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The brazen disregard of law in the Korean enterprise and 
in the setting up of an international army in Europe is further 
evidence that our State Department has long since repudiated 
any serious respect for law and justice ... My own feeling is 
that this policy in the field of foreign affairs, unless restrained, 
can only lead to arbitrary and totalitarian government at home, 
as foreign affairs come more and more to dominate our domestic 
activities, and to war in the world. 

-Senator Robert A. Taft, 1951 

The United States today is a garrison society. A garrison 
society is one in which it makes no sense to ask whether or not 
civilians control the military. It is a society in which the institutions 
and the men who hold military, economic, and political power have 
become so dependent upon one another; in which their goals and 
interests are so complementary; and in which the traditional bound
aries between military and civilian spheres have broken down to 
such an extent, that the very conception of civilian versus military 
control has no meaning.l 

In militia societies, too, it makes no sense to talk of civilian 
control of the military. For in militia societies - England before 
the English Civil War, for example- there are few or no full-time 
soldiers, and no independent military establishment, for civilians 
to control.2 

In a civilian society - the United States before the second 
World War - there are full-time soldiers and an independent 
military establishment. Professional soldiers live, in large measure, 
within their own, somewhat isolated world. Many of their values -
obedience to hierarchical superiors, discipline, physical courage, 
military honor - are at odds with, or are at least different from, 
the values of the rest of the society.s But they remain subordinate 
to civil authority. 

In an old-fashioned miltarist society - Bismarck's Germany, 
in some respects- the military establishment was not subordinate 
to civil authority. For example, military budgets in Imperial Ger
many did not require the approval of the Reichstag. Distinctly 
military values and styles, of which the duels in German fraternities 
are the best know example, spill over into civilian society. 

But these old-fashioned distinctions between civilian or militar
ist societies, or between civilian versus military control, have no 
meaning in the United States today. For example, when hundreds 
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of civilian institutions are closely involved with the military, civilian 
censorship of the public utterances of officers does not prevent them 
from having their say in public debate, or in public indoctrination. 
In August, 1914, President Wilson wrote to the Secretary of War 
as follows :4 

My dear Secretary, I write to suggest that you request and 
advise all officers of the service, whether active or retired, to 
refrain from public comment of any kind upon the military and 
political situation on the other side of the water ... It seems 
to me highly unwise and improper that officers of the Army and 
Navy of the United States should make any public utterances 
to which any color of political or military criticism can be given 

-where other nations are involved. 

That policy still holds. The White House or civilian secretaries 
censor the speeches of officers, or forbid their presentation alto
gether. But -in a garrison society the sHencing of men in u-niform is 
irrelevant. For handmaidens of the military, out of uniform, abound 
in politics, in scholarship, in the mass media, and in business. 

It makes little difference whether the men, who make speeches 
are generals; or retired generals working for armaments firms; or 
professors whose research is paid for by the Pentagon, or by the 
CIA; or journalists whose bread and butter depend upon good rela
tions with Pentagon sources; or Congressmen whose re-election 
may be jeopardized if t-he bases in their districts are shut down; or 
researchers in institutes and think shops that survive . on military 
contracts; or-corporate executives whose firms manufacture missiles 
or napalm. -

Whoever makes the speeches, and whatever their disagreements 
with one another - missiles or manned bombers, bomb Hanoi or 
hold up in enclaves, get tough _with Russia or try peaceful coexis
tence - we will hear no chalienge to the basic assumptions of 

_ American foreign and domestic policy. We will . hear no challenge to 
_the false view that freedom versus communism is -what our cold 
wars and ou_r hot wars are all about. - - - · 

The point, then, is not simply the size and power of the Ameri
can military establishment. To be sure, its size and power are basic 
features of the garrison society. The Pentagon is the headquarters 
of the largest corporation in the world. -As Bert Cochran de
scribes it :ll 

The sprawling bureaucracy housed -in this enormous for
tress ... controls an ·empire that elicits the respectful attention 

- of any of the heads of our leading corpoi·ations. The Cordiner 
Report of several years ago set a valuation of $160 billion on 
the property owned by t-he Defense Department, "by any yard
stick of measurement, the 'vorld's largest organ'ization." This 
wealth includes weapons arsenals, air bases, naval stations, 
army reservations, in all, more than thirty-two million acres of 
land in the United States, and another two and a half million 
acres abroad. The total is larger than the combined area of Rhode 
Island, Connecticut, Massachusetts, Maryland, Vermont, and 
New Hampshire . 

