the levels requested. But 

the final bill carried a provision, opposed by the adminis

tration, for automatic military pay increases to be tied to 

corresponding salary increases for federal civilian 

employees. In other words, the raises needed to keep 

civilian employees, who were free to seek other employment 

at any time, were to be matched by raises to military 

personnel, whose mobility was restricted. Furthermore, 

civilian pay scales were already scheduled to be brought up 

in stages to the levels of private employees in the next 

three years. The law therefore, made similar increases for 

the armed forces mandatory. These were significant congres

sional victories; the administration estimated the annual 

cost of the 1965, 1966, and 1967 laws as adding about $540 

million, $350 million, and $2.7 billion to the yearly man

power budgets, for a total of $3.6 billion over what the 

executive branch recommended. Many members of the Armed 

Services credit Chairman Rivers with responsibility for the 

70. Quoted in Congress and the Nation. Vol. II, 
p. 837. 
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71 pay increases. Be that as it may, the Rivers chairmanship 

to the House Armed Services Committee coincided with the 

movement for the higher pay scales for the lower grades. 

Until Rivers succeeded Chairman Vinson in 1965 the Armed 

Services Committees had let the administration take the lead 

in setting pay levels and had cooperated in the policy of 

permitting no meaningful raises for the draftee. The 1946 

pay act set the draftee's pay at $75 per month. In 1965 the 

draftee received only $78 per month—much less in purchasing 

power than the 1946 amount. As Secretary McNamara explained 

the policy of low pay scales for draftees in connection with 

raises granted to other grades in 1964: 

We consciously avoided an increase in the enlisted 
personnel who were in the grades represented by 
obligated service. We didn't believe that men who 
were drafted should be given a pay increase of any 
magnitude.72 

The congressional actions beginning in 1965 reflected 

Chairman Rivers' receptiveness to reports of financial hard

ships of the lower grades and widespread congressional 

concern for the draftee. Between 1965 and 1969 base pay was 

73 increased nearly 50 per cent from $78 a mon-th to $115. 

71. A black airman from the South told the writer 
that if Chairman Rivers ran for President, every serviceman 
in the United States would vote for him. 

72. Senate Committee on Armed Services, Military 
Procurement Authorization. 1965, p. 324. 

73. Ibid., p. 339; Congress and the Nation. Vol. 
II, p. 94. 
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Rivers also secured congressional approval of the 

idea that military pay scales should rise when federal 

civilian increases are granted—another departure from long

standing administration policy. It is important to note 

that the case for the draftee's pay and that for equity with 

federal civilian employees were both pressed while the war 

in Vietnam was escalating—at a time when the military 

personnel were obviously making greater sacrifices for the 

country than anyone else. Rising draft calls increased the 

number of constituents affected. The coincidence of the war 

with the raises probably made a presidential veto difficult, 

if not impossible. And unlike authorizations for weapons 

programs or military construction, the administration cannot 

simply choose to ignore increased pay scales. For if 

military personnel are paid at all, they must be paid 

according to law. 

Congressional independence in this issue area arose 

out of knowledge, supplied by constituents and the press, 

that some servicemen were suffering financial hardships, and 

from the leadership offered by Chairman Rivers in the 

climate of opinion engendered by rising draft calls in an 

escalating war. In attacking the policy of deliberate 

underpayment of draftees and in associating military pay 

increases with those granted federal civilian employees, 

Congress revealed general discontent with some of the 

customary distinctions which permitted discrimination 
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between those in military service as opposed to those in 

other types of public service. This discontent was later 

manifested again in a movement against the draft. Congres

sional influence in matters of military pay, like the 

influence in Army Guard and Reserve issues, is due to the 

independent sources of information and opinion available to 

Congress which reduce dependence upon DOD for policy 

alternatives. 

Conscription 

While Congress never hesitated to draft men in time 

of war, peacetime armies in the United States were tradi

tionally manned by volunteers until the World War II period 

and the subsequent cold war. The first peacetime draft law, 

passed just prior to the elections of 1940, aroused opposi

tion representing a wide political spectrum ranging from 

conservatives like Robert Taft to progressives like George 

Norris. Opponents were able to amend the measure so as to 

prohibit drafted men from being sent outside of the United 

States and its possessions. When the draft was up for 

renewal the next year, it passed the House by a margin of 

only one vote. But when the United States entered the 

conflict, opposition faded away. 

In the postwar period Congress became reconciled to 

peacetime selective service but universal military training 
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(UMT) was resisted as a symbol of the type of militarism 

that was formerly associated with any peacetime draft. 

From the close of World War II in 1945 until 1952 

the issue of universal military training formed part of the 

considerations involved in selective service bills and 

reserve policy. Congressional decisions on UMT affected the 

alternatives available in deciding draft and reserve policy. 

A lasting selective service policy was formulated in the war 

year of 1951 and the UMT issue was settled conclusively by 

Congress in 1952—the United States would not have it. 

Finally, the problem of recruiting reservists from the 

civilian population was dealt with by Congress in 1955. On 

questions involving conscription, Congressional committees 

have exercised independent judgment with respect to the 

formulation of policy; the bills seldom emerged in the form 

the administration desired. But once a policy has been 

agreed to by the President and Congress, the legislative 

branch has resisted changes proposed by the executive branch. 

While Congress has many times assented to an extension of 

existing draft law, it has been reluctant to change the law. 

This behavior suggests the difficulty of securing agreement 

on conscription policy to begin with, and reluctance to 

experiment with departures from existing policy, partly 

because of the difficulty of obtaining a compromise solu

tion, and partly because the nature of the feedback from the 

new policy is unknown. 
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Universal Military Training 

An outstanding example of the exercise of congres

sional authority in opposition to the executive branch is 

the case of universal military training. Presidents 

Roosevelt and Truman both advocated UMT. It was requested 

for six consecutive years which spanned postwar anti-

militarism and the resurgence of support for the military 

during the Korean War. But two Congresses controlled by 

Democrats and one controlled by Republicans turned the 

administration down. 

In his final State of the Union message of January 

6, 1945, President Franklin D. Roosevelt called for 

74 universal military training after the war. All the 

services supported UMT and the newly enlarged veterans• 

groups proved to be consistent supporters. President 

Truman, when he took office, thought he had an opportunity 

to implement his long held belief that universal training 

for all males, excepting only those with total disability, 

would be beneficial. He thought of UMT as an opportunity 

to develop skills, raise physical standards, lower the 

illiteracy rate, and foster the "moral and spiritual wel

fare" of the nation's youth. Furthermore, he believed that 

74. The following account is derived from John M. 
Swomley, Jr., The Military Establishment (Boston: Beacon 
Press, 1964); John Graham, The Universal Military Obligation 
(New York: The Fund for the Republic. 1958): Neblett. op. 
cit.: Millis, op. cit. 
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a citizen reserve was needed to reinforce the standing army 

in times of danger. The pool of trained manpower was 

supposed to offer protection, or possibly deterrence, in the 

face of "the atomic bomb, the rocket, and modern airborne 

75 armies." President Truman thus held the two assumptions 

that were basic to most arguments for UMTj that military 

training would offer educational, physical, and moral 

benefits to American youth that the civilian institutions 

were not providing, and that an available pool of trained 

fighting manpower was essential to the maintenance of 

security under conditions of modern warfare. Opponents 

disagreed on these basic assumptions. It was argued that 

such a training program was contrary to our basic institu

tions and smacked of militarism, and that large standing 

armies and pools of trained fighting manpower were anach

ronisms in modern atomic warfare. 

The matter was before congressional committees every 

year from 1945 through 1952. Hearings were open to govern

ment and non-government witnesses and pressure group 

7 6 activity was intense. Opponents of UMT included church, 

labor, farm, and educational groups while the chief pro

ponents, in addition to the military services, were the 

75. Harry S. Truman, Years of Decision (Garden 
City: Doubleday & Co., 1955), pp. 510-511. 

76. The pressure group activity is described in 
detail in Swomley, op. cit. 
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American Legion and Veterans of Foreign Wars. Although more 

organized groups opposed UMT than supported it, a series of 

polls taken between 1945 and 1956 showed that public support 

for some form of universal service never dropped below 60 

4- 77 per cent. 

Not only was the issue of UMT under consideration, 

but the public relations campaign in connection with it 

became the subject of congressional hearings. The War 

Department mounted a publicity campaign to offset, it was 

said, the opposition of "subversive groups and a large sec-

78 tion of the public which does not think." A subcommittee 

of the House Committee on Expenditures was moved to conduct 

hearings on the public relations tactics used to promote UMT. 

A critical report was issued charging the War Department 

with using government funds in an "improper manner for 

propaganda activities supporting compulsory military 

79 training." In the context of the times, the use of the 

term "propaganda" carried implications of serious wrong

doing. As a result of the hearings, members of Congress 

77. New York Herald Tribune. January 25, 1956, 
p. 11, cited by Huntington, The Common Defense, p. 240. 

78. House Committee on Expenditures in the Execu
tive Department, Hearings, War Department Publicity and 
Propaganda Relating to Universal Military Training, 80th 
Cong., 1st Sess., 1947, p. 38, quoted in Huntington, The 
Common Defense. p. 372. 

79. House Committee on Expenditures in the Execu
tive Department, House Report 1510. 80th Cong., 2d Sess., 
1948, p. 4. 
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may have been more suspicious of the volume of mail they 

received in favor of UMT. 

The fact that the UMT issue became enlarged to 

include the issue of War Department public relations 

campaigns is illustrative of the struggle the executive 

branch was waging and the resistance of the legislative 

branch. Try as the administration might, it could not get a 

UMT bill through. President Truman tried the usual execu

tive branch strategies, asking the people to exert pressure 

on Congress in 1946, appointing a nine man commission which 

recommended UMT to Congress in 1947, and citing such crises 

as the fall of Czechoslovakia and the Korean War as reasons 

for Congress to enact military training. Congressional 

committees usually responded with some action, but not enough 

to push a bill through. The House Military Affairs Commit

tee was persuaded to hold hearings in 1945 and 1946 but 

reported no UMT bill. Its successor in the Republican 

controlled 80th Congress, the House Armed Services Committee, 

reported in 1947 a bill like that proposed by the President's 

Commission. But the bill was stalled by the Rules Committee 

and never came to a vote. The above mentioned hearings 

which exposed the War Department's propaganda for UMT 

undoubtedly contributed to that bill's demise. 

In response to the worsening international situation 

in 1948 President Truman recommended passage of UMT along 

with the Marshall Plan and selective service to a joint 
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emergency session of Congress. While the Marshall Plan and 

a new selective service law were enacted, no UMT measure was 

reported or voted upon. Instead the issue was being changed 

from whether universal training should be enacted to whether 

increased air power would eliminate the need for UMT. While 

taking no action on military training, Congress voted to add 

$822 million to the Air Force appropriation for additional 

bombers. The next year the administration attempted to 

secure UMT from a Democratic controlled Congress through the 

appropriations process. It was thwarted, however, when the 

$800 million earmarked for UMT was denied by Congress, a 

like amount being added to the Air Force appropriation (see 

Chapter 7). 

In 1950 the President's annual request for UMT 

resulted in brief, unproductive hearings in the Senate Armed 

Services Committee. In 1951 the Korean War engendered a 

spirit of compliance with military requests and Congress 

appeared reluctant to refuse defense needs. A universal 

military training bill probably came closer to passage this 

year than any other. The Senate actually approved a UMT 

bill in connection with the selective service law revisions. 

The House, however, was not totally persuaded and it post

poned action by creating a commission to draw up a UMT 

measure which would have to be approved by Congress. But 

the day of reckoning came, the commission reported its 

training program, both Armed Services Committees recommended 
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action and in 1952 the House finally voted for the first 

time on a UMT bill. It failed, 236-162. The Senate chose 

not to vote on the issue in the face of the House action 

and universal military training was not formally requested 

80 again. 

Congressional opposition, which held firm after 

repeated Presidential requests and withstood even the sense 

of urgency created by war, was rooted in the information 

flowing to Congress from sources other than the Pentagon. 

Even the hearings conducted during the Korean War brought 

out the same groups of opponents and proponents who had 

argued before congressional committees for the past six 

years; the issue activated enough of a public for Congress 

to act confidently in defiance of administration wishes. 

Selective Service 

The same publics interested in universal military 

training have been interested in the draft and Congress has 

never lacked for a variety of information sources. But 

members, faced with the choice of filling military ranks 

with volunteers, draftees, or men under universal compulsory 

service, reluctantly settled on a draft formula which they 

hesitated to change. 

80. Congress and the Nation. Vol. I, has convenient 
summaries of the action taken on UMT for each of the years 
1945-1952. 
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The idea of a peacetime draft became accepted in 

1948 as a consequence of the fall of Czechoslovakia to the 

Soviet sphere, and the acceptable draft formula was estab

lished in the war year of 1951. Congress then acquiesced in 

the administration's requests for extension throughout the 

peace years. So attached did Congress become to the 

familiar pattern of drafting men that when the President 

wanted to change certain provisions in 1967, a new bill was 

written and passed that was essentially the same as the 

existing law. Finally, in 1969, Congress acquiesced to a 

lottery provision which radically changed the character of 

the draft. 

So it is apparent that Congress has opposed the 

administration on draft issues only during the early postwar 

period when the acceptable draft formula was in the process 

of development, and in the Vietnam War period when the 

executive initiated changes in the law and Congress was 

.reluctant to pass them. 

In the early postwar period Congress typically 

acted to soften the effects of the draft by extending current 

selective service laws for short periods rather than the 

longer periods requested by the administration, by raising 

the length of service to fewer months than asked by the 

executive, and by providing for more types of exemptions 

than requested. Short-term extensions of the wartime draft 

were accepted because of the requirements of occupation but 
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Congress was not yet conditioned to accept peacetime 

conscription as a normal pattern of behavior. The draft 

was allowed to lapse completely in 1947 without much objec

tion from the executive branch in the expectation that UMT 

would be passed. When UMT bills failed even to come to a 

vote in either house, the military establishment was 

threatened. According to William H. Neblett, 1947 President 

of the Reserve Officers' Association: 

When the bill did not pass the Pentagon was thrown 
into complete confusion. The military forces had 
been ... demobilized; drafting men under the 
Selective Service Act of 1940 had been terminated 
March 31, 1947, very few men had enlisted and the 
lower ranks of Army, Navy, and Air had run down so 
low that we had a great professional officers' 
corps with appropriate staffs and clerks, but few 
privates and seamen.81 

Neblett's account is somewhat exaggerated because 

the ranks of the military never dropped below 1.4 million 

in this period, but it is true that congressional negativism 

toward peacetime conscription of any kind was real enough, 

and threatening to the officer corps. This animosity did 

not change until the Czechoslovakian crisis of February, 

1948. Answering President Truman's call in March for a 

draft, Congress passed a selective service bill effective 

for only two years, but much like the measure the Pentagon 

requested. At the end of the two years the United States 

81. Neblett, op. cit.. p. 45. The Neblett book, 
although it does not meet standards of academic scholarship, 
is an interesting example of anit-militarism generated by 
conscription and the Korean War. 
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was at war in Korea. During the war Congress passed the 

selective service act (substantially in accord with 

administration recommendations) which was to be extended 

virtually unchanged until 1967. 

In 1967 President Johnson asked for a number of 

reforms in the draft laws which would have instituted a 

lottery, reversed the order of call to youngest first, 

changed educational deferments, and established national 

criteria for classification of registrants. A number of 

congressional and executive branch commissions were estab

lished to make recommendations. Among these was a panel 

commissioned by the House Armed Services Committee headed by 

former General Mark Clark. The final bill that came out of 

Congress reflected the Clark committee's recommendations 

more than any other and provided for almost none of the 

reforms the President requested. Finally in 1969 Congress 

changed one line of the 1967 law to permit a lottery and 

acquiesced in other changes effected by Presidential order. 

So Congress has been moderately independent in 

selective service issues, as would be expected, but has 

represented no real obstacle to the administration in 

respect to passing some kind of selective service law, even 

if not always just what was wanted. The peacetime conscrip

tion that has become accepted in American life was endangered 

only once, in 1947, when the draft was permitted to lapse. 

Revival was possible because of Czechoslovakia and the 
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Korean War. During the debates over the 1967 changes 

Senator Mark 0. Hatfield proposed an amendment which would 

have gradually replaced the draft with a voluntary system. 

Although the amendment only received nine votes, a voluntary 

system has since been recommended by President Nixon and 

many others across a wide political spectrum. 

Congressional committee influence in military 

personnel issues has been selective. In respect to the 

setting of overall manpower force levels, the committees 

have changed the President's requests very little. Signifi

cant changes have been made in the budgets for the Army 

Guard and Reserves because of the civilian (and therefore 

domestic) character of these units and their association 

with constituency interests. Reserve issues generate 

information and feedback for congressional committees which 

is independent of the Pentagon. Because of constituency 

interest Congress will probably continue to try to exercise 

special influence over reserve policy. An illustration of 

continued congressional interest was the provision that 

force levels for the reserves would require annual authori

zation after 1968. 

The Armed Services committees have recently taken 

greater interest in pay issues, taking the lead in proposing 

reforms. The linking of military pay with federal civilian 
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pay scales in law seems to be part of a trend to limit 

executive discretion in military matters. 

Congress has taken a keen interest in conscription 

issues, reflecting feedback independent of the executive. 

Its most significant action in this issue area was un

doubtedly the rejection of universal military training pro

grams. It is to be expected that changes in the selective 

service laws will receive the strong imprint of congres

sional committee action. Due to general acceptance of the 

principle of peacetime conscription and long term experience 

with it, Congress is likely to be reluctant to change to 

completely volunteer armed forces. Probably the committees 

will prefer to retain the draft as long as the Vietnam War 

continues, and to retain the draft in form afterwards, 

adding inducements for enlistments to the point where the 

draft may threaten, but not actually be used for recruit

ment. By retaining the draft in law, Congress makes the 

reversion to its use possible at any time. To formally end 

the draft would put Congress in the position of taking 

positive action to restore it, should the need arise, and 

that would be less desirable than an administrative action 

to implement existing powers. 

The congressional role has often been that of 

softening the effects of selective service as in the early 

postwar period and again, in respect to draftees' pay in the 

sixties. This role may be considered to be a consequence of 



348 

feedback from men in the service, an information source 

which permits members to oppose the Pentagon. If the anti-

militarism current in 1969 continues, it is likely to be 

reflected in feedback from men in the service and ultimately 

in moderation of some of the harsher aspects of military 

service. 

