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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION AND HYPOTHESES 

This is a study of congressional influence upon 

defense spending in the fifty states during the period 

1959-1968. Its immediate objective is to identify salient 

aspects of congressional influence and then to determine 

their relationship to variations which may be observed both 

among different categories of defense spending and in levels 

of spending among the several states. The study undertakes 

to identify and account for variations in the influence each 

state has over defense spending through its representatives 

in Congress and several measures have been specifically 

designed for this study to measure that influence. 

Research on Congress 

Studies of congressional influence have for the most 

part been designed to study legislative behavior and l:3gis-

lative process. Until recent years, not much was done to 

test the relationships which might exist between the legis

lative phase of the policy-making process and the otitputs of 

government resulting from the behavior of legislators. 

Since this is a study of congressional influence—the 

influence states have through their representatives iu 



Congress—upon the outputs of government, it is appropriate 

to summarize briefly the kind and scope of research on 

Congress done in recent years and show where and how this 

study fits into that research. 

In a recent publication by Ralph K. Huitt and 

Robert L. Peabody, Congress: Two Decades of Analysis, 

Peabody says there have been two major trends in congres

sional studies done since the publication in 1885 of Woodrow 

Wilson's seminal work, Congressional Government.^ The 

first, which he calls traditional-reformist, characterized 

studies done during the years before World War II and 

afterwards until about 1950. The second trend, called by 

Peabody the behavioral-empirical trend, began around 1950 

and continues until today. 

The studies included in the traditional-reformist 

trend are characterized as having "...a preoccupation with 

the functions of Congress,..." and are especially interested 

in the normative question of whether these functions are 

properly exercised. Most of the works of the traditional-

reformist period are critical of Congress and call for 

reform. The methodology is mainly based upon description 

of institutional operations within Congress, and these 

operations are then subjected to criticism when they do not 

(New York: Harper & Row, Publishers, 1969). 

2 (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1885; New York: 
Meridian Books, Inc., a division of the World Publishing 
Co., 1956). 



meet the particular writer's specifications as to how 

Congress should best operate. As primary examples of 

traditional-reformist studies, Peabody includes the follow

ing works: George B. Galloway's two books. Congress at the 

Crossroads, and The Legislative Process in Congress; 

James MacGregor Burns, Congress on Trial; Floyd M. Riddick, 
6 • 

The United States Congress: Organization and Procedure; 

and two studies by the American Political Science Associa-
7 

tion, The Reorganization of Congress, and "Toward a More 
Q 

Responsible Two-Party System." More recent reformist 

studies of Congress include: James MacGregor Burns, The 

9 Deadlock of Democracy: Four Party Politics in America, 

which is a restatement of the argument for responsible 

parties as a means of reforming Congress which Burns first 

put forth in Congr3ss on Trial; Senator Joseph S. Clark, 

Congress: The Sapless Branch; Mary Mclnnis, ed., We 

1963). 

^(New York: Thomas Y. Crowell Co., 1946). 

^(New York: Thomas Y. Crowell Co., 1953). 

^(New York: Harper & Row, Publishers, 1949). 

(Manassas, Va.: National Capitol Publishers, 1949). 

"^(Washington, D.C. : Public Affairs Press, 1945). 

^APSR, XLIV, supplement (September, 1950). 

(Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 

10 (New York: Harper & Row, Publishers, 1964). 
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Propose: A Modern Congress, which is a collection of 

reform proposals put forth by the House Republican Task 

Force on Congressional Reform and Minority Staffing; Alfred 

12 de Grazia, Congress: The First Branch of Government, 

which proposed to change Congress to make it fit the model 

of a strong national legislature; and a study by Roger H. 

Davidson, David M. Kovenock and Michael K. O'Leary, Congress 

13 in Crisis: Politics and Congressional Reform, which aims 

at reform but cannot be labeled as mere discription because 

of the tool (structured interviews) used to determine what 

kind of reform might be sought by congressmen, themselves. 

Peabody's discussion of the behavioral-empirical 

trend groups the studies on Congress into three phases. The 

first phase is labeled the "qualitative phase" and includes 

most of the significant studies done between 1950 and 1969. 

The qualitative phase places emphasis upon functional reform 

within Congress, but it attempts to describe the behavior 

rather than the institutional functions of Congress and the 

tools of analysis are generally more sophisticated than 

traditional research. Examples of the numerous studies 

which Peabody includes in the qualitative phase are: case 

studies, such as those done by Stephen K. Bailey, Congress 

•̂•'•(New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1966). 

12 
(Washington, D.C.: American Enterprise Institute 

for Public Policy Research, 1965). 
13 
(Belmont, Calif.: V̂ adsworth Publishing Co., Inc., 

1966). 