. . . The assets of the military are three times the combined 
assets of United States Steel, American Telephone and Tele
graph, Metropolitan Life Insurance, General Motors, and 
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Standard Oil Company of New Jersey. Its paid personnel is 
three times as large as that of these corporations. Of a grand 
total of five million federal employees, more than three and one 
half million are working for the Defense Department: two and 
a half million in the armed forces, one million civilian workers. 
The civilian payroll alone is $11 billion a year, equal to one 
and a _half times . the . combined pa,yrolls of the iron and steel 
industry and of all . other basic wetal prodt..cers, and equal to 
twice the payroll of the automobile industry. The annual mili
tary budget is J.a,rger than the . annual .!let income of all the 
corpor_aUons in th.e .cpuntry. 

But these figures alone do not define . the garrison society. The 
garrison society consists, rather, of (1) .a large and powerful mili
t~ry thil.t ; penetrates deepl~1: into civilian life; of (2) the great 

· importance : of civilians in military affairs, the increasing resem
-· bHdice between military officers and eivilia·n executives in politics 

and business, and the greater contact and cooperation between 
officers and civilians in politics, in science, and in business; such 
that (3) the traditional boundaries between civilian and military 
society break down ; and ( 4) the military are blended into an 
'alliance with government and with large corp()rations, whose goals 
'include (a) counter 'i.-evolution and American hegemony abroad and 
(b) a large dose of centralized, executive "control of the economy 
and of politics a·t home: · . . · ... , ' ' 

'·' ~ 

' ;. ' ~ . ' 

Penetration Into Civilian Life: - You cannot administer a 
. military outfit as big as the Pentagon's without penetrating deeply 

into civilian society. And even if you could, the larges't corporation 
in the world, like all large corporations, seeks to ·expand, and to 
reach out for monopoly control over its environment. It sets up or 
takes over. subsid-iary corporations ·like 'the non-profit think shops. 
It diversifies , its products. These products now include not only 
weapons, strategic theories, and military skills. They also include 
ideological indoctrination, social research, and, in Secretary 
McNamara's proposal to "salvage" the· rejects of the draft, social 
work, pedagogical theory, an implicit denunciation of 'the failures 
of the welfare state, an attack upon the 'teaching profession, a 
veiled attack upon the humanities,6 . and "advanced educational and 
medical techniques." If our schools have failed, the Depa-rtment of 
Defense will rescue us.T 

" ... the imperatives of national security in our techno
logical age make the Defense Department the world's largest 
educator of highly skilled men. Those same imperatives require 
that it also be the world's moRt efficient educator." . ' ' 

L .· 

The military penetrates into - education, into research and 
scholarship, into labor unions, into the political!lecisions of Senators 
and Congressmen, and, most ·crucially, into business and tl).e econ
omy. In education, the use of class standing as a basis for student 
deferments requires every college instructor in the country to con
front his students as an agent of the state. · He helps to decide 
which of his students shall live and which shall die. The selective 
service system has intruded into the internal government of colleges 
and universities, has appropriated the ordinary relations between 
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students and teachers for its own administrative convenience, and 
has transformed these relations into instruments of the garrison 
society.s 

The military's penetration into research and scholarship is even 
more direct. "There was a period after the war," writes Louis J. 
Halle, "when various departments of the Government tried to marry 
themselves to the universities." That marriage did not work well in 
the case of the State Department. But it ''worked in the case of the 
Pentagon and the faculties of science and technology, a wartime 
precedent having already been established .at Oak :Jlidge and Los 
Alamos."P 

Since that time, the military has continued to purchase some of 
the best minds in the country. Professor Melman has described 
some of the consequences of that fact for civilian Research and 
·Development, for the internal structure of American universities, 
and for the financially neglected fields outside the natural sciences.10 
The military provides large percentages of the annual budget of 
many major universities.n And .it, along with the CIA, have trans
formed scholars and researchers into intelligence analysts, military 
technicians, and· apologists. Michigan State University's fronting 
for the CIA in Vietnam, and the University of Pennsylvania's secret 
research for the Pentagon are extreme, but not unique instances. 
For example, at last count thirty-eight universities and institutes 
affiliated with universities were conducting research on chemical 
and biological warfare for the Department of Defense.12 