Summary and Conclusions 

This chapter has examined the exercise of congres

sional committee influence in Defense Department reorganiza

tion, military construction, and military personnel. 

Congressional committee influence in reorganization issues 

has focused upon the strengthening of channels of informa

tion from the distinct military services to the committees. 

The right of service secretaries and chiefs to testify 

before the committees in opposition to the Secretary of 

Defense has been formally protected by law throughout most 

of the postwar period. An interesting recent development 

is the attempt to protect the position of the witness. By 

requiring a mandatory four year term for the Joint Chiefs, 

Congress has reduced the flexibility of the President in 

order to assure its own access to military views. The new 

requirement, like many others discussed, is a strategy of 

influence originating in the House Armed Services Committee 

and is symbolic of a broad effort to enlarge the role of 

Congress in defense matters. 
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Congress has retained its traditional influence in 

military construction matters which are treated as constitu

ency issues. Threatened by a series of base closures, the 

Armed Services Committees instituted a formal requirement 

that closure plans be submitted for review 30 days in 

advance. The new procedure has apparently reduced tensions 

between the branches—massive closures during 1969 resulted 

in relatively few objections from Congress. 

In military personnel matters the Armed Services 

Committees have played an important role in developing draft 

and reserve legislation and were responsible for the failure 

of universal military training. The House Armed Services 

Committee has been the driving force in securing higher pay 

levels for servicemen in recent years and in permitting what 

changes have taken place in the draft laws. 

It can be seen that issues of military construction, 

base closures, defense shelters, Army Guard, and Reserve 

units are linked with members' constituencies. Constituency 

interest, however, is not an adequate explanation for 

committee influence in these subject matter- areas. It is, 

rather, the information that flows to Congress that accounts 

for committee confidence in legislative competence to make 

decisions. Constituency interest, as an explanation, would 

have indicated that Congress should support defense shelters 

in every district, but the idea of negative information 

about shelters helps explain why Congress vetoed a shelter 



350 

subsidy program. The independent information sources that 

opposed universal military training explain congressional 

opposition to the program and information coming to the 

committees directly from servicemen help account for con

gressional confidence in making decisions about pay matters. 

It has been interest in keeping information channels open 

that accounts for congressional insistence upon distinctive 

services and committee access to the military chiefs in 

reorganization issues. 

Congress has not been strong in the setting of man

power force levels or in determining levels of spending for 

operations and maintenance. These decisions have been left 

up to the executive branch largely because they are per

ceived as foreign policy decisions. Whether the United 

States maintains a 3% million or a 2 million men force has 

been beyond committee control largely because Congress has 

no independent advisory sources to suggest alternatives to 

administration programs. In contrast, on military construc

tion matters, reserve issues, shelters, universal military 

training, and military pay the committees have had their own 

independent sources of information to guide them. 

An emerging pattern of committee influence which 

will also be revealed in connection with procurement in the 

next chapter is one of committee solicitation of informa

tion. The move to protect the Joint Chiefs from retaliation 

for expressing to Congress is connected with congressional 
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solicitation of information. In respect to ordnance for the 

reserves, it will be remembered, the House Armed Services 

Committee sent out its own people to examine the need for 

equipment. And the same committee appointed its own special 

study commission to provide alternatives to the administra

tion recommendations on the draft. 
t 

On constituency matters, like military construction, 

shelters, Army Guard, and Reserve units, it is apparent that 

the committees are strong because plenty of information 

flows to them from non-government sources. In other areas 

where information and feedback are not so readily generated, 

committees can enhance their powers by actively soliciting 

information to provide alternatives. 
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PATTERNS OF COMMITTEE INFLUENCE: 
PROCUREMENT AND RDT&E 

Probably in the issue areas of weapons procurement 

and RDT&E are the problems and potentialities of congres

sional influence best illuminated. Here the "sociological" 

model of Congress as the passive recipient of environmental 

influences and the "rational" model of the executive branch 

as the forward-looking initiator of defense strategies seem 

to make the best fit with reality (see Chapter 1). All the 

advantages that accrue to the executive branch—expertise, 

secrecy, hierarchical decision making structure, direct 

experience in implementation, feedback sources unavailable 

to Congress—are present in abundance in the weapons acqui

sition process. And conversely the disadvantages that some

times are associated with legislative decision making—lack 

of constituency feedback, few independent information 

resources, complex and difficult subject matter area—render 

Congress especially dependent upon executive branch advice 

in procurement and RDT&E. 

The realization that the United States was in a 

dangerous and possibly self-defeating technological arms 

race apparently dawned rather slowly on most members of 

Congress. Throughout most of the cold war era each 

352 
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successive technological development in weaponry met with 

almost automatic congressional approval.1 But general dis

illusionment caused by failure to successfully terminate the 

Vietnam War engendered animosity toward all things military, 

including weapons procurement. A small and unsuccessful 

Senate challenge to the anti-ballistic missile ^ABM) in 1968 

blossomed into what appeared to be a widespread congressional 

revolt against a variety of procurement programs in 1969. 

Nearly every unit of Congress that could be linked to 

weapons procurement chose 1969 as the year to examine the 

ABM, the multiple independently targeted reentry vehicle 

(MIRV)—intended to counter enemy ABMs—or other new 

weapons. One of the principal issues at stake was whether 

the acquisition of the new systems did in fact add to 

American security. But criticism of waste and mismanage

ment in procurement often tended to obscure all other 

problems. In the Senate the issue was debated for two 

months—the longest debate on a military measure on record. 

It ended in a razor thin margin of approval (51-49) for 

procurement. But a major new system had been seriously 

challenged by Congress, its characteristics debated, its 

1. The technological character of the race and the 
interaction between Soviet and American weapons procurement 
decisions were brilliantly outlined by Albert Wohlstetter, 
"The Delicate Balance of Terror," Foreign Affairs. XXXVII 
(January, 1959), 211-234. Wohlstetter, however, thought 
the race was unavoidable. 
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consequences for strategy considered and its approval 

2 temporarily placed in doubt. Was the challenge a temporary 

aberration or did it mark the beginning of a new role for 

Congress in weapons acquisition decisions? This chapter 

examines the congressional role in weapons acquisition 

policy and attempts to determine the extent to which the 

executive branch is necessarily supreme in this issue area 

and what avenues of influence are open to congressional 

committees. 

Procurement and RDT&E 

The term procurement in the context of defense 

policy always includes weapons acquisition; however some

times it refers only to the major weapons, at others to all 

weapons and their accessories, such as spare parts, ammuni

tion, and communications equipment. In discussions of 

strategy, weapons procurement usually refers to additions 

to the arsenal of major new or improved weapons systems, 

particularly strategic systems designed to operate against 

the main forces of the enemy. In American terms of reference 

strategic systems are long distance systems. The term 

procurement is used much like the term deployment because 

both mean that a commitment has been made to take a system 

2. A succinct, if biased account of most of the 
1969 challenge by Congress is in Proxmire, op. cit.. 
especially Chapter 5. 
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from the developmental stage (although further development 

may proceed) and place it in the strategic arsenal. The 

research and development phase of the weapons acquisition 

process is obviously crucial to the procurement stage. 

From the point of view of congressional involvement, 

both authorizing and appropriating committees process re

search and development requests and those for major weapons 

procurement. In addition, the appropriating subcommittees 

also handle weapons accessories requests, which add about 

25 to 30 per cent to the cost of the major weapons them

selves. In other words, the four principal committee units 

consider the defense RDT&E budget category, but the Armed 

Services units handle only the major items in the procure

ment budget category (ships, aircraft, missiles, tanks, and 

small weapons). The appropriations panels, of course, 

consider the entire procurement budget category. Table 18 

showed that the RDT&E budget category fluctuated from 10 to 

15 per cent of the defense budget in the past decade, and 

the entire procurement category ranged from 25 to 35 per 

cent. Although most of this chapter concentrates on the 

procurement process, the close relationship of RDT&E should 

be kept in mind. Further, most attention will be paid to 

the major weapons systems which are monitored by the Armed 

Services Committees. 
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Levels of Influence 

Weapons procurement problems can be analyzed on 

three different levels; a procedural level focusing on the 

processes of procurement, a fiscal level concentrating on 

incremental changes in funding for weapons programs, and a 

substantive level which considers whether a weapons system 

should be in the arsenal. The substantive issues, which 

are of principal concern here, consider whether a program 

should pass from the RDT&E stage to the procurement stage, 

whether a deployed system should be retired and whether a 

system under development deserves further support. Since 

procedural and fiscal matters cannot be completely divorced 

from substantive policy, their relationship to the exercise 

of committee influence requires some clarification. 

Procurement Procedures. Procedural aspects of 

weapons procurement concern such domestic matters as the 

letting and fulfillment of contracts, cost accounting, 

purchasing, and management, usually publicized in the nega

tive terms of waste, mismanagement, and conflict of 

interest. A number of committees have involved themselves 

extensively in procedural problems of procurement during 

the cold war period. The House and Senate Government 

Operations Committees, whose jurisdiction stems from their 

authority over budgeting and accounting, have held hundreds 

of hearings in the past three decades on procedural aspects 

of procurement. The House committee's investigation of 
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missile and satellite programs in 1959 and the Senate 

committee's extensive hearings on the TPX (tactical fighter 

experimental, later designated F-lll) in 1963 are illus-

3 trative. In spite of all the publicity generated by con

gressional interest in the TFX decision, the points at 

issue were those of form, not substance. Questions were 

raised about the wisdom of commonality and the justification 

for awarding the contract to General Dynamics Corporation 

rather than Boeing Company, not about whether new tactical 

fighters should be built for the Air Force and Navy. 

The House and Senate Armed Services Committees also 

spend much of their time exploring procurement procedures. 

The House unit customarily has a subcommittee investigating 

some procedural aspect of procurement every Congress. For 

example, a House subcommittee in 1961 and 1962 studied sole 

source contracts and non-competitive procurement. A Senate 

Armed Services subcommittee in 1963 investigated a contract 

for the Navy's X-22 aircraft (vertical and short take off 

and landing V/STOL type) which was awarded to Bell Aero-

systems Company when Douglas Aircraft Corporation submitted 

4 lower cost estimates and an allegedly superior design. A 

3. House Committee on Government Operations, Hear
ings, Organization and Management of Missile Programs. 86th 
Cong., 1st Sess., 1959; Senate Committee on Government 
Operations, TFX ContractInvestigations. 88th Cong., 1st 
Sess., 1963. 

4. Senate Committee on Armed Services, Hearings, 
Award of X-22 (V/STOL) Research and Development Contract. 
88th Cong., 1st Sess., 1963. 
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1959 investigation headed by F. Edward Hebert (D-La.) turned 

up evidence that a startling number of retired military 

officers had taken positions in defense industries—1400 

former officers were employed by the top 100 defense 

5 contractors. An almost identical study conducted by the 

Joint Economic Committee (JEC) ten years later showed that a 

similar situation still prevailed except that the number of 

officers employed per company had increased almost three

fold.6 

The JEC has reported on the impact of DOD procure

ment on the economy throughout the 1960's. This committee's 

recent attention to cost overruns for the giant C-5A cargo 

plane attracted attention to a problem which has admittedly 

7 been troublesome for a long time. For example, in 1963 

Secretary McNamara told a press conference: 

Of the 10 or 15 major systems I examined at one 
particular time ... no one of them had an actual 
cost less than 300 percent of the original esti
mate, and several of them had final costs that 
were approximately 1000 percent of the original 
estimate.8 

5. A concise account is in Congress and the Nation. 
Vol. I, pp. 1579-1581. 

6. Congressional Record. Daily Edition, March 24, 
1969, pp. S 3072-3078. 

7. Joint Economic Committee, Hearings, 1969. 

8. Quoted in Kaufmann, op. cit., p. 186. 
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Former Pentagon Comptroller Charles J. Hitch stated in a 

1965 book that DOD records showed the Pentagon and con

tractors had typically underestimated costs by 100 to 900 

per cent over the past fifteen years. As a partial remedy 

Hitch recommended that DOD develop the capability to make 

independent cost estimates, i.e., independent of contractor 

9 estimates. Five years later while discussing the same 
i 

problem of overruns at a JEC hearing, a member of the 

Republican administration suggested the same remedy— 

independent cost estimates."^ 

So it is evident that not only the procedural 

problems persist from one decade to the next and one 

administration to the next, sometimes their recommended 

solutions persist too. Congressional realization that there 

is no quick fix and that these problems are of a continuing 

nature is suggested by the statutory creation in late 1969 

of a Commission on Government Procurement. This commission, 

composed partly of members of Congress, was charged with 

making a two year study of government procurement (of which 

defense procurement is about 78 per cent) and reporting its 

recommendations to Congress. 

9. Hitch, op. cit., p. 64. 

10. Testimony of Barry J. Shillito, Joint Economic 
Committee, Hearings, 1969, p. 528. 

11. See Congressional Record. Daily Edition, 
November 12, 1969, pp. H10718-10720 for provisions of the 
bill creating the commission. 
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The processes of weapons procurement probably will 

always provide ripe material for congressional investiga

tions. Congressional attention to these matters serves as 

12 an effective discipline for the bureaucracy. Congres

sional participation at the procedural level may also be 

13 reflective of dissatisfaction with larger policy issues. 

After Sputnik procedural investigations tended toward the 

type made by a House Government Operations Subcommittee 

inquiring into work stoppages at missile sites. The mood 

clearly favored an acceleration of weapons procurement. In 

1969 a typical investigation concerned weapons costs. 

Tanks, bombers, transport aircraft, and helicopters all were 

subject to probes. This mood favored a retrenchment in 

defense spending. 

Congressional attention to efficiency and propriety 

in weapons procurement tends to create the impression of 

vigorous congressional participation in policy. But even 

though participation at this level may be symptomatic of 

generalized discontent it should not be confused or equated 

12. Richard F. Fenno, Jr. has stated that Congress 
does its best work on details, like those in procedural 
matters, and is least effective in influencing the executive 
branch in broad policy decisions. See his Review of 
Congressional Control of Administration. 

13. Roger Hilsman believes discontent with proce
dures usually masks deeper discontent with the policy 
produced by those procedures, "Planning for National 
Security, A Proposal," pp. 93-97. Warner Schilling also 
makes the point that concern with organizational structure 
and processes is usually rooted in concern with policy in 
op. cit., pp. 16-18. 
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with congressional influence on the substantive issues of 

weapons procurement. 

A simple test of whether a procurement problem is 

procedural or substantive is whether it would be of interest 

in the strategic planning of the Soviets or another potential 

enemy. The Soviets obviously have far less interest in the 

issue of which contractor gets the contract, or how much 

profit is made, than they do in decisions to deploy ABMs and 

MIRVs. If the weapons procurement decision is strategic in 

the sense that its target is foreign governments, particu

larly potential enemies, it is substantive. If the decision 

is chiefly of concern to domestic interests, it is, in these 

14 terms of reference, procedural. 

Fiscal Aspects of Procurement. Like the procedural 

problems, fiscal aspects of procurement are of very little 

interest to the Soviets. Fiscal aspects are incremental 

changes in funding, including small across-the-board budget 

cuts, reductions to discipline DOD into more "effective" 

management, and most reprogramming and financing adjust

ments. 

The committees occasionally impose across-the-board 

cuts of from 1 to 3 per cent on all procurement programs 

14. These classifications resemble Samuel 
Huntington's differentiation between strategic (interna
tional) and structural (domestic) policies. Huntington, 
however, believes that there cannot be a meaningful role for 
Congress in strategic policies. See The Common Defense, 
pp. 1-2, 125-136. 
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to reduce waste without cancelling any specific weapons 

program. Selective reductions are also made for the same 

purpose. In 1952, for example, the House Subcommittee on 

Defense Appropriations reduced aircraft procurement by $730 

million to halt "flagrant" waste. The report, however 

stated that the Committee did not intend "that the number 

15 of aircraft to be procured ... be reduced." 

The committees are closely involved in reprogram-

ming. After Congress completes action on appropriations 

each year, agreed reprogramming thresholds are established 

with the four principal military committees specifying the 

conditions under which funds can be transferred from one 

program to another. Some reprogramming actions require 

prior approval, others require immediate notification of the 

committees while minor actions may be covered in semi-annual 

reports. In short, committee clearance is required if DOD 

wants to take funds from one major program and expend them 

for another. Refinancing, on the other hand, involves the 

transfer to other uses of funds appropriated for programs 

cancelled or reduced by DOD. If DOD cancel-s a weapons 

program the appropriated funds may appear in the next budget 

as a financing adjustment which brings down the current cost 

15. House Committee on Appropriations, Committee 
Print to Accompany H.R. 7391. 82d Cong., 2d Sess., 1952, 
p. 49. 
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1 6 

of another program. In fiscal 1964 the President's 

procurement request was apparently reduced by Congress 6.1 

per cent (see Table 23) but most of the reduction could be 

accounted for in transfers and financing adjustments; actual 

program reductions were under two per cent, according to the 

I7 
committee report. Financing adjustments have been under 

18 4 per cent of the total defense budget during the 1960^s. 

Although the dividing line between a "fiscal" change 

in the administration request and a "substantive" change is 

not crystal clear, the test of whether the change would 

interest potential enemies holds. In general, most across-

the-board or disciplinary cuts, reprogramming changes, and 

financing adjustments do not affect decisions about which 

weapons should be in the arsenal. 

Substantive Weapons Procurement Decisions. Of 

central interest here are substantive weapons procurement 

decisions and congressional committee influence on such 

decisions. In starkest terms, Congress can influence 

weapons procurement in two ways, it may add funds for 

16. For an explanation of reprogramming and fin
ancing adjustments, see testimony of Robert C. Moot, Defense 
Department Comptroller, in Joint Economic Committee, 
Hearings, 1969, pp. 298-311. 