14 Makes a Law, and Robert A. Dahl, Congress and Foreign 

15 
Policy; studies of group theory, such as Arthur F. 

Bentley, The Process of Government, David B. Truman, The 

17 Governmental Process; and Bertram M. Gross, The Legisla-

18 tive Struggle: A Study in Social Combat; and studies 

using role theory, such as Ralph K. Huitt, "The Outsider in 

19 the Senate: An Alternative Role," and Lewis Anthony 

20 Dexter, "What Do Congressmen Hear? The Mail." He also 

includes numerous committee studies such as Charles O. 

Jones, "Representation in Congress: The Case of the House 

21 Agriculture Committee;" and studies of seniority, such as 

22 George Goodwin, Jr., "The Seniority System in Congress," 

and Nicholas A. Masters, "Committee Assignments in the 

23 House of Representatives." Finally, he includes studies 

of subgroups and influence which emphasize factors other 

14 
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1950). 

•'•̂ (New York: Harcourt, Brace & Co. , 1950). 

16 

(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1908). 

•'•'̂(New York: Alfred A. Knopf, Inc., 1951). 

•'•̂ (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1953). 
IQ 

APSR, LV (September, 1961), 566-575. 
^^Public Opinion Quarterly, XX, No. 1 (1956-1957), 16-27. 
21 
APSR, LV (June, 1961), 358-367. 

22 

APSR, LIII (June, 1959), 412-433. 

^^APSR, LV (June, 1961), 345-357. 



than committees, such as Ralph K. Huitt, "Democratic Party 

Leadership in the Senate;"^'^ Donald R. Matthews, U.S. 
OR 

Senators and Their World; * Randall B. Ripley, Majority 
26 Party Leadership in Congress, and Party Leaders in the 

27 
House of Representatives; William H. Riker, "Some Ambigu-

28 
ities in the Notion of Power;" and Nelson W. Polsby, "The 

Institutionalization of the U.S. House of Representa-

29 tives." All of these studies are bound together by a 

common empirical bond—as Peabody puts it— 

To understand legislative policy-making it is neces
sary to move beyond formal and legal descriptions to 
the attitudes and behavior of the people who make up 
the legislature as well as those who try to influence 
policy-making.30 

The second phase of the behavioral-empirical trend 

Peabody calls the "quantitative phase." This phase includes 

several studies which emphasize voting behavior in congres

sional elections, power and influence, and roll call analy

sis. Examples of the studies included in the quantitative 

phase are Lewis A. Froman, Jr., Congressmen and Their 

^^APSR, LV (June, 1961), 333-344. 

^^(Chapel Hill, N.C.: University of North Carolina 
Press, 1960). 

26 

1967). 

(Boston: Little, Brown & Co., Inc., 1969). 
27 

(Washington, D.C: Brookings Institution, 

^^APSR, LVIII (June, 1964), 341-349. 

^^APSR, LXII (March, 1968), 144-168. 

30 
Huitt and Peabody, Congress, p. 10. 



31 
Constituencies; L. B. Shapley and Martin Shubik, "A 

Method for Evaluating the Distribution of Power in a Com-

32 
mittee System;'"^ William K. Riker and Donald Niemi, 

"Stability of Coalitions on Roll-Calls in the House of 

33 

Representatives;" Warren E. Miller and Donald E. Stokes, 

"Constituency Influence in Congress; ""̂ ^ and Raymond E. 

Wolfinger and Joan Heifetz, "Safe Seats, Seniority, and 
35 

Power in Congress." As examples of roll call studies 

under the quantitative phase, Peabody included early studies 

which developed analysis techniques, such as A. Lawrence 

Lowell, "The Influence of Party Upon Legislation in England 
36 and America;" Stuart A. Rice, Quantitative Methods in 

37 Politics; Herman C. Beyle, Identification and Analysis of 

38 
Attribute-Cluster-Blocs; and Louis Guttman, "The Basis 

39 for Scalograjn Analysis." Finally, he included examples 

•̂1 

(Chicago: Rand McNally and Co., 1963). 

APSR, XLVIII (September, 1954), 787-792. 

^^APSR, LVI (March, 1962), 58-65. 

"̂̂ APSR, LVI I (March, 1963), 45-56. 

^^APSR, LIX (June, 1965), 337-349. 
Annual Report of the American Historical Associa

tion, I (1901), 321-542. 
'̂̂ (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, Inc., 1928). 

38 
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1931). 

39 
Louis Guttman, "The Basis for Scalogram. Analysis," 

in Measurement and Prediction, ed, by Samuel A. Stouffer 
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1950), 
pp. 60-90. 