Government money for research has consequences, in turn, for 
education. A professor who has research money from outside his 
university acquires an economic base that 'tends to free him · from 
collegial and departmental control. Whether he operates alone with 
his assistants or in a :esearch institute with colleagues, he is under 
less pressure to be concerned with all the varied tasks of a univer
sity, including the task of teaching students. He is more free, if so 
inclined, to regard his university as a home base for his operations 
elsewhere. One result, even among some teachers in undergraduate 
colleges, is professorial disdain for teaching and for education, as 
opposed to the specialized training of selected students. From the 
students' point of view, some of the best of them are suspicious of 
all scholars and of all scholarship, because they see the confusion 
of scholarship with military intelligence or apologetics. 

In many labor unions, members and dues depend upon war 
plants. I doubt (as Isaac Deutscher recently expressed it) that most 
American workers are happy about working for death instead of 
for life. But a man needs a job. And a union needs members. Hence, 
unions help munitions firms to secure or retain military contracts, 
or lobby to prevent the closing down of shipyards and airplane 
plants. And some labor leaders are among the most chauvinistic 
heralds of the American counter-revolution abroad. 

The no-strike pledge during the second World War is to the 
unions' relations with the government as Oak Ridge and Los Alamos 
are to the post-war marriage between the Pentagon and departments 
or institutes of science and technology. That is, the organizational 
mobilization of American society that the second World War 
brought about has continued ever since. For the managers of unions, 
business firms, research institutes, and governmental agencies find 
advantages - less militant unions, access to power, money for 
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research, or whatever- in continuing cooperation with one another. 
These advantages are quite independent of their original military 
significance. Hence, the organizat ional coordination of the second 
World War goes on, but, of course, with a new definition of the 
enemy. 

Thus, during the Korean War the Research Director of thE 
Textile Workers Union wrote:ls 

The present emergency found American trade-unions pre
pared to unite with other groups on a common program of 
national mobilization. They were keyed to an all-out extended 
battle against Communiat totalitarianism, for they knew its 
dangers and the threat it represented to the people's well-being. 

One decade later the Executive Council of the AFL-CIO de· 
clared; "The nation's ·defense requirements obviously have top 
priority.''14 And in 1963, Secretary McNamara awarded the AFL
CIO a well-deserved citation for, among other things, military prop
aganda. The Secretary praised the union for "utilizing eXtensive 
communications media to promote greater understanding among its 
millions of members and the public of the vital objectives of defense 
programs."111 

In Congress, we read, many silent Senators are "concerned" 
about Vietnam. But only three voted against the latest Vietnam 
appropriation. Dozens of Congressmen signed a statement of "con
cern" about escalation, and proceeded to vote in favor of the appro· 
priation. In contrast, the draft was reinstated in 1948 by a vote of 
70 to 10 in the Senate and 25~ to 136 in the House.17 For (except 
when they want to appropriate more money than the Pentagon 
requests) a mere Senator or Congressman does not tangle with the 
largest corporation in the world, whether his state or district wants 
to ke~p the bases and war plants it already has, or feels neglected 
and wants to acquire some. Its economic importance stifles debate. 
And with most labor unions, or their leaders, committed to the 
garrison system, one potential source of pressure on Congressmen 
to behave · differently is eliminated. 

The acquiescence of Congress and of the labor movement has 
repercussions, in turn, on education. Many of the most intelligent 
and most serious college students today spend more time on political 
activity than on their studies. For as they see it, and they see it 
correctly, America faces desperate problems that almost no one in 
public life is willing to face. If a dozen silent Senators who are 
"concerned" about Vietnam would only speak up, political activists 
on college campuses would feel free to spend more time on chemistry 
formulae and the Greek dative. 