17. House Committee on Appropriations House 
Report 439. 88th Cong., 1st Sess., 1963. 

18. House Committee on Armed Services, Hearings on 
Military Posture. 1968, p. 8589. 
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Table 23. Congressional Changes in Procurement and Defense 
Budgets3 

Fiscal 
Year 

President's 
Procurement 
Budget (in 
billions )*> 

Congressional 
Changes in 
Procurement 

Congressional 
Changes in 
Defense 
Budget 

1970 $20.9 -12.6% -7.5% 
1969 24.1 -7.5 -7.1 
1968 22.9 -4.0 -2.7 
1967 22.7 +1.0 +.5 
1966 18.4 0.0 -.1 

1965 13.8 -2.4 -1.5 
1964 16.7 -6.1 -3.6 
1963 16.4 +1.2 +.1 
1962 16.9 -1.1 +• 6 
1961 12.8 +3.4 +1.7 

1960 13.6 -.1 -.1 
1959° 13.9 +5.2 +2.0 
1958 11.6 -4.3 -1.8 
1957 10.6 +7.0 +1.5 
1956 9.6 -3.4 -1.1 

1955 6.7 -1.5 -3.6 
1954 10.0 -2.9 -3.9 
1953 22.7 -8.2 -11.3 

Average Change -2.0 -2.1 

aSources: Department of Defense Documents OASD 
(Comptroller) EISED-085, 1953; EISED-190, 1956; EISED-239, 
1956; EFAD-272, 1959; FAD-300, 1960; EFAD-333, 1959; EFAD-
347, 1959; EFAD-368, 1960; FAD-386, 1961; FAD-406, 1962; 
FAD-438, 1963; FAD-481, 1964; FAD-496, 1965; FAD-532, 1966; 
FAD-551, 1967; FAD-581, 1968; FAD-603, 1969; FAD-625, 1970. 

Includes budget revisions and supplementals. 

cData before fiscal 1960 may not be strictly 
comparable as different budget categories were employed. 
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programs which the administration has not requested, or deny 

funds for recommended programs, forcing a significantly 

reduced production schedule or a cancellation. These two 

alternatives for congressional committees do not rule out 

action intended for purposes other than cancellation or 

increased forces. For example, in 1959 the Senate Armed 

Services Committee cut about 75 per cent from the missile 

site authorization for the Nike Hercules anti-aircraft 

missile in order to persuade the Secretary of Defense to 

formulate a comprehensive plan for air defense, defining the 

roles of Bomarc and Nike for air defense and that of Nike 

19 Zeus for missile defense. The denial of funds was intended 

not so much to cancel a program as it was to secure planning. 

Nevertheless, as long as congressional committees do not 

have the capability to originate alternative procurement 

programs, their attempts at substantive influence will be 

largely confined to adding unbudgeted funds, or denying 

requested funds. 

To summarize, Congress participates in weapons pro

curement policy making at three levels; the procedural, 

fiscal, and substantive. Congressional behavior at the 

procedural and fiscal levels is likely to reflect pleasure 

with substantive policy but is otherwise peripheral in 

19. Good accounts of this rather famous example of 
congressional participation in weapons policy making may be 
found in Huntington, The Common Defense, p. 134; Dawson, 
op. cit.. 292-295; Kolodziej, op. cit.. 304-306. 
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influence on strategic weapons programs. Congressional 

influence on weapons procurement at the substantive level 

may be manifested in either the denial of funds to programs 

or the addition of funds for unbudgeted programs. 

Structures for Influencing Policy 

In Chapter 3 the role of the various committees 

involved in defense policy was discussed at length. The 

procurement policy area is one of the best for illustrating 

the degree of their involvement in procedural and substan

tive aspects of policy, and the extent of their influence. 

Non-legislative committees like Government Operations 

and the Joint Economic Committee are deeply involved in 

procedural aspects of weapons procurement policyT but have 

no authority to report legislation. The Government Opera

tions Committees are responsible for studying the operations 

of the administration in order to make determinations about 

economy and efficiency, and to control procurement pro

cedures. The Joint Economic Committee includes the impact 

of weapons procurement in its economic studies. These 

committees do excellent work in publicizing problems and 

improving procedures but their chief contribution to sub

stantive policy can only lie in stimulating either the 

executive branch or more powerful committees to action. 

There are some legislative committees without juris

diction over weapons procurement that are stimulated by 
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certain events to concern themselves with procurement 

policy. The Post Office and Civil Service Committee in 1958 

was prompted by Sputnik to conduct hearings on DOD utiliza

tion of scientific and engineering manpower. The negative 

reaction to the Vietnam War can be associated with the 1969 

hearings conducted by the Senate Foreign Relations Committee 

and the House Foregn Affairs Committee on ABM and MIRV. It 

should be remembered that while the foreign affairs 

committees have a valid interest in the foreign policy 

ramifications of the technological arms race, they have no 

authority to add weapons or deny funds to them. Like the 

non-legislative committees mentioned above, their effect on 

policy is indirect; they must persuade DOD or the principal 

committees to take action for they are not themselves 

empowered to authorize action. 

The Defense Appropriations subcommittees are deeply 

involved and very influential in procurement policy. Until 

1961 these panels exercised almost exclusive jurisdiction 

over procurement programs and they were free to cut or add 

unbudgeted programs. In terms of dollar impact on the total 

procurement budget, they still are the most influential 

units in Congress. (See Table 16.) 

As explained before, in 1961 the House and Senate 

Armed Services Committees began to require annual authoriza

tion of weapons procurement, and since 1962, of defense 

RDT&E. The primacy of the Appropriations panels has thus 
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been diminished. While their authority to cancel or reduce 

programs through the denial of funds remains unchanged, the 

Armed Services panels now have the first chance to cancel a 

program, and to set ceilings on appropriations recommenda

tions. Formerly, as in fiscal 1957, 1959, and 1961, the 

appropriations units added procurement programs above and 

beyond administration requests; after fiscal 1962 such 

action, if taken would have constituted an encroachment on 

Armed Services Committee prerogatives. 

Probably the Armed Services Committees have the 

greatest potential for the exercise of influence in procure

ment, although they are not clearly the most influential 

committees. They may concentrate their energies on only the 

procurement and RDT&E portion of the defense bill while the 

appropriations units have to consider the entire bill. 

Armed Services Committees have the first opportunity to 

alter the administration request, up or down. If they 

reduce funding, the appropriations process cannot restore 

it; they also set the maximum limits for appropriations. 

But all four of the principal committees have the power to 

exercise a veto over a weapons program. No one committee by 

itself, however, can force the introduction of a new system. 

Even if all the committees are in agreement on additional 

procurement programs, implementation depends on the consent 

of the executive branch. 
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When congressional units appear to be participating 

in weapons procurement decisions, the jurisdiction of the 

committee should be taken into account. It makes a differ

ence in whether the activity is likely to affect policy. 

Congress is organized to minimize jurisdictional disputes 

and to allocate the responsibility for procedural, fiscal, 

and substantive problems. The House and Senate can be 

expected on most occasions to support the recommendations of 

their specialized appropriations and legislative committees; 

otherwise the principle of committee specialization would be 

undermined. Hearings and investigations conducted by 

committees with just procedural responsibilities or no 

jurisdiction should be regarded as informational hearings. 

The findings of these committees may generate action by the 

principal committees, and occasionally, may provoke a 

response by the Pentagon. For example, Joint Economic 

Committee hearings on C-5A cost overruns inspired inquiries 

by both Armed Services Committees. The outcome was a DOD 

decision to reduce the number of aircraft to be procured. 

A 1969 House Government Operations subcommi-ttee hearing on 

chemical-biological warfare (CBW) can be linked to subse

quent Armed Services Committee actions to curb the program 

and probably contributed to the administration decision to 

cease the production of offensive biological weapons. But 

committees without jurisdiction are usually effective only 



370 

if the publicity generated by their hearings succeeds in 

spurring the principal committees to action. 

Without ruling out the potential of individuals and 

other committees for generating opposition to substantive 

DOD recommendations, in the final analysis only the Armed 

Services and Appropriations Committees can add funds to a 

weapons acquisition program, or more important, deny funds 

and thus cancel a program, with the consent of Congress of 

course. 

Patterns of Committee Influence 

How does congressional behavior with respect to 

procurement compare with the treatment given to the total 

defense budget? Table 23 shows that procurement programs 

have fared slightly better than the defense budget as a 

whole until the last three years of the decade. Then the 

negative attitude that characteristically sets in at the 

concluding stages of a war affected procurement even more 

than the total defense budget. The figures indicate that 

when all defense programs have been increased, the trend 

has been to increase procurement programs the most. The 

sole exception in fiscal 1962 occurred because the additions 

the committees wanted, the B-70 and Dyna-Soar, were still in 

the category of development and thus not included in the 

procurement column (see Table 24). 
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Table 24. Congressional Changes in RDT&E and Defense 
Budgetsa 

Presidents Co ngres s io na1 
RDT&E Congressional Changes in 

Fiscal Budget (in Changes in Defense 
Year billions)b RDT&E Budget 

1970 $8.2 -10.0% -7.5% 
1969 8.0 -5.7 -7.1 
1968 7.3 -2. 3 -2.7 
1967 6.9 +.1 +.5 
1966 6.7 -2.1 -.1 

1965 6.7 -4.1 -1.5 
1964 7.3 -4.3 -3.6 
1963 6.8 +2.6 +.1 
1962 4.8 +9.5 +• 6 
1961 3.9 +6.8 +1.7 

1960 3.8 +1.1 -.1 
1959c 2.0 +4.4 +2.0 
1958 1.6 0.0 -1.8 
1957 1.5 0.0 +1. 5 
1956 1.3 0.0 -1.1 

1955 1.2 -3.6 -3.6 
1954 .9 -7.6 -3.9 
1953 1.1 -.6 -11. 3 

Average Change -.9 -2.1 

aSources: Department of Defense Documents OASD 
(Comptroller) EISED-085, 1953; EISED-190, 1956; EISED-239, 
1956; EFAD-272, 1959; FAD-300, 1960; EFAD-333, 1959; EFAD-
347, 1959; EFAD-368, I960, FAD-386, 1961; FAD-406, 1962; 
FAD-438, 1963; FAD-481, 1964; FAD-496, 1965; FAD-532, 1966; 
FAD-551, 1967; FAD-581, 1968; FAD-603, 1969; FAD-625, 1970. 

Includes budget revisions and supplementals. 

cData before fiscal 1960 may not be strictly 
comparable as different budget categories were employed. 
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The largest increases in procurement coincide with 

the perception of a threat; from Soviet bombers in fiscal 

1957 and Sputnik in fiscal 1959. As would be expected, 

Congress reduced procurement by the greatest proportion in 

fiscal 1953 as the Korean War seemed about to end, and in 

fiscal 1970 as the Vietnam War appeared to be in its con

cluding stages. Most years, the committees behaved toward 

the procurement category much like the whole defense budget 

except that if a mood to increase was present, procurement 

was increased more, and if Congress was negative toward 

defense in general, procurement was cut a bit more than all 

programs. 

Before decisions can be made to procure, weapons 

systems must be developed. Table 24 discloses some patterns 

of committee action in regard to RDT&E. Although RDT&E 

requests have jumped nearly eightfold since the Korean War 

while other defense requests have barely doubled, patterns 

of congressional action resemble those for procurement and 

the whole defense budget. The table reveals a postwar nega

tivism toward RDT&E after Korea and as Vietnam began to be 

de-escalated, similar to the response shown toward procure

ment. The committees were neutral toward RDT&E from fiscal 

1956 forward until the shock of Sputnik engendered a very 

positive attitude from fiscal 1959 through fiscal 1963. It* 

should be pointed out that the cut imposed by Congress on 

the RDT&E budget in fiscal 1970 exceeded any previous cut; 
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the procurement request experienced a similar unprecedented 

cut. The difference between committee action as Vietnam 

began to wind down from other postwar periods will be dis

cussed at the end of this chapter. 

The tables reveal only the patterns of congressional 

action; they tend to obscure a very important fact. Although 

Congress reduces weapons programs some years and adds to 

them in others, usually only the reductions stand. Even if 

all the committees consent to the add-ons, the administra

tion is likely to impound the funds. The following sections 

describe congressional efforts to add weapons procurement 

programs and the record of congressional rejections of new 

or improved systems. Paradoxically, the committees have 

attempted to add programs, which they cannot do without the 

consent of the executive branch, far more often than they 

have tried to reject or cancel programs, which they can do 

unilaterally. 

Adding to the President's Procurement Programs 

Inc ases to weapons procurement requests have been 

associated with the perception of an increased threat and 

therefore have been justified on the grounds of needs of 

20 national security. But the administration has seldom 

20. The justification on grounds of national 
security is so commonplace when the committees bring 
military spending bills to the floor that a reading of any 
relevant debate will substantiate this generalization. 
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agreed with the need for program additions; extra funds 

voted by Congress have usually been impounded. 

Congressional additions in the procurement category 

have tended to favor the Air Force. The concept of security 

through air power was somehow able to benefit from the sudden 

victory after Hiroshima and Nagasaki, without suffering 

damage from the lessons learned in the European theater, 

the Korean War, or the Vietnam War. After Sputnik the Navy 

and Army won support for congressional increases but nearly 

every period of additions included some for Air Force pro

grams . 

Before Sputnik there were only three major congres

sional increases in weapons procurement. They were remarka

bly similar in that each was an apparent response to the 

perception of an increased threat, each would have provided 

about $800 million for additional air groups, and none was 

utilized by the administration. 

In 1948 Communist ascendency in Czechoslovakia set 

off a movement toward a 70 group air force and an extra $822 

21 million was voted toward that end. A similar addition the 

following year passed Congress a month after the first 

21. Millis, op. cit.. pp. 413-438; Senate Committ e 
on Appropriations, Senate Report 1223. 80th Cong., 2d Sess., 
1948. 
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22 detection of a Soviet atomic detonation. In the wake of 

the post-Korean disenchantment, the 1953 Soviet detonation 

of an H bomb was permitted without a congressional response 

in the form of an Air Force add-on. But in 1955 Soviet 

nuclear capability seemed more threatening after the 

reported sighting of high performance jet bombers and 

fighters over Moscow. The administration twice requested 

and received added funds to speed up the production of 

B-52s. In fiscal 1957 Congress voted an unbudgeted increase 

toward a 137 group Air Force, which the administration did 

23 not spend. 

Sputnik and subsequent Soviet space achievements 

generated congressional support for selected programs for 

several years and drew attention to missiles and conven

tional capabilities; thus the needs of the Navy and Army. 

Increased Soviet seapower created interest in a nuclear 

22. Schilling, op. cit., pp. 71-79; House Committee 
on Appropriations, House Report 1386. 81st Cong., 1st Sess., 
1949; Huzar, op. cit.. pp. 187-192. This $800 million addi
tion did not result in an increased defense budget for 
fiscal 1950 because it was offset by a reduction of the same 
amount in recommended funding for Universal- Military Train
ing. See Chapter 6. 

23. Senate Committee on Appropriations, Senate 
Report 2260. 84th Cong., 2d Sess., 1956. However, President 
Eisenhower suggests in his memoirs that fears of an 
"illusionary" bomber gap caused "useless" spending. Perhaps 
congressional and other pressures did cause his administra
tion to buy more bombers than he felt were needed. See 
Mandate for Change, p. 453. 
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surface fleet. Most of the funds added were impounded, but 

the committees succeeded in getting a few programs accepted. 

In 1958 after the initial shock of Sputnik, Congress 

added funds for the expansion of Polaris, Regulus, Hound 

Dog, and Minuteman missile programs as well as strategic 

24 airlift aircraft. Of these additions the administration 

released funds for only one of the four unbudgeted Polaris 

25 ' submarines. It was, however, the first postwar congres

sional success of consequence in adding strategic weapons to 

the arsenal. Congressional influence might be inferred by 

an administration request for the other three Polaris sub

marines in its next budget request. Similarly, part of a 

1959 add-on for more Atlas missiles appeared to be incor-

2 6 
porated into the 1960 budget request. Caution needs to be 

exercised in making assumptions about the disposition of 

unbudgeted appropriations. Members themselves are seldom 

sure whether and how they were spent. Secretary McNamara's 

explanation of funding for the Advanced Manned Strategic 

Aircraft (AMSA) illustrates: 

In 1956 we had $52 million appropriated. We only 
used $29 million of that. So in fiscal year 1966 

24. House Committee on Appropriations, House Report 
1830. 85th Cong., 2d Sess., 1958• Senate Committee on Appro
priations, Senate Report 1937. 85th Cong., 2d Sess., 1958. 

25. Kolodziej, op. cit.. pp. 287, 300; House 
Committee on Armed Services, House Report 1406. pp. 5-6. 

26. Kolodziej, op. cit.. p. 312. 
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we carried forward $24 million and requested $15 
million in addition. The Congress appropriated 
in 1966 an additional $7 million for a total of 
$33 million. So we had the carry forward of $24 
million and the appropriation of $22 million in 
fiscal year 1966. . . . ? 

In the election year of 1960 the Appropriations 

subcommittees were unusually successful in adding programs. 

After reducing other procurement programs by about $600 

million, nearly $1 billion was added for projects such as 

Polaris, the B-70 bomber, Atlas missiles, and airlift 

28 modernization. The airlift modernization item is of 

special interest because it was promoted by an Armed 

Services subcommittee headed by L. Mendel Rivers and marks 

the beginning of that panel's active intervention in weapons 

acquisition policy. 

Probably because of election year pressures to 

counter charges of a missile gap, the administration 

announced release of some of the extra appropriations in 

29 August 1960. Apparently most of the increases were 

eventually spent, if not by the Eisenhower administration 

then by its successor. A 1962 House Armed Services Committee 

27. House Committee on Armed Services, Hearings on 
Military Posture. 1966, p. 7367. 

28. House Committee on Appropriations, House Report 
1561. 86th Cong., 2d Sess., 1960. 

29. This action bears some resemblance to President 
Johnson's announcements of new weapons developments (in
cluding the RS-71) in 1964 and the decision to deploy the 
ABM in 1968. 
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survey of fund impounded by different Presidents listed only 

$100 million of unused procurement monies remaining from 

30 1960 appropriations. 

If congressional successes in adding to procurement 

programs were few in the Eisenhower period (one submarine 

and possibly $900 million in 1960 increases) they were even 

fewer during the McNamara stewardship. 

From fiscal 1962 forward additions for major pro

curement programs required the prior approval of the Armed 

Services Committees as well as the Appropriations sub

committees. Logically, it should have been more difficult 

to put add-ons through the four-committee gauntlet. But a 

combination of factors, including continued Soviet leader

ship in space, Secretary McNamara1s downgrading of manned 

strategic aircraft, and his reluctance to move some systems 

to deployment engendered enough unity among the four 

committees to add major procurement increases in fiscal 

1962, 1963, 1966, and 1967. 