8 

of research which has applied roll call analysis to more 

general studies of Congress, such as V. 0. Key, Jr., 

Southern Politics in State and Nation; Duncan MacRae, Jr., 

Dimensions of Congressional Voting: A Statistical Study of 

41 Representatives in the Eighty-First Congress; David B. 

42 Truman, The Congressional Party: A Case Study; and 

David R. Mayhew, Party Loyalty Among Congressmen: The 

43 Difference Between Democrats and Republicans, 1947-1962. 

The characteristic of the studies grouped under the "quan

titative phase," which sets them apart from other studies of 

Congress, is the use of hard data; that is, data which is 

more precise than that used for most political analysis. As 

described by Peabody, hard data would include "election 

returns, biographical and demographical variables, and roll 

44 

call votes," which are subject to quantitative measure

ment rather than "policy statements, the language of legis-

lation, observations, and interview responses," " which are 

more judgmental in nature. 

The third phase of the behavioral-empirical trend 

'̂ (̂New York: Alfred A. Knopf, Inc., 1949). 

(Berkeley, Calif.: University of California 
Press, 1958). 

42 (New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1959). 

43 
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1966). 

44 
Huitt and Peabody, Congress, p. 34. 

Ibid. 



is called the "integration of qualitative and quantitative 

methods." This phase of congressional research includes 

those studies which attempt to use qualitative and quanti

tative methods effectively—with the objective that each 

method will complement the other. Examples of "integrative" 

studies are: Donald R. Matthews, U.Ŝ . Senators and Their 

46 World; Raymond A. Bauer, Ithiel de Sola Pool and Lev/is 

Anthony Dexter, American Business and Public Policy: The 

47 Politics of Foreign Trade; and Richard F. Fenno, Jr., 

The Power of the Purse: Appropriations Politics in 

48 Congress. The result of integrative techniques of 

analysis, as Peabody points out," is that research problems 

can "guide" the researcher in the use of particular method

ological techniques which will be most appropriate for the 

data being studied and all variables relevant to the study 

can be included in the research for a more rigorous analysis 

of the findings. 

There have been some important studies reported in 

the three years since the publication of Peabody's essay 

on congressional research. Two publications deserve notice 

because of the comprehensive scope of their coverage. 

"^^(Chapel Hill, N.C.: University of North Carolina 
Press, 1960). 

47 (New York: Atherton Press, 1963). 
48 

(Boston: Little, Brown & Co., Inc., 1966). 
49 
Huitt and Peabody, Congress, p. 54. 
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However, they would more appropriately be classed in a 

separate category as source books rather than any of 

Peabody's trends or phases of congressional research. The 

first of these books—Michael Barone, Grant Ujifusa, and 

Douglas Matthews, The Almanac of American Politics, 1972^^— 

is a collection of data on each Senator and House member, 

and includes election data and statistics on the home state 

and district of all 535 Congressmen in 1972. The second 

source book is the Congressional Quarterly study entitled 

51 Members of Congress: 1789-1970, and includes a brief 

section on characteristics of congressmen and congressional 

leaders, a brief biographical sketch on all members of 

Congress from 1789 through 1970, and outlines of sessions of 

Congress and congressional leaders from 1789 through 1970. 

Some of the recent publications would fit into 

Peabody's qualitative phase of the behavioral-empirical 

trend. One such book is Stephen K. Bailey's, Congress in 

52 

the Seventies, which discusses some of the problems 

facing Congress and has Bailey's usual emphasis upon the 

normative question of the proper role and function of 

Congress. Other recent books in the qualitative phase 

^^(Boston: Gambit Incorporated, 1972). 

•̂'•(Washington, D.C: Congressional Quarterly, Inc., 
1971). 

52 (New York: St. Martin's Press, Inc., 1970). 



would include Randall B. Ripley, Power in the Senate; 

11 

53 

Frederick N. Cleveland and Associates, Congress and Urban 

54 
Problems; and Robert L. Peabody, ejt al. , To Enact A Law: 

Congress and Campaign Financing, which is a case study. 

Several recent studies would be classed under the 

quantitative phase of congressional research. Here, we 

would locate three works by Barbara Hinckley, "Congres

sional Leadership Selection and Support: A Comparative 

56 R7 
Analysis," The Seniority System in Congress, and 

58 Stability and Change in Congress, which give us a greater 

insight into the functional operation of congressional rules 

and norms. Three recent studies give us a good coverage of 

recruitment theory as applied to Congress. These studies 

are Michael L. Mezey, "Ambition Theory and the Office of 

59 

Congressman," which studies recruitment based upon oppor

tunities and experience; Jeff Fishel, "Ambition and the 

Political Vocation: Congressional Challengers in American 

^^(New York: St. Martin's Press, Inc., 1969). 

^^(Washington, D.C: Brookings Institution, 1969). 