In the economy, some ten to twenty percent - depending on 
what you include and how you measure it - of the national product 
depends on the military. And some ten to twenty percent of the 
labor force work at jobs that also depend upon the military. About 
25,000 private industrial plants operate under systems of military 
security, over four million employees were required to obtain 
security clearance during a period of ten years, and, to be on the 
nfe side, some firms have extended military security to all of their 
operations, including those which have nothing to do with military 
work. til 

To be sure, many, perhaps most American firms do not benefit 
directly from the garrison society. If twenty percent depend upon 



it, eighty percent pay taxes to make it possible. Nor would all 
munitions firms, even, be hurt seriously by sudden disarmament. 
And some firms, in banking and in men's clothing for example, 
have been hurt by the war in Vietnam. But we cannot look to 
businessmen who are left out of the profits of the garrison society, 
or to firms that are hurt by the war, to lead the w:ay toward "dis
mantling the cold war institutional machine."19 For to do so would 
be a basic challenge to their aerospace colleagues; to the existing 
system of political power; in some cases to the unions that operate 
in their plants; and to the entire ideology of anti-communism from 
which they, too, derive strength and comfort in these trying 
times. Terminating the war in Vietnam tomorrow would be in the 
economic interest of many American firms. But adherence to the 
reigning ideology, and class solidarity with other businessmen more 
directly involved in the garrison society, seem thus far to be 
stronger than immediate economic interests. In short, as concerns 
the military and the American economy, a little penetration goes 
a long, long way. 

The Boundaries Break Down: - But, as noted in the second 
element in our definition of the garrison society, the penetration of 
the military into civilian society is only part of the story. While 
civilian life has become increasingly militarised, civilians have 
become more important in military affairs, military men have· more 
contact with civilians, and military men come to resemble civilians 
more than ever before. The office of the Secretary of Defense is no 
longer that of a coordinator. The Secretary and his civilian aides 
are makers of military policy. The number and the influence of 
civilian military theorists, in and out of the Department of Defense, 
moved General Thomas D. White, former Air Force Chief of Staff, 
to remark, "in common with other military men I am profoundly 
apprehensive of the pipe-smoking, trees-full-of-owls type of so-called 
defense intellectuals who have been brought into this nation's 
capitol.''20 And no longer do armaments firms simpiy manufacture 
what the military orders. They have their own staffs to devise their 
own weapons systems, which they try to sell to Congress and to 
the Pentagon. 

But the military, too, is developing its own generation of mili
tary intellectuals and technological specialists. Advanced technology 
and a complex, sprawling organization (no longer limited to a 
simple command structure plus some staff positions) make brains 
and managerial talent more important than old-fashioned heroism in 
the upper reaches of military hierarchies. And, of course, constant 
dealings with corporate executives, plus the prospect of a career in 
business after retirement from the service, reinforce tendencies 
within the services themselves toward making the work of military 
leaders increasingly similar to the work of corporate executives.21 
More generally, as Allen Guttman suggests, the end of laissez faire 
liberalism in this country - the transformation, in Guttman's 
words, "from an imperfect liberal democracy to an imperfect social 
democracy" - means that " the American soldier can for the first 
time in our history square the dictates of his professional ethic with 
the accepted values and institutions of our society."22 

In short, the traditional social and cultural boundaries between 
civilian and military society have broken down. The military, civil-
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ian government, and large corporations do not form a single, 
monolithic ruling group. There are conflicts within, and between, 
each party· to the alliance. But on all essentials - American world 
power, the ' Cold War and anti-communism, and the shape of our 
domestic ecop.omy and social structure - they are as one. 

The. historical origins of the garrison society are reflected in 
this coalesce1,1ce of military and civilian executives, and in this 
fading away"of' tfaditional boundarie's. The garrison society did not 
come about be cause a military clique imposed itself on the rest of 
America. It was built - base by base, contract by contract, and 
professor by ·professor - through the cooperation of military 
leaders, politidans, and corporate executives that began during the 
second World War. Universities, labor leaders, intellectuals': and the 
~ass media followed along~· 

One of the earliest prophets of the garrison society was Charles 
E. Wilson, former president of General Electric. In January, 1944, 
in an address before the Army Ordnance Association, Wilson pro
posed an alliance of the military, the executive branch of the Federal 
government, and large corporations in "a permanent war economy.'' 
He proposed that every large corporation have on its roster a 
colonel in the reserves for liaison with the military, and he spelled 
out the role of the Federal executive, of Congress, and of business 
as follows :28 

First of all such a [preparedness] program must be the 
responsibility of the Federal governm~nt. It must be initiated 
and administered by the executive branch -by the President 
as Commander-in-Chief and by the War and Navy Departments. 
Of equal importance is the fact that this must be, once and for 
all, a continuing program and not the creature of an emergency. 
In fact one of its objects will be to eliminate emergencies so 
f ar as possible. The role of Congress will be limited to voting 
the needed funds ... 