Funds for B-52 and B-58 bombers, space vehicles, 

and the RS-70 bomber appropriated in fiscal- 1962 and 1963 

were not expended. But in fiscal 1966 all four committees 

agreed to the addition of funds for two nuclear powered 

submarines (to supplement four requested). Secretary 

McNamara later told members, "the matter was sufficiently 

30. House Committee on Armed Services, House Report 
1406. p. 6. 
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on the margin and we went ahead and acted to construct 

31 those boats." 

In fiscal 1967 approximately $350 million in in

creased procurement funds ran the gamut of the four commit

tees for the deployment of Nike X, funding of two nuclear 

frigates, pushing forward with the development of AMSA and 

the Manned Orbiting Laboratory (MOL). These additions can 

be linked to Secretary McNamara's secret testimony in 

January (made public in November) that the Soviets were 

32 constructing an ABM system around Moscow. None of the 

33 additional funds were expended. The nuclear frigate 

authorization carried the stipulation that the contract for 

it was to be entered into "as soon as practicable" unless 

the President advised Congress that its construction was not 

34 in the national interest. In 1968 President Johnson did 

35 so advise Congress and the funds were not released. From 

fiscal 1968 through 1970 a budget cutting mood prevailed and 

31. House Committee on Ariaed Services, Hearings on 
Military Posture. 1966, p. 7411. 

32. Richard J. Whalen, "The Shifti-ng Equation of 
Nuclear Defense," Fortune. LXXV (July 1, 1967), 85-88; New 
York Times. November 11, 1966, 1. 

33. House Committee on Appropriations, Hearings, 
Department of Defense Appropriations, fiscal year 1968, 
p. 236. 

34.' House Committee on Armed Services, House Report 
1536. House Report 1679. 89th Cong. , 2d Sess. , 1966. 

35. Finally, work was permitted to proceed on one 
of the frigates after President Nixon took office. 
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no drives to add unbudgeted weapons survived both the 

authorization and appropriations processes. 

On the many occasions when Congress has voted pro

curement funds which went unspent the question has been 

raised as to whether the executive branch may refuse to 

spend monies authorized and appropriated by Congress. 

Members of Congress have often expressed confusion over this 

issue and the defense secretary is invariably questioned 

about it. In 1958 House Armed Services member F. Edward 

Hebert introduced legislation which would have required the 

President to spend all appropriated funds. But an un

sympathetic Government Operations subcommittee pointed out 

that this proposal would virtually prohibit economy in 

3 6 administration and the measure was never reported. 

Congress has methods of forcing the expenditure of 

unbudgeted appropriations if the President is willing to 

sign bills with directive language. Congress can direct 

the expenditure of funds by stating in the law that by a 

given date contracts shall be let or an implementation 

schedule shall be submitted. The Interior .Committees have 

used this device in the case of the construction of de

salination demonstration plants for the Office of Saline 

36. House Committee on Government Operations, 
Hearings, Prohibiting Withholding or Impoundment of Appro
priations . 85th Cong., 2d Sess., 1958. 
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Water. JCAE has written such directives into laws requiring 

37 the building of reactors. More important, the four 

principal military committees themselves have directed in 

legislation that the Army Reserves and National Guard be 

38 maintained at specified levels. The House Armed Services 

Committee came ominously close to directing the expenditure 

of funds added for the RS-70 in 1962, but Chairman Carl 

Vinson retreated on the urging of President Kennedy and 

permissive language was substituted in the bill. Should 

Congress write imperatives into weapons procurement bills 

the President would probably be obliged to veto entire bills 

39 to eliminate unwanted programs. Congress would be 

challenged to override a veto on a national security matter, 

40 an unappealing prospect at best. The President's author

ity to impound appropriations, if not abused, gives him 

great flexibility to freeze or release funds and thus 

37. Public Law 85-883, Providing for the Construc
tion of Demonstration Plants, and Public Law 85-162, Atomic 
Energy Legislation. Also see Green and Rosenthal, op. cit.. 
p. 87. 

38. Derthick, op. cit. . pp. 142-14-9. See Chapter 6. 

39. No defense appropriations bills or procurement 
authorization bills have been vetoed in the postwar period. 
Two military construction bills, both of which carried forms 
of "committee clearance" provisions, were vetoed and 
revised by the Armed Services Committees, in 1956 and 1965. 

40. The advantage of impoundment over an item veto 
is discussed in Wallace, op. cit., pp. 144-148. 
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exercise control over that part of the federal budget which 

41 is by nature most controllable. 

The congressional score of major additions adds up 

to one Polaris submarine, perhaps $900 million in program 

additions for fiscal 1961, two additional nuclear submarines, 

and possibly one nuclear frigate. The committees have not 

been very persuasive in adding to procurement programs for 

two reasons; they have depended upon the military services 

as a sole source for program alternatives and they have been 

inspired to act by a perceived threat. But the administra

tion has already considered the requests of the military 

services and has knowledge of the threatening events—these 

were taken into account in the budget estimate. 

Traditionally the military service requests to the 

Defense Secretary have been much larger than the requests 

the Secretary has presented to Congress (see Table 13). The 

committees customarily obtain a listing of all the service 

requests denied by the Defense Secretary, and as shown in 

Chapter 6, they have written into law the right of the 

military to express dissenting views. The differences 

between what the services have wanted and what the Secretary 

41. Murray L. Wiedenbaum has estimated that three-
fourths of the federal government's controllable expendi
tures are in the defense budget. See Joint Economic 
Committee, The Analysis and Evaluation of Public Expendi
tures: The PPBS System. 91st Cong., 1st Sess., 1969, Vol. 
1, p. 363. 
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would allow have provided a reservoir of issues from which 

congressional committees could draw to oppose the adminis

tration. But most of the differences have not been 

exploited. The military estimate of national security needs 

has not been sufficient to spur Congress to increase funding 

for selected programs. The committees are usually so 

activated by some event that is interpreted as a threat to 

national security (the Soviet A bomb, jet bombers, Sputnik, 

ABM systems, naval development); by the penetration in 

effect, of "outside" information into the congressional 

decision making process. 

The appropriations and authorizing committees have 

been persuaded by military recommendations which seemed to 

offer a response to these threats; 70 or 137 group air 

forces, more missiles, an ABM system and a nuclear navy. 

But because the principal committees have not generated 

their own independent sources of information on weapons 

needs by contracting studies, for example, or maintaining 

contact with groups of non-government experts, or supporting 

their own think tanks, they have been dependent upon the 

military services as virtually the only source of alterna-

42 tives to the President's program. Since the 

42. Aside from the fact that the committees 
invariably propose programs advocated by the military, the 
paucity of other advice is apparent in the hearings which 
are dominated by DOD personnel (see Chapter 3). According 
to letters to me from their staffs, neither Armed Services 
Committee has contracted any weapons procurement studies nor 
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administration has already evaluated these alternatives, the 

committees have had very little to add to the discourse. 

For all the debates over congressional additions to 

the President's program, remarkably few resulted in.added 

hardware. In the final analysis, add-ons are permissive, 

not mandatory, and therefore better indicators of the sense 

of Congress about threats and our response to them than they 

are indicators of congressional influence. 

Reducing the Presidents Procurement Programs 

On the other side of the coin is the denial of funds 

for procurement programs by Congress. The most significant 

feature of congressional budget cutting is its unilateral 

character; the refusal to appropriate funds does not 

require the consent of the administration. The concept of 

unilateral action may be extended to the principal committee 

units; if even one of the four panels is adamant in its 

refusal to fund a program, the program is thereby vetoed. 

Just as increases in procurement programs have been 

justified on grounds of national security needs, their re

duction has been traditionally justified on grounds of 

economy. As Richard F. Fenno, Jr. has demonstrated and as 

Table 11 suggests, the Appropriations Committees can be 

obtained any from the Legislative Reference Service. The 
House Armed Services Committee receives reports from the 
militaristic American Security Council. But these are pre
pared by committees almost entirely composed of retired 
military officers. 
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expected to favor moderate economy all of the time; the 

behavioral norm varies when they favor economy even more 

43 than usual. Even though Congress has usually favored 

defense programs over other kinds of programs, and weapons 

procurement slightly more than all defense requests, the 

dominant pattern has been the marginal reduction of pro

curement and RDT&E requests. 
i 

Procurement programs have suffered along with all 

others during economy drives, as in fiscal 1958 when 

Treasury Secretary George M. Humphrey warned that govern

ment spending would bring on a hair-curling recession, and 

in fiscal 1959 when President Johnson was obliged to reduce 

his own budget by $6 billion in order to obtain the tax 

increases he wanted. In the first case when President 

Eisenhower asked Congress to help him make cuts, and in the 

second when it was determined that $3 billion should be 

trimmed from defense spending, the military budget became 

less sacrosanct and more vulnerable to charges of waste. 

Defense budgets, including procurement programs, tend to be 

reduced the most in periods at the close of" wars, even 

when the administration leads the way in budget cutting. 

After World War II, the Korean War, and as troops began to 

be withdrawn from Vietnam, Congress imposed heavy reductions 

43. Fenno, The Power of the Purse. Chapter 1. 
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on defense requests which were reflected in procurement 

schedules. 

Although Congress has reduced many procurement 

budgets on the grounds of economy, the conflicting norm to 

maintain national security has tended to prohibit the out

right cancellation of weapons systems. Congressional vetoes 

of systems have been few in comparison with the administra-

44 tion record. In 1949 all relevant congressional commit

tees approved the carrier Forrestal but it was cancelled by 

the Defense Secretary on grounds of economy. The cancella

tion of such systems as Skybolt, DynaSoar, ANP (nuclear 

aircraft), RS-70, and the manned orbiting laboratory 

followed wholehearted support by the relevant committees; 

in most cases, more appropriations support than was 

requested. According to a DOD report of 1968 about 68 major 

projects costing approximately $8^ billion were terminated 

45 before deployment in the period 1953-1968. Of these only 

the Talos and the mobile medium range ballistic missile 

(MMRBM) seem to have died because of congressional action. 

More costly are the systems which are procured and then 

retired as they become obsolete. Aircraft and ship retire

ments are continuous. In missiles alone, most of which do 

44. Huntington's analysis, which extends to about 
1962, claims Congress rejected no major weapons systems, 
The Common Defense, pp. 133-134. 

45. Congressional Record. Daily Edition, April 15, 
1969, p. S3776. 
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not wear out because they are not used, DOD has retired 15 

systems, costing about $.19 billion. 

Congressional committees have by and large left 

decisions to retire missile systems up to the administration 

but the announcement of the phase out of B-58 bombers 

aroused opposition. Although Congress cannot prevent an 

executive veto of a weapons program, just as the administra

tion cannot prevent a congressional veto, the case of the 

bombers generated a new requirement initiated by the House 

Armed Services Committee that no major strategic program can 

be discontinued unless congressional committees are in

formed. 7̂ 

Congress has left most decision as to the cancella

tion or retirement of weapons up to the administration 

although congressional power is stronger in negation than in 

initiation of policy. But a few programs have been vetoed 

by congressional committees. During ABM hearings in 1969 

Senator Stuart Symington (D-Mo.) stated that during his 22 

years in the executive and legislative branches Congress had 

never rejected an entire proposed weapons system program 

apart from "certain boats and certain particular requests" 

and "one-third" of the F-lll fighter bomber program (the 

46. Congressional Record. Daily Edition, July 2, 
1969, p. S7466. 

47. House Committee on Armed Services, House Report 
1679. 1966, p. 11. 
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Navy version cancelled by the Senate Armed Services Commit-
A G  

tee in 1968). Although Senator John C. Stennis (D-Miss.) 

maintained that a 1959 refusal to support Nike Hercules was 

a committee rejection, he may have forgotten that the 

committee action was taken to force DOD to submit an air 

defense plan. The plan included some Nike Hercules 

49 missiles, which were procured. Stennis' illustration 

underscores Symington's point that congressional rejections 

of weapons systems have been few and minor. Among them 

might be included the Air Force Talos surface-to-air missile 

which the Senate Armed Services Committee rejected in 1956 

(in a military construction authorization).^^ The Navy's 

second nuclear carrier was opposed in 1959 by the House 

Appropriations Committee and denied all but token funding 

until the followingyyear. In 1964 the House Armed Services 

Committee was largely responsible for the cancellation of th 

the MMRBM for use overseas. One system overlooked by 

Symington because it involved few new technological develop

ments was the Fast Deployment Logistics (FDL) sealift force. 

The Senate Armed Services Committee initiated some opposi

tion to FDL's in 1967 but its House counterpart vetoed the 

48. Senate Committee on Armed Services, Military 
Procurement Authorization. Fiscal Year 1970. p. 1323. 

49. Dawson, op. cit.. pp. 292-296; Kolodziej, 
op. cit., pp. 305-306. 

50. Dawson, op. cit., pp. 286-288. 
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entire proposed fleet in 1968. The FDL had two unusual 

characteristics which led to its downfall. First, it 

generated hostility from the private sector; from merchant 

marine unions, shipbuilders, and ship owners on the grounds 

that FDL's would usurp the functions of the merchant fleet. 

These groups sent opposition witnesses to procurement 

hearings, normally the exclusive preserve of DOD civilian 

and military witnesses. Second, one of the arguments 

against FDL's was that their presence might tempt unneces

sary intervention in world trouble spots—in other words 

51 they might detract, rather than add to national security. 

Most congressional vetoes that have occurred have 

been justified on the grounds of economy or redundancy. The 

Talos, for example, was believed to duplicate the function 

of Nike-Ajax, the MMRBM was questionable because it was to 

be placed overseas when ICBM's were operational on home 

soil, and the Navy F-lll was replaced by the F-14. The FDL 

fleet, although charged with competing with private enter

prise, also raised a new issue. The denial of funds for the 

FDL fleet introduced a rationale similar to- that used by ABM 

opponents in 1968 and 1969. Instead of basing opposition to 

a system solely on grounds of economy or redundancy, the FDL 

51. Richard L. Madhouse, "The FDL Surfaced Again," 
United States Naval Institute, Proceedings. XCIV (June, 
1968), 54-66. 
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fleet and ABM were charged with the capacity of detracting 

from national security, the former because it would invite 

intervention and the latter because it would exacerbate the 

arms race. This new rationale which posited for the first 

time a national security rationale for congressional 

opposition to a weapons system is part of a new strategy 

which will be discussed shortly, a strategy which may 

induce radically new patterns of committee influence. 

This review of congressional additions and reduc

tions of the President's procurement programs indicates 

congressional committees have been weak in pushing weapons 

programs forward, not because they haven't tried but because 

they lack the power to do so without executive consent. 

They have been weak in rejecting programs although they 

have the power, at least partly because of the difficulty of 

defending such rejections on the grounds of economy alone. 

Strategies of Committee Influence 

The weapons acquisition process serves to illuminate 

strategies of influence available to the various congres

sional subsystems and conditions under which it might be 

expected that panels would attempt to alter administration 

policy. 

Other things being equal, the committees have shown 

themselves to be more inclined to try to influence policy 

when the opposition party controls the White House. (See 
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Chapter 2.) Part of the great congressional activity that 

occurred in procurement and other programs after Sputnik may 

be attributed to a Democrat-controlled Congress exploiting 

differences with a Republican executive as the 1960 elec

tions approached. Probably the Nixon administration will 

experience more opposition in procurement policies as the 

1972 elections approach. 

Given the situation that both executive and legis

lative branches must concur in a positive course of action 

but Congress may negate or cancel weapons programs uni

laterally, the most favorable situation for the exercise of 

committee influence would be the rejection of a weapons 

system proposed by an administration of the opposition party. 

Whether attempting to add or eliminate weapons, to 

credit or discredit the party in the White House, congres

sional committees use similar strategies to influence pro

curement programs at the substantive level. Almost all 

strategies of committee influence bring to bear information 

and opinion for the generation of policy initiatives or 

alternatives to administration policy. 

Information and opinion are available to committees 

from three types of sources; from the membership of the 

committee itself, with its expertise, experience, biases, 

and staff resources; from the administration, including the 

dissenters within the bureaucracy; and from a broad spectrum 

of "outside" sources, ranging from individual constituents 
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to foreign governments—a catch-all category which includes 

all sources outside of the committees and the bureaucracy. 

A committee's use of each of these sources can range from 

the passive, as when members select from among various in

formational materials readily available to them, to the 

active, where information and opinion are vigorously 

solicited, perhaps even purchased as in contracted studies 
l 

and analyses. 

Typically, a "passive" committee draws on the 

expertise of its senior members, has a small professional 

staff, confines its hearings and most of its working rela

tionships to members of the administration, and responds, 

somewhat slowly to outside information such as inflationary 

pressures, tendencies toward recessions, or new techno

logical threats from overseas. An "active" committee would 

have a large staff and generate numerous independent studies 

frojn outside sources, would people its hearing with non

government witnesses, would seek out disputes within the 

administration, and would attempt to anticipate the effects 

of economic, technological, and political t-rends. Of course 

no committee fits either of those extremes all of the time 

or even part of the time, but as shown in Chapter 3, the 
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principal military committees have fit the passive model far 

52 more often than the active. 

Appropriations Subcommittee Strategies 

The Defense Appropriations subcommittees were shown 

in Chapter 3 to be passive in respect to generating informa

tion but responsive to the influx of outside information 

that flows to Congress and affects the other work units of 

the House and Senate. They have been passive because they 

have been swamped with the work of monitoring the bulk of 

the defense budget (of which procurement and RDT&E are only 

about one-third). They have been responsive because the 

work of the parent committees touches every policy area of 

concern to Congress. When budget cutting waves have struck 

Congress as in fiscal 1953, 1958, and 1969 (see Table 11), 

the Appropriations subcommittees have been sensitive enough 

to reduce defense spending, including procurement but they 

have not rejected any major weapons systems. Committee 

alternatives for reduced procurement programs have been 

general, as in across-the-board cuts which leave specific 

decisions up to the administration. When threats to the 

national security have been perceived in Congress, especially 

when the perception has been manifested in special hearings 

by other congressional committees, the appropriations panels 

52. The Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, on the 
other hand, fits the "active" model much of the time but its 
jurisdiction is limited to the Atomic Energy Commission. 
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have responded by adding funds to procurement programs. The 

Symington Air Power hearings of 1956 preceded the fiscal 

1957 add-on. The plethora of missile hearings after Sputnik 

stimulated the procurement add-on of fiscal 1959. Alterna

tives for added programs have generally been specific 

because they have been based on the advice of the military 

services. 