Robert L. Peabody, Jeffrey M. Berry, William. G. 
Erasure, and Jerry Goldman, To Enact _a Law: Congress and 
Campaign Financing (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, Inc., 
1972). 

^^JOP, XXXII (May, 1970), 268-287. 

1971). 

57 
(Bloomington, Ind.: Indiana University Press, 

^^(New 

*JOP, XXXII (August, 1972), 563-579 

(New York: Harper S-. Rov/, Publishers, 1971). 

59 
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fiO 

Politics," which scudies motivation in party recruitment 

for Congress; and Burton M. Atkins and Michael A. Baer, 

"The Effect of Recruitment Upon Metropolitan Voting 

Cohesion in the House of Representatives: A Research 

Note," which postulates that recruitment as well as other 

factors influence the voting behavior of urban congressmen. 

There are several studies published since 1969 on 

roll call analysis, and legislative conimittees v/hich would 

also be classed in Peabody's quantitative phase of the 

behavioral-empirical trend. One article on roll call 

analysis, Thomas W. Casstevens, "Linear Algebra and 

62 Legislative Voting Behavior: Rice's Indices," aims at 

improving techniques of roll call analysis. Another 

article, Robert S. Erikson, "The Electoral Impact of 

Congressional Roll Call Voting," studies the effects on 

vote-getting ability of congressm-en who take extreme lib

eral or conservative stands on roll call votes. On the 

committees of Congress, one article, Lawrence C Dodd, 

"Committee Integration In The Senate: A Comparative 

Analysis," tells us that we can predict a committee's 

success in getting its reports adopted by the Senate on the 

^^JOP, XXXIII (February, 1971), 25-56. 

^•^JOP, XXXII (February, 1970), 177-180. 

^^JOP, XXXII (November, 1969), 769-783. 

^^APSR, LXV (December, 1971), 1018-1032. 

^^JOP, XXXIV (November, 1972), 1135-1171. 
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basis of the level of integration—or degree of special

ization—of its members. Another article, Charles S. 

Bullock, "Freshman Committee Assignments and Re-election 

in the U.S. House of Representatives," disproves the 

long-standing conclusions by Nicholas A. Masters'^ and 

Charles Clapp that committee assignments, which are used 

to help in re-election, favor freshmen congressmen from 

marginal districts. In fact, Bullock found to the contrary 

that committee assignments were made to help in re-election 

of congressmen from "safe districts." Other recent studies 

on congressional committees include David E. Price, "Pro

fessionals and 'Entrepreneurs': Staff Orientations and 

68 Policy Making on Three Senate Committees," Thomas W. 

Casstevens, "The Comjnittee Function: An Influence 
act 

Equation," and George Goodwin, Jr., The Little Legisla-

. 70 tures: Committees of Congress. 

Finally, there are four studies which would fit 

into Peabody's "integrative" phase that are worth noting 

^^APSR, LXVI (September, 1972), 996-1007. 

^^"Committee Assignments," APSR, LV (June, 1961), 
345-357. 

^^The Congressman: His Work As He Sees It (V/ash-
ington, D.C: Brookings Institution, 1963), pp. 183-212. 

^^JOP, XXXIII (May, 1971), 316-336. 

^^APSR, LXVI (March, 1972), 160-163. 

70 
(Amherst, Mass.: University of Massachusetts 

Press, 1970). 
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here. The first of these is a textbook for legislative 

process and behavior, Malcolm E. Jewell and Samuel C 

Patterson, The Legislative Process in the United States.'̂ '̂  

They utilize structural-functional analysis, developmental 

analysis, and comparative analysis to identify uniformities 

in patterns of legislative behavior and to construct a 

science of legislative systems. For comparative purposes, 

they use the Congress as compared to the fifty state legis

latures. The other three "integrative" studies are edited 

works on congressional behavior—Raymond E. Wolfinger, ed., 

72 Readings on Congress; Nelson W. Polsby, ed., Congressional 

73 Behavior; and Leroy N. Rieselbach, The Congressional 

74 System: Notes and Readings. 

In addition to these studies there is a recently 

developing category of research which is primarily pertinent 

to public policy, yet involves subject matter basic to 

studies of Congress—the influence of Congress on defense 

,. , . 75 spending policy. 

1971). 

71 
(2nd ed.; New York: Random House, Inc., 1973). 

72 
(Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 

73 
(New York: Random House, Inc., 1971). 