Industry's role in this program is to respond and cooperate 
. . . in the execution of the part allotted to it; industry must riot 
be hampered by political witch hunts, or thrown to the fanatical 
isolationist figure tagged with a 'merchants of death' label. 

The cooperation that Wilson proposed, and that in fact came 
about, does not create a monolithic ruling group. But it does create 
a system in which each party has a great stake in the other party's 
interests and success. That is one of the system's strong points. If 
one party to the alliance were imposing itself on the other two, the 
whole system would be weaker than it is. The economy is dependent 
in an important degree on the military. But it is equally true that 
the military are dependent on big business. If armaments firms 
acted like old-fashioned entrepreneurs, keeping their capital mobile 
and seeking out the most profitable markets, they might go in for 
pea canning plants in Sicily instead of missiles. The military and 
the government depend upon their continued preference for govern
ment-sponsored, low-risk capitalism. 

Another source of the alliance's strength is the fact that most 
participants - politicians, generals, corporate executives, and pro
fessor s - really believe in what they are doing. They are, by their 
lights, patriotic servants of the public weal. And the combination 

112 



of power, profits, and sincerity is more powerful t han power and 
profits alone. 

International Power and Domestic Controls: - This powerful 
combination, of motives and of institutions, has prof ound conse
quences for American society. The world-wide goals of the garrison 
society - preventing social revolut ion and preserving both capital
ism and American world power abroad - have r epercussions on 
domestic polit ics and on the domestic poltical economy. The preser
vation of the American imperial system requires economic stability 
and steady, manageable, predictable economic growth at home. 
Management and prediCtability are crucial. . 

Suppose the United States had a free market economy, .subject 
to uncontrolled fluctuations. Think of ' the : international conse
quences.24 A big depression, a great and sudden decline in profits 
and in employment, wo~ld mean a great decline in Federal revenues . . 
There would also be increased political pressure to use these declin
ing revenues for more domestic relief of bne kind or ' another. 
Foreign aid progra ms might be threatened. American ·purchases 
abroad, public and private, ' would be curtailed. American ' ·multi
national corporations . might import more of ·their undistributed 
profits from abroad and engage ihless}oreign investment, ,especially 
if low prices in capital goods made the depression a good time to 
invest here. And imports of the product s of 'other nations, including 
unstable and po-tentially revolutionary nations, , would .. ~o down. 
Previously friendly governments and businessmen ·in for~ign ·· coun

tries would have to look elsewhere for friends . And, what is more 
crucial, what would happen to our · counter-revolution in Colombia 
if we could not buy Colombian coffee f . . '· 
. On the other hand, a boom that is too b_ig or too 'sudden is no 

good either. For one thing, booms tend to, produce their opposite. 
But apart from that fact, too great an increase in dividends and in 
corporate investment creates inflationary pressure and invites social 
conflict in the form of wage demands and perhaps cdppling strikes. 
Inflation means that foreign nations have less purchasiJ:ig power in 
the United States and would take their business elsewhere, while 
production at high capacity forces ·_American pusiness to purchase 
more from abroad than they otherwise would. _Both developments 
place further strain on , the balance '· of payments, which might 

·· require,· at some later point, either· great cuts iri foreign ·purchases, 
or a great cut in the foreign military bases of the United States. 

. In short, some. of the international repercussions of a big boom 
· are ·identical to those of a big depression. Both must be avoided if 
the American imperial system is to remain intact. 