One committee recommendation for a specific negative 

alternative deserves attention; the long term opposition of 

House Appropriations Committee Chairman Clarence Cannon 

(D-Mo.) to aircraft carriers. Cannon's role on the Defense 

Appropriations subcommittee was that of ex officio member; 

he never chose to chair the panel. His opposition to 

carriers was based chiefly on his own judgment rather than 

53 specialized and persuasive information. Until Cannon's 

death in 1964 the House frequently dropped the carrier from 

its version of the appropriations bill. The Senate always 

insisted upon its restoration except in fiscal 1960 when 

token funding was permitted. The funds "saved" were 

transferred to missiles and anti-submarine -warfare but the 

carrier was funded the following year. Cannon's repeated 

failure to prevail can be attributed to lack of confidence 

by other members of Congress in his knowledge of the matter. 

The sequence of events shows how difficult it has been, even 

53. Kolodziej, op. cit.. pp. 103, 159, 309-310. 
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for a member as powerful as Chairman Cannon, to deny a major 

weapons program recommended by the administration. 

In the wave of anti-military sentiment in 1969 the 

panels cut more from the procurement category than the 

Armed Services Committees (see Table 16). Although no 

weapons programs were rejected, they acknowledged congres

sional pressures for tightened controls over military spend-
i 

ing by recommending that appropriations for major procure

ments be available for only three years, and appropriations 

54 for research be available for only two years. This 

procedural gesture underscored the panels* own inability to 

keep account of weapons funding. 

The panels have depended on internal sources of 

information (experience, staff) for customary budget 

trimming; they have depended on dissenting views from within 

the administration (voiced before their committees or 

others) for guidance in selecting procurement add-ons. With 

the exception of the Cannon campaign against aircraft 

carriers, stringent budget cutting by the subcommittees has 

occurred as a response to wider pressures which affect most 

of Congress. But the appropriations units have not actively 

sought out adversaries to administration positions. 

54. House Committee on Appropriations, House Report 
91-968. 1969. 
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Armed Services Committee Strategies 

As explained in Chapter 3, until 1961 the Armed 

Services Committees preferred to influence procurement 

policies indirectly, through investigative or informative 

hearings. The 1949 hearings on B-36s and supercarriers held 

by the House Committee, and the Senate Committee's 1956 Air 

Power hearings were at least partially responsible for 

increased appropriations for the Air Force. But it was the 

appropriations panels that actually added the funds and it 

was they who were rebuked when the executive didn't utilize 

them. 

After Sputnik, missile hearings by a subcommittee 

headed by Senator Lyndon B. Johnson (D-Tex.) apparently 

resulted in increases in procurement funding, some of which 

were expended by the executive. During the 1950's the 

Armed Services Committees did exercise some influence over 

air defense missile programs through annual military con

struction authorizations. The Talos, it will be remembered, 

was refused funding on the initiative of the Senate Armed 

Services Committee. The same group reduced procurement of 

Nike Hercules. These actions were based on committee 

experience with DOD's penchant for rival and often dupli

cating missile programs. They provide an example of 

committee alternatives based on membership expertise. The 

Cannon effort against carriers, on the other hand, was not 
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based on expertise as he was not even a member of the 

defense appropriations subcommittee. 

After 1961 the Armed Services Committees invoked the 

annual authorization requirement for procurement—a new 

strategy of influence. However, the panels continued to 

rely on membership expertise and information provided by the 

military services as their sources of alternatives to 

administration programs. Although in several cases un-

budgeted procurement programs passed all four committees, 

the additional weapons were rarely put into the arsenal. 

The Armed Services panels still behaved passively with 

respect to the collection of information. Neither committee 

contracted a single independent study relating to substantive 

issues of weapons procurement. As shown in Chapter 3, with 

the sole exception of groups interested in the FDL, almost 

no non-government witnesses testified at procurement hear

ings until 1969 when the ABM debate practically forced open 

the heretofore exclusive hearings. 

But at least twice the Armed Services panels have 

shown themselves to be responsive to informational inputs 

affecting all of Congress. After Sputnik they abandoned 

their aloof stance toward procurement and arranged for 

annual authorization of major weapons systems beginning in 

1961 and subsequently for RDT&E and smaller weapons. And 

as disillusionment over the Vietnam War set in, they 

responded to pressures felt elsewhere in Congress by 
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reducing authorizations and increasing surveillance over 

weapons development. 

Other Strategies 

In contrast with the principal committees, most of 

the other committees and groups in Congress have had to 

solicit information in order to generate alternatives to 

executive branch proposals. Other committees do not have 

the membership expertise of the principal committees nor do 

DOD witnesses regularly occupy most of their time. Other 

committees do indeed call DOD witnesses but they also call 

others; non-government witnesses, former members of the 

bureaucracy and other specialists. This kind of activity is 

absolutely necessary if the committee is to receive 

publicity. And since other committees have no authority 

over the Defense Department, they must attempt to influence 

through publicity. The Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 

for example, was not satisfied in 1969 with hearing the same 

DOD testimony on the ABM that was presented to the Armed 

Services Committee but supplemented it with presentations 

55 from a wide spectrum of non-government witnesses. The 

Joint Economic Committee drew on the testimony of a middle 

level bureaucrat, some special studies, and non-government 

witnesses to generate opposition to the C-5A and other 

55. Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, Hearings, 
Strategic and Foreign Policy Implications of ABM Systems. 
91st Cong., 1st Sess., 1969. 
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programs.56 In contrast to principal committee hearings, 

other committee investigations can almost be depended upon 

to solicit the views of non-government witnesses or other 

outside sources of information, whether procurement is 

investigated at the procedural or substantive level. As 

mentioned in Chapter 3, these investigations often instigate 

some sort of action by the principal committee or by DOD 

itself. The principal committees, it has been shown, have 

been responsive to broad general movements like the disposi

tion to cut defense budgets after wars, to trim defense 

spending in economy periods, and to respond to perceived 

threats with increases in weapons funding. They are most 

responsive when other groups in Congress are actively seeking 

information to generate alternatives too. The series of 

Soviet space achievements beginning with Sputnik and the 

late Vietnam War period are two outstanding periods of 

congressional agitation reflected in hearings and debates. 

If, as seems apparent, dissatisfaction over Vietnam 

caused the burst of committee hearings expressing dis

content with the military establishment in -general and some 

procurement programs in particular, what happened in the 

56. Other panels which brought in many non-govern-
ment witnesses on procurement issues in 1969 were the House 
Committee on Foreign Affairs in reference to ABM, MIRV, and 
CBW, and the House Committee on Government Operations on 
CBW. The latter panel also held wide ranging hearings on 
the procedural aspects of defense procurement inviting 
testimony from numerous witnesses outside of DOD. 
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late sixties to generate the first real opposition to 

specific weapons in the postwar period? Attacks were made 

in varying degrees on the FSL fleet, the ABM, MIRV., and 

finally CBW. The answer to that question suggests the 

development of a new strategy of influence (or at least 

attempted influence) which has found increasing use in 

recent years. 

Given the propensity of the House and Senate to 

support their specialized committees on most matters, the 

difficulties inherent in presenting alternatives to 

Congress are obvious. When groups other than the principal 

committees, including the handful of dissidents within the 

principal committees, have tried to dramatize opposing 

views, they have generally done so in debates over author-

57 ization bills. During the sixties there has been a 

pattern to the nature of the issues raised. Just as the 

principal committees based their alternatives on information 

provided by the military services, so the first would-be 

amenders .of defense budgets based their proposed alterna

tives on information from the executive bra-nch, in this case 

the President's original budget request. In other words, 

when the principal committees attempted to increase weapons 

programs, opposition in Congress rallied around the argu

ments administration spokesmen had used in support of the 

57. The most outstanding dissidents have been those 
on the House Armed Services Committee mentioned in Chapter 3. 
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lower figure. This strategy was especially apparent after 

Secretary McNamara introduced the custom of presenting a 

very detailed and comprehensive statement of his proposed 

programs including justifications for his strategic force 

58 projections. Thus opponents of defense spending have 

utilized the McNamara arguments to oppose weapons systems 

programs added by the committees. such as the RS-70 in 

1962, Nike Zeus in 1963, and extra bomber funds in 1964. In 

most cases of committee add-ons, the House or Senate sup

ported its authorizing committee. But the strategy of 

opposition became fixed; programs could be opposed using 

the rationale of the Defense Secretary himself. 

Beginning in 1963 Secretary McNamara had begun out

lining to Congress the dangers of the arms race, developing 

the theme that the Soviets can be expected to react to U. S. 

59 arms build-ups with additional arms of their own. 

McNamara's curbs on many programs, including a new bomber, 

a nuclear surface Navy, and ABM were all actions that could 

be interpreted as attempts to cool an overheated arms race. 

They also were issues debated in Congress. - Concerning the 

ABM, the Defense Secretary told members in 1967: "The cost 

58. The opennes of these statements can be con
trasted with the secrecy maintained during the Eisenhower 
administration as described in Michael H. Armacost, The 
Politics of Weapons Innovation: The Thor-Jupiter Controversy 
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1969). 

59. See, for example, House Committee on Armed 
Services Hearings on Military Posture. 1963, pp. 306-307. 
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is not the issue. The issue is: Would we be safer as a 

result of it? I would submit to you that we would not be.'^® 

McNamara's assessment of the dangers of the arms race 

became increasingly grave, culminating in a speech just 

before his retirement laying out the mounting insecurity 

for all concerned and the inherent madness in a competition 

to add new developments to what was already the most 

61 dangerous weapons technology the world has ever witnessed. 

As would be expected, some opponents to the ABM.took up 

McNamara's arguments in 1968, raising for the first time 

the broad questions of the effect of the proposed procure-

62 ment on the arms race. 

As resentment against the Vietnam imbroglio deepened, 

anti-militarism broadened to include widespread opposition 

to continued armament. By 1969 the scurry for information 

which would persuasively support opposition to increased 

armament was underway. In addition to activity by informal 

groups like the Democratic Study Group, Members of Congress 

for Peace Through Law, and the 53 Democrats who organized 

60. House Committee on Armed Services, Hearings on 
Military Posture. 90th Cong., 1st Sess., 1967, p. 429. 

61. New York Times. September 19, 1967, p. 18. 

62. The opposition centered in the Senate, and 
debate occurred over the authorization bill. An amendment 
by John Sherman Cooper (R-Ky.) to prohibit deployment until 
the Defense Secretary certified that the system was practi
cable was narrowly defeated, 28-31. See Congressional 
Record. Daily Edition, April 18, 1968, p. S4262. 
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and attended an Action Conference on National Priorities, 

there was a plethora of hearings and congressional activity 

6 3 on procedural and substantive procurement matters. The 

relationship of new weapons programs to the arms race was 

debated and the question of whether such systems as ABM or 

MIRV would add to or detract from national security was 

considered. The significance of the 1968 and 1969 debates 

over ABM, and to some lesser extent, MIRV, lies in the fact 

that a case was made against procurement of new weapons on 

the grounds that their addition to the arsenal would add to 

the arms race and thus reduce, rather than enhance, national 

64 security. The introduction of the new rationale for 

opposing additional procurement means that when the economy 

mood has exhausted itself, opponents to military spending 

will still have a national security argument for opposing 

new systems. Credit must be given to Secretary McNamara for 

suggesting the rationale and credit must be given to members 

63. The House Democratic Study Group, a loose coali
tion of liberal Democrats, initiated unprecedented studies 
of defense issues which were disseminated throughout Con
gress. The Members of Congress for Peace Through Law, with 
members in both chambers, studied defense issues and pre
pared amendments and legislative attacks. Recommendations 
of the Conference on Priorities can be found in Congres
sional Record. Daily Edition, June 2, 1969, pp. H4379-4387. 

64. For example see remarks by Phillip A. Hart (D-
Mich.), Congressional Record. Daily Edition, June 24, 1968, 
p. S7631; and remarks of Stuart Symington (D-Mo.), Congres
sional Record. Daily Edition, July 2 1969, p. S7473; and 
remarks of Jeffrey Cohelan (D-Calif.), Congressional Record. 
Daily Edition, July 11, 1968, p. H6395. 
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members of Congress who recognized its value and used it to 

6 5 bring questions of strategy into open debate. 

Summary and Conclusions 

Although congressional committees have participated 

in procurement policy at the procedural and fiscal levels on 

a nearly continuous basis, participation in substantive 

policy, those procurement decisions of interest to foreign 

governments, has been intermittent and, by and large, not 

very effective. The only committees with clout, the 

appropriations and authorization units, have succeeded in 

adding to procurement programs only rarely and have hesi

tated to reject major weapons programs. The additions 

supported by the committees have been suggested by the 

military services, underscoring the limited range of views 

available to the committees. The cuts in procurement and 

RDT&E programs have almost invariably been linked to economy 

waves and/or postwar defense cutbacks. The fact that DOD 

has cancelled scores of weapons systems and the committees 

have rejected only a handful of minor ones, indicates the 

peripheral role of the congressional panels in procurement 

policy decisions. The weaknesses of the principal commit

tees have been implicitly recognized in investigations 

65. A phrase which McNamara used in his San 
Francisco speech referring to the "mad momentum" of the arms 
race, and another referring to the expenditure of billions 
with no increase in security are now part of the vernacular 
in any arms discussion. 
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and informational hearings conducted by other committees and 

informal groups in Congress, especially in 1969. These 

groups, recognizing the fact that the major military 

committees have obtained most of their information from 

DOD, have solicited and secured an almost embarrassing 

profusion of information and opinion from sources other than 

the administration. As a consequence of this activity, and 

the anti-arms race rationale introduced by Secretary 

McNamara, the ABM, a major weapons system both from the 

strategic standpoint and the cost standpoint, was almost 

rejected on the Senate floor. 

The procurement experience in the period of the late 

sixties was like past periods in some respects and different 

in others. First, Congress was displaying behavior typical 

of the end-of-the-war syndrome. Although Congress usually 

favors defense and especially procurement programs over 

others, these can be expected to suffer at periods at the 

close of wars. The postwar negativism is so strong that it 

can overwhelm a technological threat. The failure of 

Congress to evoke its own response to the Soviet detonation 

of a hydrogen bomb in 1953 can be associated with the post-

Korean determination to reduce military expenses. 

Accompanying the end-of-the-war syndrome was the 

effect of a shocking event which challenged American confi

dence. Just as Sputnik challenged the U. S. claim to 

technological superiority, the Vietnam War itself has 
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challenged American capability to successfully conclude a 

limited war. The outpouring of congressional activity (most 

of it at the procedural level of procurement) was reminiscent 

of the post-Sputnik action. Post-Sputnik information 

gathering activity was directed at increasing procurement 

programs, which is somewhat difficult for Congress. But the 

hearings and studies at the end of the sixties were directed 

at decreasing or rejecting programs, which Congress is well-

equipped to do by virtue of its authority and structure. 

There were two new developments in the late sixties. 

First was the increased awareness in Congress that informa

tional inputs into weapons procurement decisions have been 

the almost exclusive property of the executive branch. When 

Congress wanted to add to the arsenal, recommendations for 

alternative programs could be supplied from within the 

administration. But when Congress wanted to reduce the 

arsenal, it was necessary to bring in non-government experts 

to provide technical arguments against particular systems. 

The awareness of the need for Congress to solicit outside 

information was strongest in committees other than the 

principal military panels (such as the Senate Foreign Rela

tions Committee), but even the Armed Services Committees 

succumbed to pressures and permitted non-government witnesses 

to appear at their procurement hearings. 

The second development was the new "respectability" 

which became associated with opposing new weapons programs 



407 

on the grounds of the desirability of curbing the arms race,, 

Not only were economy reasons put forward, but arguments 

were made that new systems might evoke a response by the 

Soviets and leave the U. S. less secure than it was 

, ^ 66 before. 

The weakness of the committees in procurement issues 

has been related to their dependence upon the executive 

branch for information and advice. Until 1969, no major 

weapons program was in danger of rejection by Congress 

because the major committees had no confidence in their 

independent judgment on such matters. Probably no event 

could have dramatized the impact of outside information on 

the procurement decision making process more effectively 

than the narrowest of victories (a 51-50 vote, with the tie 

broken by the Vice President) for procurement of the ABM in 

1969. The implications of such an event for future defense 

policy will be discussed in the concluding chapter. 

66. So respectable did the curb-the-arms-race posi
tion become, that a modified and considerably scaled down 
version of the ABM passed the Senate in 1970 on the grounds 
that it would help the administration bargain effectively 
for arms controls in the Strategic Arms Limitations Talks 
with the Soviet Union. 



CHAPTER 8 

CONCLUSION 

A recurring theme in these chapters has been the 

weakness of Congress in issue areas critical to determina

tion of the defense posture—the setting of manpower levels, 

choices in RDT&E and procurement decisions—as contrasted 

to its influence in other matters such as military construc

tion and reserve force levels. A question that should be 

addressed is: Why has Congress permitted itself to be 

relegated to such a peripheral role in the key decisions 

that affect so great a proportion of the national budget 

and presumably are crucial to the safety of the Republic? 

A retrospective overview of the congressional role 

during the postwar period points to the conclusion that 

Congress has not been deprived of powers it once had. The 

executive branch has not usurped legislative authority. On 

the contrary, Congress has not yet learned how to exercise 

its full powers under changed conditions. 

A Changed Military Establishment 

There are at least four conditions to which Congress 

has made inadequate adjustment. First, the crisis psychol

ogy of wartime, which allowed the administration autonomy in 

making choices about weapons and manpower levels, has been 

408 
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permitted to linger well past periods of actual warfare. 

Instead of treating peacetime defense budgets as large 

peacetime expenditures, the committees have been inclined to 

allow the administration to make all substantive decisions 

in defense matters. Such delegation of responsibility 

(almost unthinkable in agriculture or education) can be 

associated with a sustained crisis psychology during the 

cold war period. 