74 
(Belmont, Calif.: Duxbury Press, a division of 

Wadsworth Publishing Company, Inc., 1970). 
75 
For a good treatment of recent studies of public 

policy, see Ira Sharkansky, "The Analysis of Public 
Policy: Recent Additions to an Ancient and Honorable 
Literature," Midv.esL Journal of Political Science, XVI 
(May, 1972), pp. 324-337. 
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Research on Congress and Deiense Spending 

The study of congressional influence upon defense 

spending policy is one part of the study of federal govern

ment policy on national defense, or as it is generally 

referred to, particularly in the popular literature on the 

subject, the "military-industrial complex."^^ The place of 

congressional activities in the military-industrial complex 

is covered in three recent publications on the general 

topic. The works in question, by Sydney Lens,'̂ ''̂  Senator 

78 7Q 

William Proxmire, and Adam Yarmolinsky, present a 

relatively comprehensive picture of all phases of the 

military-industrial complex. Indeed, these three books 

can stand as an excellent summing-up of the hundreds of 

studies of the military-industrial complex which have 

appeared in the last decade or so. All three studies 

demonstrate vividly how important a place military spending 

76 
The term, "military-industrial complex," was 

probably first used by President Eisenhower in his farewell 
address to the American people, January 17, 1961, in U.S., 
President, Publie Papers of the Presidents of the United 
States (Washington, D.C: Office of the Federal Register, 
National Archives and Records Service, 1953—), Dwight D. 
Eisenhower, 1960-1961, p. 1038. 

77 
The Mi 1 it ar3̂ -Indus trial Complex (Pliiladelphia : 

Pilgrim Press; Kansas City, Mo.: National Catholic 
Reporter, 1970). 

78 
Report From Wasteland: America's Military-

Industrial Complex (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, Inc., 
1970). 

79 
The Military Establishment (New York: Harper & 

Row, Publishers, 1971). 
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has in the social, economic, and political life of the 

nation, and all three emphasize the importance of Congress, 

particularly of the House and Senate Committees on Armed 

Services and Appropriations, in the making of the defense 

budget. 

On the role of Congress in defense spending, there 

are three other studies which, because of their rigorous 

and comprehensive analysis of many aspects of Congressional 

activity, warrant particularly careful examination. The 

first of these, entitled "The Military Budget: Congressio-

80 nal Phase," by Bernard K. Gordon, finds that the Armed 

Services committees of the Senate and House exercise pri

mary control over military manpower levels, as well as 

military pay and construction, while the Senate and House 

Appropriations committees primarily control the areas of 

defense procurement and research and development including 

prime defense contracts. The second study, "The 'Military-

Si 

Industrial' Lobby," by the Congressional Quarterly Ser

vice, describes the relative influence of the military 

services and defense related industries over the decision

making agencies and activities in the Executive Branch and 

in Congress, especially the Armed Services and Appropria

tions comjrittees of the Senate and House. Both of these 

^^JOP, XXIII (November, 1961), 689-710. 

81 
Legislators and the Lobbyists (2nd ed.; 

Washington, D.C: Congressional Quarterly, Inc.. 1968), 
pp. 50-62. 
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studies emphasize the importance of "logrolling" activities 

on the part of Congressmen who seek to bring greater pros

perity to their home constituencies via the defense budget. 

The Congressional Quarterly study goes on to present 

evidence showing an uneven distribution of Prime Defense 

Contracts and Military and Civilian Defense Payrolls among 

the fifty states. This particular finding complements an 

82 earlier work by Victor Perlo, in which the long-range 

economic consequences of defense contracts are discussed. 

Perlo finds an uneven geographical distribution of "military 

and munitions" employment which serves to increase the 

industrial and economic base of the regions having higher 

levels of such employment. 

In a more recent study called The Power of the 

83 Pentagon, the Congressional Quarterly seems to question 

whether the Armed Services and Appropriations committees 

of the House and Senate are doing their jobs to control the 

quality of defense and the quantity of defense spending. 

The evidence presented in the study tends to suggest that, 

although there are those committee members—some of them 

holding powerful committee positions—who tend to be crit

ical of "unnecessary" programs and "excessive" defense 

appropriations, most committee members—especially those 

op 

Militarism and Industry (New York: International 
Publishers Co., Inc., 1963), pp. 102-112. 

83 
(Washington, D.C: Congressional Quarterly, Inc., 

1972). 
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with powerful committee positions—tend to support Pentagon 

requests even over the budget requests of the President. ̂'̂  

Committee members actively seek defense industries and 

installations for their home districts and states,^^ and 

both parent bodies tend to accept the committee reports 

without amendment, a practice that is especially noticeable 

in the House. Since the defense appropriations bills 

exceeded the President's budget requests seven times 

between 1950 and the present, one can assume that the 

climate within these committees is generally hospitable to 

requests for an increase in defense spending. As far as 

this present study is concerned it is important to note that 

five of the seven years in which the appropriations bills 

exceeded the President's requests v/ere in the period covered 

by this study, the years 1959, 1961, 1962, 1963, and 1967.^' 

Three more recent studies have added further to our 

understanding of congressional power in relation to the 

distribution of defense expenditures. In "The Procurement, 

R & D Authorization Process in the House Armed Services 

^^Ibid., pp. 4-5. 