A voiding both the big boom and the big depression requires an 
increasingly guided economy - guidelines, dumping surplus com
modities ori the ·market to prevent an increase in price, the confron
tation between President Kennedy .and the steel industry, using the 
White House instead of old-fashioned bargaining sessions to settle 
strikes, and using tax policy to make investment and consumption 
go up or down as the moment requires. These policies, in turn, have 
further consequences for the society. 

For example, .labor leaders come under pressure to suppress 
any signs of an active internal life, and of mass rank-and-file 
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involvement in labor unions. Such things are unmanageable. They 
have unpredictable consequences. To cite a second example, we 
cannot permanently abolish unemployment - the classic test of the 
success of the welfare state - because we must worry about attend
ant inflationary pressure. That fact, in turn, makes any genuine 
integration of the mass of Negroes into American society most 
unlikely, so long as the garrison system lasts. 

There are, to be sure, strains in the system. The airline 
machinists did not go along. The guidelines are breaking down. 
And there is probably an inherent contradiction between the require
ments of the system and the interests of each single firm or industry. 
Guidelines are most advantageous to you if your firm or yout· union 
is the only one that daes not go along with them. 

But suppose, for the moment, that the economic management 
that is inherent in the garrison society works well enough for the 
foreseeable future. What, then, are the lessons of Vietnam? The 
obvious lesson is that future garrison governmen-ts, in time of peace, 
must always manage to keep unemployment relatively high and 
production well below capacity. For reasons that Professor Terence 
McCarthy has expounded tbat extra slack is needed in order to 
tight our next colonial war without overheating the economy. That 
is how you incorporate Keynesian economics and the historic 
achievements of the New Deal and of American liberalism into the 
garrison society. 

t The term "garrison society is, of 
course, a variation of Harold 
Laswell's term, "·garrison state." 
But the two terms do not refer to 
the same phenomena. In Laswell's 
words, "The simplest version of 
the garrison-state hypothesis is 
that the arena of world politics 
is moving toward the domination 
of specialists in violence." As 
seen in greater detail ·below,··the 
term "garrison society" refers in
stead to a coalescence, in various 
ways, of "specialists" in·. "The 
Garrison State Hypothesis~oday," 
in Samuel P. Huntington, ed., 
Changing Patterns of Military · 
Politics, The Free Press of Glen- · 
coe: New York, 1952, 51-70. 

2For more details about this ex
ample, see the section entitled 
"Lords Lieutenant And Their 
Deputies" in Vernon J{. Dibble, 
"The Organization of Traditional 
Authority: ·English County Gov
-ernment, 1558-1640," in James G. 
March, ed., Handbook of Organi
zations, Rand McNally: Chicago, 
1965, 879-909. See also the rele
vant chapters in Thomas G. 
Barnes, Somerset, 1625-1640: A 
County'.~ Government During The 
Personal Rule," Harvard Univer
sity Press: Cambridge, 1961. 

asamuel P. Huntington, in The 
Soldiet· and the State, notes a 
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number of ways in which "the 
military ethic" is in conftict with 
the liberal ideology that has been 
dominant in American ,political 
history. For example, "The heart 
of liberalism is individualism. It 
emphasizes the reason and moral 
dignity of the individual, and 
opposes political, economic, and 
social restraints upon individual 
liberty. In contrast, the military 
ethic holds that man is evil, weak, 
and irrational and that he must 
be subordinated to the group. The 
military man claims that the 

· natural relation among men is 
conflict." Quoted in Allen Gutt
man, "Political Ideals And The 
Military Ethic," The American 
Scholar, 34 :2, Spring, 1965, p. 22. 

4Quoted· in Jack Raymond, Power 
At The Pentagon, Harper and 
Row: New York, 1964, p. 178. 

5Bert Cochran, The War System, 
Macmillan: New York, 1965, pp. 
138-139. 

GJ take it that the Secretary's 
statement that "One of the de
partment's key concepts is that 
traditional classroom training is 
often largely irrelevant to actual 
on-the-job performance require
ments" and his reference to 



"pruning from existing courses 
all non-essential information" are 
veiled attacks on the humanities. 

7The quotation which follows, the 
quotation in the previous sen
tence, and the quotation in Note 
3 are from the excerpts from 
Secretary MeN amara's address 
to the Veterans of Foreign Wars, 
New York Times, August 24, 
1966, p. 18. 