The second condition has been the necessity for 

Congress to oversee and monitor a huge peacetime military 

machine. The committee structure has not been reorganized 

to cope with a single department which spends half of the 

administrative budget (over one-third of the unified budget 

in use since fiscal 1969). The existing structures in 

Congress have been force to neglect review of most programs 

and focus on a select few. For most of the postwar period 

Congress chose to give its attention to military construc-
i 

tion and neglect substantive weapons policy. 

Third, the introduction into American life of a 

sustained technological arms race required -specialized 

responses from congressional committees. Although the Joint 

Committee on Atomic Energy responded by becoming one of the 

knowledgeable and influential work groups in Congress, the 

Armed Services Committees chose to stand aloof from highly 

technical and secret weapons acquisition decisions until 

the decade of the sixties. 
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Fourth, and probably most important, the weapons 

acquisition process, like many other highly technical areas, 

has not generated domestic feedback to Congress useful in 

developing an adversary position to that of the administra

tion. Domestic feedback has concerned the struggle for 

defense benefits in various geographical areas, not, until 

the late sixties, the choices about which weapons should go 

into the arsenal. It is probable that neither the associa

tion of crisis politics with defense spending, nor the 

problem of organizing to manage a budget of mammoth propor

tions, nor the technical and secret nature of weapons 

decisions would have sufficed to seriously inhibit congres

sional influence if the committees had received a significant 

amount of negative feedback from the strategic decisions 

made by the administration. The following broadly drawn 

sketch of the postwar period traces the development of the 

new conditions and the congressional response. 

Prior to World War II the peacetime defense budget 

was a relatively minor governmental matter, never reaching 

above about $1.5 billion. By virtue of ita size, composi

tion, and relatively uncomplicated technological develop

ment, the defense establishment was manageable by 

congressional committees. 

But military spending has not been well-managed by 

Congress in wartime. The exigencies of World War II placed 

Congress in a supportive rather than in an influential 



411 

position. Funds were appropriated pell mell—faster in the 

early war years than they could possibly be spent. It takes 

a certain amount of organization to get a war effort going 

and dollars flowing. In fiscal 1942 $99 billion was appro

priated but only about $23 billion was actually spent. 

Congressional controls were impractical, if not impossible 

under such circumstances. 

In the immediate postwar period defense budgets at 

about $11 billion were already larger than any previous 

total peacetime federal budget. Because of their size they 

were less manageable than before the war but budgets could 

have been influenced by the committees had there been 

greater understanding of the profound changes that had taken 

place. The most important new component of the postwar 

budgets was not their size; it was the commitment to contin

ued technological development, a phenomenon associated with 

support of containment policy. This commitment was soon 

manifested in the decisions to build the B-36 bomber, to 

construct a fleet of supercarriers, and most important, to 

develop thermonuclear weapons. These "whether or not" 

decisions were made in the executive branch, with Congress 

merely ratifying them. The committees did not define for 

themselves a participatory role, or even an adversary role 

in these decisions, but contented themselves with after-the-

fact acquiescence. It was not clearly understood by members 

of the committees that the choices made in weapons 
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development and deployment were crucial to the defense 

posture. Instead it was widely believed that such choices 

were "military" in nature and should be left up to the 

services.^ 

Because the substantive committees—the Armed 

Services Committees—chose to leave weapons development 

decisions up to the administration, along with manpower 

force levels and most defense decisions except those having 

to do with military construction, most of the regular 

congressional oversight duties were permitted to fall under 

the jurisdiction of the appropriations units. These small 

subcommittees lacked the manpower to examine adequately the 

$11 billion defense budgets even to make the incremental 

adjustments proper to the appropriations process. Moreover, 

strictly speaking, they lacked the authority to participate 

actively in substantive decisions. The Armed Services 

Committees, who had the requisite authority and could have 

supplied adequate manpower, chose to stand aloof. So loose 

was their control that no additional authorizations were 

required to cover the huge costs of the Korean War. 

During the Korean War period, appropriations again 

outran expenditures for several years ($48 billion was 

1. See, for example, remarks of Albert Engel (R-
Mich.), and George Mahon (D-Tex.) in House Committee on 
Appropriations, Hearings, Defense Appropriations for Fiscal 
Year 1947. 79th Cong. 2d Sess., 1946, p. 18; and Senator 
Elmer Thomas (D-Okla.) in Congressional Record. XCV, 81st 
Cong., 1st Sess., October 12, 1949, p. 14355. 
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appropriated in 1959 but only $20 billion was spent) as 

Congress gave full support to the executive branch in 

efforts to terminate hostilities. 

The hot war of Korea wound down into the cold war of 

the Eisenhower period. Congress had a chance to redefine 

its role as postwar military spending settled to a new 

plateau of about $40 billion annually. But, in the face of 

the perceived communist threat of expansionism, the wartime 

psychology of granting the administration whatever was 

required spilled over to the cold war era. The committees 

behaved somewhat as if the new levels of spending were some 

sort of aberration, to be ended when the arms race was "won." 

The executive was permitted great freedom in determining 

force levels and in developing, buying, and retiring weapons. 

As in wartime, the chief committee contributions to sub

stantive weapons policy were support of administration 

proposals and committee increases to weapons budgets 

symbolic of their desire to keep ahead in the arms race. 

Sputnik activated the committees to even greater 

support and a more deeply felt urgency to "win" the tech

nological race. The Soviet space achievement impelled 

congressional reconsideration of its role in technological 

development, particularly weapons development. One of the 

outcomes of this reconsiderations was the annual authoriza

tion requirement for weapons procurement and RDT&E. With 

this procedural change the committees embarked on a campaign 
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to increase their influence over development and deployment 

decisions. The Armed Services Committees' attention to the 

weapons acquisition process demonstrated the realization 

that if Congress was to be influential in substantive 

defense policy, it was necessary to participate in develop

ment decisions. Neither the appropriations panels nor the 

Armed Services Committees refrained from examining questions 

of a technical nature after it became evident that the 

technological race was crucial, that it was long-lasting, 

and that there was a chance the U. S. might not win it. 

However, the committees still depended upon Depart

ment of Defense structures for information and advice. 

Although Congress received a great deal more information 

about strategic policy after 1961, its sources of information 

were limited to the Office of Secretary of Defense (OSD), 

voicing the administration position, and such dissent as 

might be disclosed by the military services. Little, if 

any, non-government advice was sought or received. Even 

though the committees had finally zeroed in on procurement 

and RDT&E as the key programs, the lack of jion-government 

information and advice contributed to the continuance of 

congressional weakness in substantive procurement policy. 

One reason why Congress permitted the executive 

branch so much autonomy in procurement was that the commit

tees seldom received negative feedback from the strategic 

decisions made by the administration. Throughout nearly all 



415 

of the cold war period there was practically no public 

demand of any kind for weapons programs other than those 

chosen by the executive. There was no public opposition of 

consequence to most aspects of weapons development; to its 

cost, to development failures like the nuclear aircraft, to 

the idea of continued weapons development, nor to the basic 

policy of containment—the policy which was thought to 

justify the series of weapons developments. Occasionally, 

a threat like the sighting of a new Soviet bomber, or the 

advent of Sputnik, would constitute a kind of feedback which 

would spur the committees to side with the military against 

the executive and ask for additions to the arsenal. Intel

ligence estimates of Soviet capabilities were interpreted by 

the administration as feedback which justified military 

spending; the revision of estimates often coincided with 

2 budgetary requests. 

The truth of the matter is that massive defense 

spending on weapons and manpower generated practically no 

negative feedback as long as the military either kept the 

peace or brought the wars to a satisfactory, conclusion within 

a reasonable amount of time. On the contrary, the response 

was generally positive. Polls showed that the Gallup Poll 

2. Members of Congress for Peace Through Law have 
proposed in their military spending report of 1970 an 
"official Congressional inquiry regarding the use of intel
ligence data to justify US weapons development programs," 
in Congressional Record. Daily Edition, July 31, 1970, p. 
S12560. 
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public favored a strong defense establishment. The aero

space industry flourished, technical and scientific educa

tion prospered, and whole geographic areas like Southern 

California enjoyed unprecedented economic development. 

Rather than generating negative feedback (which might have 

caused the committees to become involved in weapons,policy) 

military spending seemed to be related to general prosperity. 

Indeed, on the two occasions during the postwar period when 

unemployment rose almost to the 7 per cent mark, in 1958 and 

1961, sharp increases in defense spending generated in the 

first instance by Sputnik, and in the second by the new 

Democratic administration, seem to have been associated with 

3 recovery and more tolerable unemployment rates. 

When, as a consequence of the "feedback" fueled by 

Sputnik, the committees increased their authority vis-a-vis 

weapons procurement, they took no complementary steps to 

enhance their informational resources. In the absence of 

contracted studies, or advice and ideas generated from 

"think tanks" of the kind used on the executive side, the 

committees were still dependent upon the alternatives 

3. For a treatment of the unemployment caused by 
the 1958 and 1961 recessions, see James L. Sundquist, 
Politics and Policy (Washington: The Brookings Institution, 
1968), pp. 20-40. Tables 12 and 13, supra show a sharp 
$4.5 billion rise in overall defense appropriations in fiscal 
1959, and a $6.4 billion rise in fiscal 1962, most of which 
could be accounted for in procurement increases of $2.3 
billion and $4.1 billion, respectively. 
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presented by the administration and the military services— 

a narrow range at best. It apparently did not occur to 

committee members to seek out non-government information and 

advice even though DOD itself had long used advice-generating 

vehicles such as RAND, scholarly studies, and contracted 

research. So although the Armed Services Committees showed 

in the early sixties they understood the significane of 

weapons acquisition policy, they demonstrated no such 

cognizance of the need for independent sources of information. 

During the sixties, under Democratic Presidents, 

defense budgets passed the $50 billion mark, then surpassed 

$60 billion and rose to $70 billion after the Vietnam War 

effort intensified. By 1968 the request approached $80 

billion. As members perused these incomprehensible sums 

some questions were raised, especially by those not on the 

military committees, as to where all this spending was 

4 leading the country. It was apparent that the maintenance 

of high manpower levels, reaching 3\ million men, did not 

result in the satisfactory conclusion of the Vietnam War. 

It was apparent that the cold war was not temporary—it 

would not be "won." It was apparent that after engaging 

4. One of the earliest challenges to defense 
spending was made by Senator George S. McGovern (D-S.D.) 
in 1963. His proposed amendment to reduce military 
spending by $4 billion was soundly defeated.75-2. See 
Congressional Record. CIX, August 2, 1963, 88th Cong., 
1st Sess., pp. 13986-13993. 
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in arms competition for twenty years, the technological 

race could not be won. Indeed, Secretary McNamara had said 

5 the United States was less secure than before. With the 

advent of deadly accurate intercontinental missiles, tipped 

with single or multiple nuclear devices, it was all too 

apparent that the United States was now more vulnerable to 

devastating attack than ever before in its history. 

Yet defense budgets were extraordinarily high. It 

was to a great extent the seeming inconsistency between high 

levels of defense spending and the twin failures of the 

defense establishment to conclude the Vietnam War and 

enhance national security that resulted in the negative 

feedback of 1968 and 1969. Mounting concern over the so-

called military-industrial complex was reflected in charges 

like those of Representative William S. Moorhead (cited in 

Chapter 1) that military spending was out of control— 

certainly out of congressional control.^ Moorhead was 

partially correct. Procurement, RDT&E and the setting of 

manpower levels had been largely out of congressional control 

since World War II because of Congress" fai-lure to respond 

to the four conditions named above; the tendency of crisis 

5. New York Times. September 19, 1967, p. 18. 

6. The index to the Congressional Record suggests 
the dramatic increase of interest; from 1960 through 1966 
references entitled "military-industrial complex" occurred 
one or no times, in 1967 there were three references, in 
1968, four and in 1969, there were 41 references entitled 
"military-industrial complex." 
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psychology to persist, the continuance of huge defense 

budgets between wars, the technological nature of the arms 

race, and the lack of domestic feedback to inform Congress 

on weapons choices. The overriding importance of domestic 

feedback as an information source supplying committees with 

an adversary position is illustrated by reviewing those 

facets of military spending which were under congressional 

control. 

As this study has shown, the military committees 

have been influential in several policy areas. Although 

the Armed Services Committees shunned responsibility for 

substantive policy decisions up until the 1960*s, together 

with the appropriations units they managed defense programs 

very much like Congress manages other programs, leaning 

heavily on domestic feedback for guidance. Where domestic 

feedback provided a steady source of outside, or non

government information, as in military construction, reserve 

matters, shelter policy, universal military training, and 

more recently, in military pay issues, the committees 

behaved independently of administration advice, exhibiting 

confidence in their own judgment. An alternative to admin

istration policy could be demanded and obtained. There is 

evidence to suggest that the military committees intervened 

to protect base locations in the states and districts of 

members. Both appropriations units and the Armed Services 

Committees insisted on the maintenance of larger reserve 
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forces than the administration wanted. The Armed Services 

panels refused to pass universal military training measures 

and would not permit a massive subsidized shelter program. 

They acted to raise the pay of the lower military grades 

against the President's expressed wishes and the wrote into 

law a mandatory four year term for the Joint Chiefs, limit

ing the President's control over the expression of military 

dissent. All the military committees have been active in 

monitoring procedural aspects of procurement and defense 

RDT&E. But rarely did they exert influence over substantive 

weapons decisions. The most outstanding rejection of a 

specific weapons program was the refusal to authorize the 

FDL fleet, one of the rare instances in which non-government 

interest groups, in this case the merchant marine, voiced 

opposition. So in the one important case when Congress 

rejected a component of the strategic arsenal, domestic 

feedback could be associated with the action. 

As has been shown, the military committees have been 

composed of hard working members who generally are repre

sentative of their parent chambers in almos.t every respect. 

In the defense issue areas where there has been domestically 

generated feedback the Armed Services units have probably 

been as influential as other legislative committees in their 

jurisdictions. The House Armed Services Committee is as 

powerful in military construction decisions as the Agri

culture Committee is powerful in shaping the farm program. 
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The appropriations units have, on the whole, behaved toward 

defense as they have toward other programs, responding to 

currents of congressional favor or disfavor, preferring 

economy on the whole, and avoiding most (but not all) 

legislative decisions. The fact that the principal commit

tees treated defense programs much like other programs, or 

like defense had been treated when it was a small part of 

the budget, provides the key to congressional weakness in 

substantive procurement and RDT&E policy. 

Committees must have their own informants in order 

to be influential in any policy area. Usually they do. The 

military committees have had their own informative sources 

regarding domestic issues, especially those issues directly 

affecting members of the constituencies. But the work groups 

of Congress have had few, if any, independent information 

sources regarding substantive procurement decisions or the 

setting of active force levels. Lacking these independent 

information sources, the committees have had two choices: 

They could depend upon the emergence of disputes between the 

military services and the Office of Secretary of Defense to 

suggest alternative courses of action available, or they 

could solicit information—contract for research, employ 

the universities, establish "think tanks" of their own, draw 

on the services of the community of strategic analysts. In 

short, they could pay people to supply them with 
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non-establishment information and advice, just as DOD has 

been doing throughout most of the cold war period. 

The principal committees have chosen the first 

course; they have relied on conflict within DOD to generate 

adversary points of view. They have not been very in

fluential in substantive policy areas. When they have 

wanted to add to the weapons arsenal or increase force 

levels, they have been put in the position of advocating a 

policy that has already "lost" in the executive branch 

decision making process. Because the committees have not 

had the benefit of independent points of view, or of non

government information and opinion, they haven't had the 

courage to reject major weapons. They have been forced to 

rubber stamp executive proposals. 

Committee Influence 

This chronological review of the congressional role 

in postwar defense policy further illuminates some of the 

generalizations suggested by this research. These may be 

summarized as answers to questions. 

Which committees have the authority to affect 

defense policy? 

The Armed Services Committees have the most formal 

authority over the defense policy process and the greatest 

potential for influencing it. They write the legislation 

which establishes and controls DOD. If the dreams of 
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disarmament groups came true and DOD would be abolished, the 

Armed Services panels would have to write the legislation 

dismantling the behemoth. The committees are empowered to 

write laws that are restrictive or permissive for DOD. In 

most policy areas they have chosen the permissive route. 

The Appropriations Committees have only limited 

formal authority to make incremental changes within the 

parameters set by the Armed Services Committees. But since 

the latter have chosen to write permissive legislation in 

most defense policy areas appropriations panels have enjoyed 

additional authority by default. Some of this formal author

ity was reasserted in 196.1 by the Armed Services Committees 

in the fields of weapons development and procurement, but 

the rest of the defense budget is still largely under the 

control of the appropriations panels. 

The authority of the Joint Committee on Atomic 

Energy is over the military uses of atomic energy, a crucial 

two per cent of the annual defense budget far more important 

than its dollar value. The committee's authority is 

extensive with respect to the activities of- the Atomic 

Energy Commission in the development and production of 

nuclear warheads but it has no formal authority over the 

Department of Defense (except that DOD may be required to 

supply information on nuclear applications). 

Most other committees have authority only to in

vestigate defense programs. Government Operations panels 
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should have formal authority over DOD organization but 

usually the Armed Services Committees assert prerogatives in 

reorganization matters. The latter»s interest in organiza

tion stems from the recognized necessity of keeping communi

cations channels open so that dissent from within the 

services will reach the committees. Government Operations 

panels also should have exclusive authority over procurement 

practices, but many congressional committees enjoy the 

notoriety and astonishing revelations associated with pro

curement investigations (bomber gaps, missile gaps, exhor-

bitant profits, cost overruns, conflicts of interest). There 

is enough military procurement to keep all the committees 

in Congress occupied, including the Government Operations 

panels. So although Armed Services subcommittees, the Joint 

Economic Committee and other panels investigate procurement 

problems quite frequently, there is still enough activity 

for the Government Operations panels to conduct investiga

tions every Congress with no overlapping of effort. 

The House Foreign Affairs Cbmmittee and the Senate 

Foreign Relations Committee have formal authority over the 

foreign policy ramifications of defense policy. The Senate 

panel exercises authority over treaties and arms agreements. 

Both units write legislation concerning such matters as 

foreign military sales and foreign military aid. Until very 

recently the principal mode of influence exercised by these 



425 

committees was through their authority over foreign military 

7 aid, a very small proportion of the defense budget. 