^^Ibid., pp. 6-7. 

^Ibid. , p. 8. 

'̂̂ Ibid. , p. 9 and p. 12. See also Arnold Kanter, 
"Congress and the Defense Budget: 1960-1970," APSR, LXVI 
(March, 1972), 129-144, whore he finds that changes in 
specific areas of the President's budget requests were 
great, but that these changes v/ere obscured v.her": looking 
at the total budget, and that Congress tends to support the 
requests of the services over those of the President. 
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Committee," Weldon Barton shows, among other things, that 

the members of the House Armed Services Committee come from 

districts with higher ratios of defense installations than 

other members of Congress. Barton shows that in 1968 pri

vate military contractors were located in 53.7% of the 

districts of members of the committee, while contractors 

were found in only 49% of the districts of other members 

of the House. He finds an even greater disparity in the 

location of defense installations, which he finds located 

in 63.4% of committee members' districts, but in only 46.9% 
on 

of the districts of other members of the House. 

In his \yhat Price Vigilance? The Burdens of National 

Defense, Bruce Russett examines, among other things, the 

relationship between "Hawk—Dove" voting patterns in the 

United States Senate, and the state-by-state distribution 

of defense and aerospace expenditures. His findings are 

interesting in that they demonstrate a "Hawkish" tendency 

in voting patterns of Senators with relatively high levels 

of defense spending in their home states. However, the 

most significant finding, so far as the present study is 

concerned, is Russett's demonstration that it is defense 

payrolls connected to military installations, rather than 

88 
Paper presented at the sixty-sixth annual meeting 

of the American Political Science Association, Washington, 
D.C, September 7-12, 1970. 

^^Ibid., p. 16. 

90 
(New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1970). 

file:///yhat
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prime defense contracts, which actually correlate most 

strongly with "Hawkish" voting patterns. In fact, levels 

of defense contracts in a state are shown to be relatively 

unrelated to the Senators' voting patterns on defense 

91 
appropriations bills. These findings not only demonstrate 

the strong relationship of defense spending policy to Con

gressional or Senatorial behavior, but they also prove the 

importance of including military and civilian defense pay

roll levels in any measure of defense spending. 

Finally, Barry S. Rundquist, in a study of the rela

tionship of prime defense contracts to certain character

istics of House Armed Services and Appropriations Committee 
92 

members, finds that the districts of junior members of 

the minority party on both committees, actually receive 

more conditional prime contracts than any other groups on 

the committees including the senior majority members and 

91 
Ibid., see Table 3.5, p. 76, and Table 3.6, p. 82, 

and the discussion at pp. 84-86, and pp. 179-180. James 
Clotfelter presented similar findings in "Senate Voting and 
Constituency Stake in Defense Spending," JOP, XXXII (Novem
ber, 1970), 979-983, Except for data on employment, Clot
felter used the same data as Russett, and found no relation
ship between Senate voting and defense contract awards 
although there was a statistically significant relationship 
between voting and defense payrolls. However, Clotfelter 
concluded that the level of defense payrolls had "no real 
effect" upon Senator's votes. 

92 
"The House Seniority System and the Distribution 

of Prime Military Contracts," Paper presented at the sixty-
seventh annual meeting of the American Political Science 
Association, Chicago, September 6-11, 1971. 
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even the Chairmen. "Conditional prime contract awards" 

is a measure constructed by Rundquist using a district's 

manufacturing capability to predict its level of contract 

awards. This finding might appear to invalidate his 

assumption that power positions on these particular commit

tees result in greater constituency benefits for the members 

holding such positions. However, Rundquist also shows that 

the districts of the chairman, ranking minority, and senior 

majority members of the Department of Defense Subcommittee 

of the Appropriations Committee are second to junior minor

ity members in conditional contract awards. Furthermore, 

the subcommittee chairmen on Armed Services receive m.ore 

total dollar amounts of prime contracts than all others, 

although they fall below junior minority members of both 

committees as well as ranking members of the Appropriations 

subcommittee on DOD in conditional amounts because their 

districts have high manufacturing capabilities. It should 

be noted that, taken as a group, the committee members do 

receive more prime contracts than non-members using both 

total dollar amounts and conditional amounts, as the 

measure of benefit. That junior Republican members of key 

congressional committees should be so highly favored when 

it comes to conditional contract awards is an unexpected 

finding. However, it appears a little less surprising when 

we consider (1) that the data for the study comes from only 

^•^Ibid., see Table 8, p. 16. 
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one year, 1960, (2) that some states are more likely than 