SThe administration of a number 
of colleges (including Wayne 
State, Haverford, Cornell, and a 
few others) have indicated that 
their colleges will either submit 
no class standings to draft boards 
or will otherwise refuse to go 
along (for example, by refusing 
to compute class standings sep
arately for male and female stu
dents). The faculties of a few 
other colleges, including Colum
bia College, have voted in favor 
of this position. 

9Louis J. Halle, "On Teaching In
ternational Relations," Virginia 
Quarterly Review, 40:1, Winter, 
1964, p. 13. 

IOSemour Melman, Our Depleted 
Society, Dell Publishing Co.: New 
York, 1965, Chapter 4, entitled 
"Cold War Science and Technol
ogy." 

11Jbid., Appendix C, "Index of 500 
Largest Military Prime Contrac
tors For Experimental. Develop
ment, Test and Research Work." 
See also Raymond, op. cit., Chap
ter VIII, "Research and the Fed
eral Government" and Cochran, 
op. cit., pp. 155-161. 

l~This figure is from Carol Bright
man, "The 'Weed Killers' - A 
Final Word, Viet Report, 2:7, 
1966, 3-5. Miss Brightman relies 
on "a Pentagon spokesman" as 
reported in the Washington Post. 

13Solomon Barkin, "American 
Trade-Unions In The Present 
Emergency," Monthly Labor Re
view, the Bureau of Labor Sta
tistics, 73:4, October, 1951, 409. 

HProceedings of the AFL- CIO 
· Fourth Constitutional Conven

tion, 1961, Vol. II, p. 70. 

15Proceedings of the AFL- CIO 
Fifth Constitutional Convention, 
1963, Vol. I, p. 355. 

17New York Times, June 11, 1948 
and June 23, 1948. 

lSThe information on military se
curity in business is from Ray
mond, op. cit., pp. 154-156. On 
the extent to which the economy 
depends upon military spending, 
Harry Magdoff, using the esti-

mates of the U. S. Arms Control 
And Disarmament Agency in its 
volume, Economic Impacts of Dis
armament (Washington, D. C., 
1962), writes as follows: "The 
more than $55 billion spent an
nually on what the government 
agencies classify as 'national de
fense' has a chain-reaction effect 
on the rest of the economy, just 
as other forms of investment and 
spending have a 'multiplier' ef
fect. It is estimated that for 
every $1 spent on 'national de
fense' another $1 to $1.40 of 
economic product is stimulated. 
A crude, but conservative, calcu
lation shows that in addition to 
the approximately 7.4 million 
people engaged in some phase of 
'national defense,' another 6 to 9 
million are employed due to the 
economic stimulus of defense 
spending." Harry Magdoff, "Prob
lems of United States Capital
ism,'' in R. Miliband and J. Savile, 
eds., The Socialist Register: 1965, 
Monthly Review Press: New 
York, 1965, p. 63. See also Coch
ran, op. cit., pp. 140-141. 

19This phrase is the title of Chap
ter 12 of Melman, op. cit. 

20Quoted in Raymond, op. cit., p. 
289. More generally, see Ray
mond's Chapter 16, "The 'Me
N amara Monarchy'." 

2JSee Morris Janowitz, The Profes
sional Soldier: A Social And Po
litical Portrait, The Free Press: 
Glencoe, Illinois, 1960. Especially 
Section II, "Organizational Real
ities: Heroic And Managerial" 
and Chapter 20, "The Future of 
the Military Profession." 

22Guttmann, op. cit., p. 237. See 
note #3, above for further ex
planation of this point. 

23Quoted in Fred J. Cook, The 
Warfare State, Macmillan: New 
York, 1962, pp. 76-77. Mr. Cook, 
in turn quotes from an article by 
John M. Swomley in The Pro
gressive, January 1959. I was 
unfortunately not able to locate 
the full text of Mr. Wilson's 
speech in any of the usual cources 
such as Vital Speeches or The 
New York Times. Note that this 
man is Wilson of G.E., not Wilson 
of General Motors. 

2~1 am grateful to Mr. William 
Martin for his suggestions about 
the links between the current in
ternational and domestic economic 
policies of the Kennedy-Johnson 
administration. 
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