Other committees have little or no formal authority 

over defense policy. 

Which committees exert the most influence. and in 

what policy areas? 

In terms of influence rather than authority the 

Defense Appropriations Subcommittees are the most important, 

being responsible for regular supervision of more than nine-

tenths of the defense budget and enjoying exclusive annual 

oversight responsibilities for about three-fifths of it. 

These subcommittees were responsible for the sharp cuts in 

military spending after World War II, after the Korean War, 

and as the Vietnam conflict was wound down. Their un-

budgeted additions of 1960 were among the few that were 

added to the arsenal. Their relative influence can be 

compared with the Armed Services panels since 1961 in 

weapons development and procurement; the Appropriations 

subcommittees have changed the budget requests more than 

Armed Services. The Senate Appropriations -panel seems to 

7. The Senate Foreign Relations Committee was of 
course the vital congressional link in the approval of the 
Limited Test Ban Treaty, the Non-proliferation Treaty, the 
Space Treaty, and the Seabed Treaty, all of which restricted 
the testing or emplacement of nuclear weapons. In addition 
the Senate panel in 1970 used its authority over the military 
sales bill to foster debate and passage of the Cooper-Church 
amendment, limiting the use of ground troops in Cambodia 
and forbidding their introduction into Laos and Thailand. 
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be somewhat stronger than its House counterpart. Inter

estingly enough, defense related district and state 

benefits do not appear to accrue to Defense Appropriations 

subcommittee members. 

Although the influence of the subcommittees is 

great because it ranges over so much of the budget, its 

exertion tends to be diffuse rather than specific. When 

an economy mood prevails, most defense policy areas experi

ence reductions. When threat perception motivates the oppo

site effect development and procurement programs are likely 

to be favored slightly over others, but the entire defense 

budget tends to reflect the movement to increase defense 

spending. The subcommittee's favoritism toward defense 

programs over a period of time is revealed in the general 

tendency for defense programs to fare better in the appro

priations process than other kinds of programs. The policy 

area which has received the most distinctive treatment at 

the hands of these appropriations subcommittees concerns 

Army Reserves and Guard. In Reserve and Guard matters the 

subcommittees have veered off from administration recom

mendations, setting their own course in opposition with 

considerable success. 

Close behind the Defense Appropriations Subcommit

tees in overall influence, and ahead of them in several 

specific issue areas are the Armed Services Committees. The 

most important areas of committee influence are procurement 
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and RDT&E but to date their impact has been overshadowed by 

the appropriations panels in terms of budgetary changes. 

Congress, however, has treated the weapons authorization 

stage as the more significant of the two processes, debating 

the authorization bill but not the appropriations bill. 

The Armed Services Committees long ago assumed 

jurisdiction in DOD reorganization legislation and have 

enjoyed a long history of influence in the creation and 

shaping of draft laws. More recently they have shown their 

ability to influence matters of military pay and the 

reserves. They are very influential in matters of military 

construction. Not only is there a clear association between 

committee membership and base employment benefits to dis

tricts and states, but the Armed Services Committees have 

usually had a greater impact on the annual military con

struction bill than the appropriations subcommittees. 

The Appropriations Subcommittees on Military 

Construction are influential in their specific policy area. 

Membership on the subcommittees is associated with district 

and state benefits and the panels have not -hesitated to 

radically alter budget requests from time to time. Two 

small defense programs which receive severe treatment at the 

hands of other appropriations subcommittees are civil defense 

and foreign military aid. 

The Joint Committee on Atomic Energy appears to 

exercise influence commensurate with its authority in 
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matters of atomic energy. One of the most influential 

committees in Congress, JCAE often tries to persuade DOD to 

initiate or continue development of nuclear applications in 

weaponry. Although there can be little question about 

JCAE•s influence with the Atomic Energy Commission, it is 

considerably weaker in its relations with the Defense 

Department. 

The Joint Economic Committee, the Government Opera

tions Committees and the committees on foreign relations 

exercise influence indirectly as a rule. Having no 

authority over defense budgets, they rely on publicity-

generating investigations to stimulate action. Sometimes 

DOD voluntarily alters its patterns of action as a consc-

quence of these investigations and sometimes committees with 

authority over defense matters take action. These "other" 

committees rarely if ever secure action directly from 

Congress over the heads of the authoritative committees. 

Can committee influence be linked to independent 

information sources? 

Committee influence appears to be linked to two 

factors: (1) the formal authority of the committee which 

usually gives it influence in Congress and (2) the inde

pendent information inputs which permit committee influence 

to be exercised over administration proposals. Authorita

tive committees like Armed Services and Appropriations 

certainly are the most influential because their decisions 
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are by and large accepted by Congress. Yet with their vast 

authority over unbelievably large budgets reaching to $70 

and $80 billion their overall effect on administration 

proposals seems to be rather small. Defense recommendations 

are changed less than most of the President's domestic 

recommendations. But in policy areas where these authorita

tive committees receive flows of information from non-

administration sources, usually from constituencies, the 

committees show evidence of considerable influence—in 

reserve issues, draft laws, military pay, and most particu

larly military construction. The committees that do not 

have formal authority over defense policy (i.e., Government 

Operations, Joint Economic Committee, and the two foreign 

affairs panels) usually rely on independent sources of 

information as a strategy of influence. There is no point 

in their covering the same ground, with the same witnesses 

as the authoritative committees. So they arrange investiga

tive hearings to draw non-administration witnesses, or 

former members of the bureaucracy, or sometimes middle or 

low level administrators. The Joint Economic Committee's 

disclosure of cost overruns, the Senate Foreign Relations 

Committee's exposure of scientific opinion opposed to ABM, 

and the House Foreign Affairs Committee's revelations about 

CBW are examples of publicity generated by witnesses not 

representing the administration view. Such influence as 

these committees exerted on defense policy cannot be 



430 

attributed to their formal authority, but may properly be 

linked with their tapping of heretofore untapped information 

sources. 

Since the use of independent information inputs 

seems to be one of the factors associated with committee 

influence, do committees tend to seek out advice and 

information? 

For the most part, the principal authoritative 

committees have not sought outside (i.e., non-administration) 

advice and information, especially in the substantive policy 

areas of interest to foreign governments. While they have 

defended the channels of access from themselves to the 

military services, in order to be available for dissenting 

opinion from within DOD, they have not deliberately sought 

out alternative views. Apparently they were content with 

their relatively weak position vis-a-vis the executive 

branch, especially as long as negative feedback was 

negligible. 

The Joint Committee on Atomic Energy has combined 

the two factors associated with influence to a greater 

degree than any of the other panels connected with defense 

policy making. It not only has enjoyed formal authority 

over all the activities of the Atomic Energy Commission but 

it has actively sought independent sources of information 

and advice to guide it in atomic energy matters. This 

solicitation of information from non-government sources has 
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prevented it from becoming simply a rubber stamp for Atomic 

Energy Commission recommendations—a fate which could have 

been explained on the grounds that the subject matter was 

too technical and difficult for legislators to comprehend. 

Instead the committee has been aggressively active in atomic 

energy policy making. Testament to its power was given in 

President Eisenhower's advice to President-elect Kennedy to 

get rid of the committee because it usurped executive branch 

policy making prerogatives.8 

Occasionally the non-authoritative committees have 

solicited information beyond the announcements associated 

with preparation for hearings. For the panels with little 

or no formal authority over defense policy outside informa

tion is the device which enables them to involve themselves 

with propriety in defense matters. A House Government 

Operations Subcommittee actively sought information on 

fallout during the period of atmospheric testing. This 

information became part of the original source material in 

support of the position that nuclear fallout posed dangers 

for mankind. And the Senate Foreign Relations Committee 

9 has contracted for research in most areas of its concern. 

8. Eisenhower, Waging Peace. p. 714. 

9. The strategy this committee has pursued in 
securing its own information from non-administration sources 
has also been demonstrated in its practice of sending staff 
members and investigators to Southeast Asia with increasing 
frequency in recent years. 
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What strategies of influence, then, are available to 

congressional committees? 

For the non-authoritative committees, the principal 

strategy of influence has been to throw a problem into the 

public view by developing information not brought out by the 

authoritative committees. The new information is neces

sarily generated by witnesses, informants, and studies other 

than those used by the military committees. Any success 

these panels have in affecting policy is usually based to a 

great extent on the embarrassing nature of their findings. 

Cost overruns, conflicts of interest, scientific opposition, 

and military snooping are embarrassing to the administration 

Some sort of response is in order. 

A companion strategy used by the non-authoritative 

committees and a few dissidents on the authoritative commit

tees has been to exploit Secretary McNamara's rationale for 

opposing deployment of the ABM; that increments in the arms 

race are likely to diminish our security. While these 

arguments have not prevailed, they have increasingly become 

part of the conventional wisdom in support of the Strategic 

Arms Limitation Talks. It is probable that no new weapon 

can be introduced into the arsenal without some debate on 

its effect on the arms race, largely as a consequence of 

Secretary McNamara^s illumination of the problem. 

For the authoritative committees the strategies fall 

into three broad categories. First, they can hear the 
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administration recommendations and deny some of them, just 

as tax increases, poverty programs, or education subsidies 

may be denied. Second, they can accept most administration 

recommendations as necessary components of basic policy, 

relying on the military services to suggest any program 

alternatives. Third, they can offer program alternatives of 

their own, just as the Ways and Means Committee is likely to 

offer its own tax package or social security bill. 

All of these strategies are related to the presence 

or absence of non-administration information inputs. Some 

programs are denied. Universal Military Training, a 

subsidized shelter system and the merger of the Army Guard 

and Reserves were all turned down as a consequence of 

interest group and constituency pressures. Such actions 

actually do not need to be explained in terms of outside 

information. The committees could be expected to turn down 

defense programs simply because they did not like them. 

Chairman Cannon, it will be recalled, did not like carriers 

and he tried to have them rejected. But in practice the 

committees have disliked few defense prograjns. Most commit

tee rejections that have held throughout the legislative 

process have been linked with independent information 

resources. The Fast Deployment Logistices fleet, in effect 

the only major weapons system rejected by Congress, was 

opposed in the hearings by a number of pressure groups. And 

certainly the broad scale cutting of parts of many programs 
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can be attributed to the winding down of wars, or economy 

waves which have nothing to do with administration recom

mendations. 

The second strategy, to accept most administration 

recommendations and use some of the unbudgeted military 

requests as program alternatives describes the strategy most 

used by the principal committees. The information about 

alternative programs is received from non-administration 

sources ii- the sense that the military chiefs are permitted 

to express a position which does not reflect that of the 

administration. All the congressional fights for added 

funds for bombers, missiles, and vessels were based on this 

source of information. While this strategy has resulted in 

some congressional victories, such as the addition of two 

more nuclear submarines to the four scheduled for production 

in 1966, the direct effects have been marginal. Probably 

the indirect effects—the favoring of certain programs 

because Congress likes them—have been greater. Neverthe

less congressional pressure for greater defense spending 

usually originates not in the dissatisfaction expressed by 

the military (who would always like more weapons), but in 

the information input generated by a new threat. New Soviet 

bombers, Sputnik, the Soviet ABM, and the growth of Soviet 

sea power were such informational inputs. 

The third strategy, for the committees to offer 

program alternatives of their own, has been used with 
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considerable success in matters of reorganization, selective 

service, military construction, and military pay, but the 

strategy has not been tried in substantive policy areas— 

those policy choices of interest to potential enemies. 

Failure to attempt this strategy of influence in such 

matters as the composition and size of force levels can be 

associated with the exclusiveness of the Department of 

Defense as the source of committee information. Until the 

close of the 1960's, ideas from universities and research 

centers for alternative defense strategies were rarely 

directed at Congress; they were aimed at the executive 

branch where the policies were formed. Failing to "receive 

information which would permit them to put administration 

proposals to the test of opposition, the committees could 

have sought out adversary views. But they did not. It was 

this dependence upon the Department of Defense for advice 

which rendered the committees wea'jc even when they were 
» 

supporting the military position against the administration, 

and left them without sufficient confidence to cancel or 

reject weapons systems or propose significant changes in 

manpower levels. 

Under what conditions are congressional committees 

likely to be influential? 

In general, Congress is probably more likely to 

attempt to assert its influence when the opposition party 

controls the White House than when both branches are 
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controlled by the same party. Some of the defense budget 

cutting which occurred in 1947-1948 and 1969-1970 can be 

attributed to the condition of split party control, and 

some of the drive to increase defense spending during the 

latter part of the Eisenhower administration can be 

explained by the desire of congressional Democrats to 

embarrass a Republican administration. 

In specific issue areas, the committees are more 

likely to be influential in regard to matters which 

generate a good deal of feedback—either positive or 

negative. In non-defense policy areas the issue of taxation 

probably generates as much feedback as any other, and it is 

probably no accident that Congress is more likely to write 

its own tax bill than to rubber-stamp the administration 

proposal. In defense policy the committees have been influ

ential in issue areas which generate constituency fee'dback— 

military construction, reserve policy, military pay. It is 

not the constituency feedback which gives the committees 

authority to exercise influence. They have the authority. 

Feedback information provides committees with their own 

vehicle for reality testing—with a method of independent 

appraisal. Therefore, feedback information provides them 

with confidence in their own judgment. They do not have to 

rely on administrators as the "sole source" of information. 

Authoritative committees are likely to be influen

tial in issue areas that generate information and feedback 
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most of the time. But there are times when generalized 

negative feedback activates the authoritative committees in 

other issue areas, and also activates the non-authoritative 

committees. The postwar periods of military economy are one 

such time, and the periods when added threats are perceived 

are another. Both conditions are likely to generate commit

tee activity intended to result in indirect or direct 

alterations in military programs. The principal inducement 

for a committee, either authoritative or non-authoritative, 

to want to change an administration recommendation is the 

possession of information other than what the administration 

has presented as the basis for its recommended policy. 

Recommendations 

Congress has been weak in most areas of defense 

policy since World War II. If changes are to be made, they 

will probably come about not because some scholars and 

observers prefer the changes, but because Congress itself 

wants them. As Charles 0. Jones observed in connection with 

the proposal for four year terms for House members: 

. . .  t h e  m o s t  l i k e l y  c o n d i t i o n  f o r  c o n g r e s s i o n a l  
reform would be when members have convinced them
selves that existing processes are resulting in a 
loss of congressional strength and effectiveness. 
... Congress continues to be concerned about its 
strength and effectiveness relative to the execu-

10. Charles 0. Jones, Every Second Year (Washington 
The Brookings Institution, 1967), p. 20 l  
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As Jones suggests, any movement for reform must 

promise to strengthen Congress. For a number of reasons, 

members may convince themselves of the need for changes 

during the decade of the seventies. For whether Congress 

has actually shared in the policy making process leading to 

these events or not, it must share the responsibility for 

the continued high levels of defense spending, the failure 

of national security policy to keep the U. S. out of war, 

the failure to bring the Vietnam War to a successful con

clusion, and the relentless momentum of the continuing arms 

race. Probably the widespread dissatisfaction generated by 

the Vietnam War is the most salient factor at work for 

congressional change. 

Congressional influence on defense policy can be 

strengthened from two sources; from factors operating out

side of Congress and changes within it. The changes within 

Congress appear to be more important and promise to be more 

effective in the long run than those without, but the latter 

deserve brief treatment. 

The authoritative committees could -be more influen

tial if they received more information independent of that 

provided by the executive branch. As House Armed Services 

member Robert L. Leggett (D-Calif.) has stated: 

We in the Congress, particularly in the Armed 
Services Committees, have been isolated from the 
academic community. We are in a total military 
environment on the House Armed Services Committee; 
we don't hear outside witnesses. The scientists 
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and educators and economists can be very helpful 
to Congress in providing us with information.H 

Congressman Leggett has suggested that one remedy 

for committee impotence would be advice from outside experts 

in the academic community. A similar proposal by Congress

man Don Edwards (D-Calif.) calls for "having outside 

12 experts at military hearings." Essentially these are 

calls for non-government experts to provide Congress with 

information and advice. Another suggestion which would 

result in another source for information proposes the 

holding of budget hearings in the states and districts so 

that the constituencies may have a say in determining the 

13 priority accorded defense. Still another view, expressed 

by former Deputy Assistant Secretary of State Richard N. 

Goodwin, advocates pressure tactics: 

Any informed group can help by making itself 
available to Congress, making this issue its 
first priority, because public pressure is what 
makes it possible for Congress to act, and makes 
it more likely that Congress will act, as a 
restraining force. Congress alone against the 
President is helpless in the military field.14 

11. Statement made at a Congressional Conference on 
the Military Budget and National Priorities, convened on 
Capitol Hill March 28 and 29, 1969, and quoted in the edited 
transcript of the proceedings published as American Mili
tarism. 1970. Epilogue by J. William Fulbright (New York: 
Viking Press, Inc., 1969), p. 121. 

12. Ibid.. p. 127. 

13. Statement by Marcus Raskin in ibid.. pp. 120, 
130-131. 

14. Ibid., p. 114. 
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In effect, these proposals state that the necessary 

non-government information should come to Congress from 

individuals with competence and expertise, from constituents 

who are asked for their opinion, and from pressure groups. 

All of these tactics can be effective on specific occasions. 

A case in point where all of these kinds of efforts were 

brought to bear in concert was the furor aroused in connec

tion with early plans to locate ABMs around major cities. 

Starting with a handful of scientists near Chicago, 
the opposition of local residents spread to other 
cities the Army had designated as potential or 
actual Sentinel sites. Citizens protest groups 
sprang up in New York, Detroit, Los Angeles, San 
Francisco, Salt Lake City and Boston. And concern 
also surfaced in Hawaii where another site was 
planned. These groups used a number of publicity 
techniques, including mass meetings, letter writing 
campaigns and picketing demonstrations. The local 
campaigns sent out shock waves which had a strong 
impact in Washington.15 

The combination of experts, citizen protest groups, and the 

sensitivity of the issue of placing nuclear warheads close 

to major population centers produced enough impact that the 

Nixon administration quickly changed the plan (inherited from 

the Johnson administration) to site ABMs around offensive 

missile bases rather than cities. The incident points up 

some of the difficulties of dependence on the voluntary 

generation of outside information inputs. Public opinion 

may peak on one issue or another from time to time, but 

15. Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report. XXVII, 
March 2, 1969, 409-410. 
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there is no continuous informational input or feedback on 

defense issues from the public. Scientists and other 

experts cannot spend too much of their energies working on 

such issues or they become advocates and lose their status 

as impartial experts. And there are not many defense issues 

which provoke the public response generated by the prospect 

of ABM sites in the suburbs. 