others to be favored every year and that, hence, it need 

not matter all that much whether congressmen from the more 

highly favored states are junior or more senior members of 

a key committee in any one year, and finally (3) that in 

1960 junior and senior Republicans alike had an unaccustomed 

importance by virtue of the fact that a Republican, Dwight 

D. Eisenhower, sat in the White House. 

The influence of Congress, then, is only a part of 

the process of making defense policy. The President's role 

in this, as in other policy areas, is paramount in that all 

defense policy is ultimately understood as "administration 

94 policy." Although the Executive initiates defense policy 

and his authority over strategic decisions has ordinarily 

been respected by Congress since World War II, it is Con

gress, and most particularly certain key committees in both 

houses of Congress, which has made the final determination 

94 
Edward S. Corwin, The President: Office and 

Powers, 1787-1957 (New York: New York University Press, 
1957), see especially the chapter entitled "Resume," 
pp. 306-313. Public opinion, among num.erous other factors, 
is also assumed to play a role in making defense policy 
and Andre Modigliani gives us a good study of the influ
ences upon public opinion on defense policy in "Hawks and 
Doves, Isolationism and Political Distrust: An Analysis 
of Public Opinion on Military Policy," APSR, LXVI (Sep
tember, 1972), 960-978. For a better understanding of some 
additional factors which must be considered whenever 
Congress goes about making important spending policy see 
J. Roland Pennock, "The 'Pork Barrel' and Majority Rule: 
A Note." JOP, XXXII (August, 1970), 709-716. 
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on matters of the structure of defense.^^ It is because of 

the importance of the administrative role in policy making 

that most of the studies of military and defense policy 

have emphasized Executive influence, but bv the same token 

the importance of the legislative role leads to this study's 

emphasis upon Congressional influence, an emphasis shared 

by other studies including those done by Russett and 

Rundquist, from which this study derives most of its 

hypotheses. 

Hypotheses 

Spending on defense represents the largest share of 

federal expenditures and a state's share of the defense pie 

constitutes a considerable investment in future development 

and a boon to the state's economy. If it is found that 

states with high levels of representation on the key con

gressional committees have a tendency to receive higher 

levels of defense spending, then we may have isolated an 

important variable in congressional influence. The schol

arly literature on congressional-military relations suggests 

that influence over the distribution of defense spending 

is located, at least in part, in the membership of the 

Senate and House committees on Armed Services and Appro

priations. Thus, if this authority-benefit assumption is 

valid, we may expect that: 

95 Samuel P . Huntitif, ton, The ComiMon Dfifense (New York 
Columbia U n i v e r s i t y P r e s s . 1 9 6 1 ; , pp . 124-126. 
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1. states with more representation on these four 
key committees will tend to receive more defense spend
ing benefits than states with less representation on 
these committees; 

2. states with more representatives on these key 
committees in the Senate will tend to receive more 
defense spending benefits than states with less 
representation on the Senate committees; 

3. states with more representation on these key 
committees by majority party (Democrat) members will 
tend to receive more defense spending benefits than 
states with more representation on the committees by 
minority party (Republican) members; 

4. states with more representa,tives on the House 
and Senate Committees on Appropriations will tend to 
receive more defense spending benefits than states 
with more representatives on the House and Senate 
Committees on Armed Services. 

For purposes of this study, states will constitute 

the units of analysis in order to use the same data to test 

the authority-benefit relationships of both House and 

Senate representation. It is especially necessary to use 

the same data if we are to be able to test the second 

hypothesis. In addition, much of the data needed to test 

these four hypotheses is simply not available for Congres

sional districts, while it is available for states. 

Whenever we wish to study the effects of congres

sional action upon social, economic, and political develop

ment or change in this country, it is a common practice to 

break the country down into geographically defined units 

for analysis. Sometimes the units are regions, i.e. the 

South, the mid-West, etc., sometimes the units are the 

fifty separate states, and very often the units are con

gressional districts. The third possible choice appears 
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most attractive especially when the influence of Congress 

upon public policy is the concern of a study because it 

appears to offer the best chance of relating very precisely 

what the individual congressman does to characteristics of 

the district he represents. That, however, is not the path 

chosen for this study which looks at states rather than at 

either regions or congressional districts. 

For one thing, it is not hard to believe that 

characteristics of a state's representation on congres

sional comiTiittees—how many, what committees, what rank 

they hold on the committees—can be crucial in determining 

the relative influence different states have upon the 

making of public policy. Then too, congressional district 

lines change in most cases with each new census, and in 

many states district lines changed more than once during 

the decade of the 1960's. This makes it difficult to 

make comparisons from one year to the next. 

In any case, the crucial goal is to select a unit of 

analysis for which we can generate data which is suffi

ciently comprehensive to permit generalization about the 

area of Congressional influence that we are studying. 