Congress needs spontaneously generated information 

and feedback. The academic community should keep the 

committees aware of new research findings and competent 

studies on defense issues. Individuals should voice their 

opinions on defense problems, by writing letters or attend

ing meetings or even hearings. And pressure groups should 

continue their activities. Such organizations as SANEf 

Council for a Livable World, and the Friends Committee on 

National Legislation should continue their educative 

efforts, lending support to ad hoc groups such as those who 

coalesced around the ABM issue. . However, this kind of 

input is likely to be sporadic, diffuse, and effective only 

on those occasions when efforts can be focused on a single 

issue. Scattered efforts by sectors of the public cannot 

begin to offset the resources of the Defense Department in 

determining a series of policies. The evolution of the 

Defense Department into a technology-based institution makes 

ordinary outside opinion seem incompetent, uninformed, and 

slightly suspect. 
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Without discounting completely the possibility that 

Congress could be moved to exercise influence by public 

pressures, it seems far more likely that changes will be 

made within Congress. Of the changes that may be made, 

there are two general types; those that call for the crea

tion of new committees, commissions, and task forces to help 

Congress manage DOD and those that would strengthen the 

existing committees in their relationship with the execu-

Among the first group is the perennial suggestion 

for a National Security Committee, made up of representa

tives from all the committees with jurisdiction in the 

17 field. A problem with this structure would be that it 

16. In line with these proposals is a growing move
ment, fostered by Emilio Q. Daddario (D-Conn.) former Chair
man of a House subcommittee on Science, Research, and 
Development calling for Congress to develop a Technology 
Assessment capability to evaluate the impact of particular 
technological developments upon society and to provide an 
"early warning" facility to avoid undesirable consequences 
of technology. Most of the literature on the subject has 
avoided technological developments in armaments, partly 
because Daddario's panel had no wish to usurp the jurisdic
tion of the Armed Services Committee. For a good bibliog
raphy of the literature on technological assessment see 
House Committee on Science and Astronautics, Technology 
Assessment: Annotated Bibliography. Committee Print, 91st 
Cong., 2d Sess., 1970. 

17. The idea of a National Security Committee, 
probably a joint committee, was originally proposed by 
Lasswell in National Security and Individual Freedom. 
p. 104. Other suggestions in this paragraph are proposals 
of the Congressional Conference on the Military Budget and 
National Priorities in Congressional Record. Daily Edition, 
June 2, 1969, p. S4381. 
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should have no real authority over DOD. Like the Joint 

Economic Committee, it could expose, qost overruns and call 

for new priorities, but without any control over defense 

funds it could not exert direct influence over defense 

policy. Similar to this proposal is the suggestion to 

establish a temporary National Security Committee, modelled 

after the Temporary National Economic Committee of the 

1930's, composed of members of Congress and private citizens 

to recommend action to Congress. A temporary structure will 

not meet the continuing nature of the problem, although it 

might suggest some organizational improvements. The forma

tion of a Joint Committee on National Priorities, another 

proposal, again suffers from the disadvantage of lack of 

legislative authority although such a committee might serve 

as a forum for lively discussion. 

Other suggestions include a Defense Review Office, 

analogous to the General Accounting Office, to provide 

authoritative information and analyses for Congress in the 

18 defense area. This device might be helpful in monitoring 

defense spending, as GAO cannot and does not devote half its 

staff to the military budget. But it would not help 

18. Both the Temporary National Security Committee 
and the Defense Review Office proposals were introduced as 
bills in Congress, but failed to pass. See Congressional 
Record. Daily Edition, March 17, 1970, E2162. However, 
Congress in 1969 did pass legislation creating a commission 
to study and reform the federal procurement system. 
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Congress in the "whether or not" and "now or later" policy 

decisions. Another variation on the restructuring theme is 

the formation of a National Intelligence Subcommittee with 

members from Armed Services and Foreign Relations/Affairs 

Committees for the purpose of curtailing the secrecy 

19 surrounding weapons development and covert action programs. 

This step, which only deals with a small portion of the 

problem, could be taken at any time members of those 

committees agree on the need for it. Another more drastic 

restructuring device is the suggested purge of members of 

the Armed Services Committees, by political means of 

20 course. The purging process would involve attempting 

electoral defeat of selected members. While electoral 

purges are difficult to effect, a further fault with this 

proposal is the fact that the Armed Services Committees do^ 

reflect their parent chambers. Replacements probably would 

be persons similar in their respective outlooks to the 

members purged. 

As structures set up to challenge the power of the 

authoritative committees, new, non-authoritative committees 

in Congress and temporary or continuing advisory commissions 

19. Proposed by Members of Congress for Peace 
Through Law in their military spending report of 1970; Con
gressional Record. Daily Edition, July 31, 1970, p. S12560. 

20. John Kenneth Galbraith, How to Control the 
Military (Garden City: Doubleday & Co., Inc., 1969), p. 54. 
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outside of Congress probably would have very little effect 

on defense policy, except as they might be symbolic of 

genuine changes in congressional attitudes toward defense 

spending. To be effective, significant changes should 

involve the principal committees; those with the authority 

to make changes in the defense budget. 

One device which has actually been tested in 

Congress is the concerted effort by informal groups to 

gather and disseminate defense policy information to the 

broad membership, and thus to influence floor votes on 

defense matters. This subtle and sometimes effective 

challenge to the principal committees helps disclose the 

strength of potential opposition to committee recommenda

tions and may modify them. The Democratic Study Group, 

composed of liberal House Democrats who try to mobilize 

their resources on selected issues, prepared a guide for 

members in 1969 to aid in the researching of defense 

21 issues, especially in respect to weapons systems. Other 

DSG publications presented the pros and cons of the Safe

guard ABM and a budget analysis emphasizing costs, 

22 rationales, and critiques of weapons systems. After 

21. Democratic Study Group, Research Memorandum 
No. 69-4, "A Guide to Researching Defense Issues," Mimeo, 
August 22, 1969. 

22. Democratic Study Group, "ABM," Mimeo, May, 
1969; "DSG Fact Book—Fiscal 1970 Defense Budget" appears 
in Congressional Record. Daily Edition, September 26, 1969, 
pp. E7876-7889. 
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holding a weekly seminar for House members on national 

security issues the group was involved in an unsuccessful 

effort to amend the defense authorization bill. The 

efforts of the DSG were not sufficient to undermine House 

faith in its Armed Services Committee recommendations. 

Members of Congress for Peace Through Law, a group 

distinctively both bipartisan and bicameral, also took the 

route of attempting to influence policy by educating the 

membership. Adopting a clearly anti-Pentagon stance (in 

contrast to DSG's presentation of the pros and cons) MCPL 

issued a study calling for specific reductions of about $3 

23 billion in the fiscal 1970 defense budget. Congress cut 

$5.6 billion from the request, including some of the MCPL 

report's recommended reductions, but all of the significant 

changes were made by the authoritative committees, not on 

the floor of the House and Senate. 

The problem with mobilizing opposition to committee 

decisions is that it is only feasible on selected issues, it 

requires members to challenge the expertise of the special

ized committees, and it often does not succeed. Like the 

rallying of pressure groups and specialists from outside 

Congress, the staging of a floor fight in Congress requires 

too much time and energy to occur on a continuous basis. 

23. The MCPL's "Report on Military Spending" is in 
Congressional Record. Daily Edition, September 3, 1969, 
pp. S10082-10100. 
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Defense programs are continually formulated and funded and 

Congress has its own designated committees with the 

responsibility to represent Congress in defense decision 

making. 

One other suggestion that deserves mention only 

because it has been voiced by one of the dissident Democrats 

on the House Armed Services Committee is the setting of a 

ceiling on defense spending, and forcing the military to 

24 live within these limits. In practice, this proposal 

would signal an abandonment of responsibility by Congress 

for evaluation of DOD requests. The suggestion symbolizes 

the frustration of an authoritative committee member in 

attempting to cope with the overwhelming information 

resources of the Defense Department. 

Probably the only effective way for Congress to 

maintain a voice in substantive defense policy is to work 

from the premise that its authoritative committees must have 

information sources other than DOD. The press is not 

sufficient; the random collection of items from the regular 

and specialized press cannot provide adequate non-government 

information for the committees. The press is a reporting 

institution, not a vehicle for generating alternative 

courses of action. Providing access to dissenting view

points is not enough; the committees must solicit 

24. Statement of Robert L. Leggett (D-Calif.) in 
American Militarism. 1970. op. cit., p. 113. 



448 

alternative proposals—pay for them—just as DOD pays 

consultants and researchers. 

Some suggestions along these lines have already been 

put forward. Nearly twenty years ago Dr. James B. Conant 

advocated that in the consideration of weapons of technical 

complexity, there be a form of adversary proceedings in the 

review of proposals. 

When a question comes up to be settled, one or 
more referees might hear the arguments pro and 
con. If there were no contrary arguments, some 
technical experts should be appointed to speak 
on behalf of the taxpayers against the proposed 
research and development. Then adequate briefs 
of the two or more sides should be prepared (not 
a compromise committee report).25 

This sensible proposal to insure that policy makers have the 

benefit of contending points of view has been developed 

elsewhere. In a study of fourteen cases of issues before 

congressional committees with significant technological or 

scientific content, the Science Policy Research Division of 

the Legislative Reference Service suggested that 

. . . adversary proceedings tend to be more 
illuminating and produce more information than do 
consensus presentations. . . . Unfortunately, 
none of the cases . . . illustrates a deliberate 
attempt to structure an adversary proceeding.26 

25. James B. Conant, Science and Common Sense 
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1951), p. 337. 

26. House Committee on Science and Astronautics, 
Technical Information for Congress. Committee Print, 91st 
Cong., 1st Sess., 1969, p. 518. 
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This study recommended some kind of structural arrangement 

(such as the strengthening of the LRS) which would provide 

Congress with early warning of the need for policy making 

in technical areas, and develop information resources in 

anticipation of congressional needs to support such policy 

27 making. Although these studies did not focus specifically 

on defense policy making, they accurately identified some 

of the problems and possible solutions associated with 

congressional policy making in technical areas. 

Lewis Anthony Dexter, after interviewing members of 

military committees, came to the conclusion that members and 

committees should commission specialists to present them 

with offsetting, countervailing arguments to the executive 

28 position. All these recommendations assume that counter

vailing viewpoints can be found—are perhaps available at 

the call of the committees. Such is probably not the case. 

In order to man adversary proceedings, the military commit

tees need to develop not one research service, like a 

vitalized and strengthened LRS, but multiple research 

capabilities of diverse orientations. Multiplicity and 

plurality should be the key concepts so that the committees 

do not get trapped into reliance on a sole source of advice, 

27. Ibid., pp. 520-521. 

28. Lewis Anthony Dexter, "»Check and Balance' 
Today: What Does it Mean for Congress and Congressmen?," in 
Alfred DeGrazia, ed., Congress: The First Branch of Govern
ment (Garden City: Anchor Books, Inc., 1967), p. 100. 
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even if it provides an alternative viewpoint to that of DOD. 

It is easy to imagine that a single research agency, because 

of numerous contacts with DOD in connection with studies, 

might soon get an interest in protecting its information 

sources and begin to express an orientation much like that 

of DOD itself. There have been a number of proposals for 

the creation of institutions to inform and advise Congress, 

although most have not been specifically directed at the 

problem of defense policy. 

Several witnesses pressed for a Congressional Insti

tute of Scholars before the Joint Committee on the Organiza-

29 tion of the Congress in 1965. Charles Dechert has 

expanded upon this proposal, suggesting reliance on visiting 

professors and research associates for the most part, with a 

small core of tenured faculty to lend continuity. He 

envisions a degree granting institution in order to insure 

high quality academic work, engaged in a complete range of 

disciplines. Other possibilities he mentions are RAND-type 

study activity on a Congress-wide or committee basis, a 

congressional tie-in with a consortium of universities, and 

30 increased authorizations for external research. While 

the Congressional Institute and/or National University are 

29. Joint Committee on the Organization of the 
Congress, Organization of the Congress. Interim Report. 
Report No. 426, 89th Cong., 1st Sess., 1965, pp. 15, 28. 

30. Dechert, op. cit., pp. 195-200. 
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bold and sweeping proposals which might take years to 

realize, the notion of increased authorizations for external 

research could be effected at once. James Robinson, noting 

that the executive departments have the financial resources 

to engage consultants as needed on a per diem basis while 

no such resources are available to Congress without special 

appropriations, proposes permitting any member of Congress 

to call on the expertise of non-governmental bodies at rates 

31 in line with current consultation fees. Roger H. Davidson 

advocates permitting any group of members to contract for 

32 research on any subject. Such steps appear to seem 

absolutely necessary if Congress is to adapt to an increas

ingly technological society. 

Regardless of the institutional arrangements devised 

for increasing the intelligence gathering resources of the 

military committees, a prerequisite is the perception by 

members that they need alternative points of view and that 

the congressional role will be strengthened by them. 

There are a number of conditions which developed in 

recent years that might lead to congressional changes in the 

31. James A. Robinson, "Decision Making in 
Congress," in Alfred DeGrazia, ed., Congress: The First 
Branch of Government (Garden City: Anchor Books, Inc., 
1967), pp. 261-264. 

32. Roger H. Davidson, "Congress and the Executive: 
The Race for Representation," in Alfred DeGrazia, ed., 
Congress: The First Branch of Government (Garden City: 
Anchor Books, Inc., 1967), pp. 399-401. 
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near future. The military establishment is no longer 

considered above criticism; it is quite respectable to find 

fault—indeed to seek out examples of bad policy making. 

Many unfavorable outcomes have been discovered tending to 

discredit DOD decsion making and reflecting in turn on the 

judgment of the military committees. Within the first three 

months of 1969, for example, the protesters mentioned 

earlier succeeded in preventing deployment of ABM's around 

cities, the Pueblo inquiry placed naval intelligence in an 

unflattering light, cost overruns on the C-5A received 

glaring publicity, disclosure of a massive chemical-

biological warfare program embarrassed the administration, 

and even the Armed Services Committees found evidence of 

gross mismanagement in investigations of the Army's main 

battle tank and of desertions from the Army. Such a series 

of untoward events suggests very little effort by the press 

and congressional investigators to protect the military. 

A further development is the respectability of 

opposing deployment of new weapons on the grounds that 

increments in the arms race detract, rather than add to, 

national security. Because of the arguments introduced by 

Secretary McNamara, advocates of new weapons developments 

must defend their deployment in terms of the arms race as 

well as invoking national security as a rationale. Oppon

ents of new weapons now also have a national secruity 

rationale. 
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Of course nothing has reflected more unfavorably on 

DOD and the authoritative committees than the Vietnam War. 

The failure to bring it to a successful, or even a satis

factory conclusion laid bare the difference between the 

defense establishment's promise and its performance. 

During the fifties the military critic was suspect. By the 

end of the sixties it was the military itself that was 

suspect, together with the political officials who set 

military policy. The authoritative committees of Congress, 

especially the Armed Services Committees, must share in the 

responsibility for the disillusionment to emerge from 

Vietnam. 

The dethronement of the defense establishment has 

cast doubt on the credibility of DOD advice and has 

contributed to a climate where the authoritative committees 

might begin to seek out other sources of information. The 

strongest impetus to change would be for the House or the 

Senate to refuse to vote on a defense bill until the 

committee had heard the pros and cons of programs recom

mended. The strength of the authoritative-committees lies 

in their influence with Congress. Should that be challenged, 

then the committees cease to fulfill their principal func

tion as specialized policy makers for the larger chamber. 

A proposal from the chamber that the authoritative commit

tees arrange for adversary proceedings would probably get 

compliance. 



454 

It is possible that the Senate, with many of its 

members actively engaged in seeking out alternatives to 

recommended defense programs, might formally or informally 

challenge its Armed Services Committee. The lengthy debate 

on the ABM which brought out the pros and cons of the 

subject far beyond the scope of the committee hearings, 

probably can be regarded as an informal challenge to the 

committee to bring more information to bear on defense 

decisions. The fact that the Senate Armed Services 

Committee has increased its staff and introduced non

government witnesses to its hearings suggests a preliminary, 

halting step away from the insulated military atmosphere 

which has prevailed. 

Increased staff resources will increase congression

al capabilities for handling information, and the intro

duction of outside witnesses to hearings will put DOD 

recommendations in a broader perspective. But these steps 

are not sufficient. The committees, in order to exercise 

influence on substantive defense policy must change their 

posture from that of passive recipients of .information 

inputs to the active seekers after information and advice. 

Once the idea is accepted that the role of the defense 

committees, or any committee in a highly technical policy 

area, should be to provide a forum for adversary proceedings, 

then the institutional arrangements will naturally follow. 

Staffs will be enlarged to handle contracted research and to 
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keep in touch with experts. The Legislative Reference 

Service will be expanded and encouraged to produce position 

papers instead of confining its efforts to "objective" 

studies which are meant to offend no one. Independent 

research centers in universities and non-profit institutions 

will be encouraged and funded. Several organizations on the 

order of RAND will be developed. The result will be that a 

great number of people will be asking questions on the 

order of whether a new weapon is needed, how it adds to 

U. S. security, how it contributes to the stability of the 

international system, what the effects of alternative man

power force levels would be, how those engaged in defense 

employment might be otherwise employed, alternatives to the 

use of force in foreign policy, and many other questions. 

The raising of these kinds of issues would provide congres

sional committees with an opportunity to engage actively in 

defense policy making, and with a justification for oppos

ing a DOD recommendation. 

From all indications, the U. S. investment in a 

technological arms race will continue for many years, even 

many decades, to come. In addition, a host of other tech

nological problems face Congress in connection with pollu

tion, environmental protection, natural resource development, 

and such matters as the generation of electrical energy. If 

Congress is to participate actively in the solution of 

problems of a technological nature, it must learn to develop 
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its own information resources to test, temper, and sometimes 

oppose the judgments formed in the executive branch. If 

Congress makes it to the twenty-first century as a virile 

institution, still representative, still accountable, it 

will be because it was flexible enough to change itself in 

response to changing conditions. 
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