Some districts include only a part of a basic data report

ing unit such as a county or an SMSA. Not only do we find 

numerous congressional districts which take in only a 

small part of large populated counties, municipalities, and 

SMSA's, but we find an even greater challenge for data 

analysis in the fact that the results of government spending 
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in one district may have a significant positive or negative 

economic, social, or political effect upon the constituen

cies of congressmen in closely adjoining districts. In 

many cases this same effect can be discerned from a study of 

state units but it is usually possible to determine that 

the positive and negative effects from policy interaction 

from state-to-state will cancel one another out over the 

period of time being studied and through the interaction of 

the social, economic and political forces at play within 

and among the several states. Second, the data reported 

by standard sources such as the Bureau of the Census, 

which reports most of the significant data on population 

and economic resources, are reported in a form adequate for 

comparative analysis on the basis of state units. These 

data are accurate, as compared to data reported in any 

other form, and they include sufficient topical coverage 

to permit the analyst a great deal of flexibility in 

selecting additional variables with which to test the 

influence upon governmental decisions and to test the 

results, either positive or negative benefits, of those 

actions. 

^^Rundquist, "The House Seniority System," pp. 2-3, 
and Russett, v̂'hat Price Vigilance?, pp. 59-61. 



CHAPTER II 

DATA AlW METHODOLOGY 

Except for Index of Party Competition, and Value-

added by Manufactures, Adjusted, 1963, and the variables 

used in Chapter III, the value for each variable used in 

this study is the mean value for the ten-year period 1959-

1968. The disadvantage commonly associated v/ith the mean 

as a statistic—that it can obscure our view and even mis

lead us because it evens out peaks and troughs--is pre

cisely its value for this study. It is assimied that the 

congressional process and a state's economy and well-being 

may be to some degree affected at any point by short term 

forces—a sudden death of a senior senator or influential 

House member, a localized economic recession, a movement of 

industry into or out of a state, the establishment or 

expansion of a defense industry, even a natural disaster— 

but that for our purposes in this study what we need is 

not a measure that takes account of the every detail of the 

political and economic landscape but one which gives us a 

broad overview of the long haul, and for this the mean is 

appropriate. 

Each state's influence within Congress v/ith respect 

to defense spending was given a numerical value calculated 

27 
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in the following fashion. A listing was made of each 

state's representatives on each of the four key committees-

Senate Armed Services, Senate Appropriations, House Armed 

Services, and House Appropriations Committees—for each 

year of this ten-year period.^'' Then a value was assigned 

to this representation using the following scheme which 

assigns a higher value for representation when a state is 

represented on a committee by someone with seniority on the 

committee than when the state is represented by someone who 

is just a rank and file member of the committee: 

Chairman 5 

Second Ranking Majority and 
Ranking Minority 4 

Third Ranking Majority and 
Second Ranking Minority 3 

Fourth Ranking Majority and 

Third Ranking iMinority 2 

Rank and File Member 1 

In organizing the data on state representation in 

Congress, account was also taken of (1) the congressman's 

party affiliation, (2) the chamber (Senate or House of 

Representatives), (3) the committee (Armed Services or 

Appropriations), and (4) the year. Thus, in the coding 

manual prepared for this study. Variable 001 was used for 

97 
The data on committee positions are taken from 

the lists of House and Senate committees found in U.S., 
Congress, Official Congressional Directory (Washington, 
D.C: Government Printing Oifice, 1959-1968). These 
data are found under the title "Standing Committees." 
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coding a state's representation by a Democrat on the Senate 

Committee on Armed Services in 1959. If State "A" was 

represented that year by a Democratic Senator who served 

on the Armed Services Committee, then the value entered 

for State "A" for Variable 001 was "1." If the Senator 

happened to be chairman of the Committee that year, then 

the value entered was "5." If, on the other hand, the 

Senator from "A" was not a Democrat but a Republican, then 

the value entered for Variable 001 was "0," but a value of 

"1" was entered for State "A" for Variable 041—the variable 

used for coding a State's representation by a Republican 

on the Senate committee on Armed Services in 1959. If, 

finally, he happened to be the ranking Republican (minority) 

member on the committee in 1959, then, of course, the value 

entered for Variable 041 was "4." 

Use of this coding scheme produced a total of eighty 

variables—ten years times two chambers times two committees 

in each chamber times two parties equals a total of eighty 

variables. These eighty variables were then receded to 

create the fifteen committee variables which appear in this 

study. 
98 Three measures of defense spending are used. Prime 

Defense expenditures are compiled from U.S. Bureau 
of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the United States 
(V^ashington, D.C: Government Printing Office, 1960 
through 1969). These are found, in each edition, in 
"Section 9, National Defense and Veterans Affairs," in the 
table entitled, "Defense Contract Awards a,nd Payrolls— 
States." 
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Contract Awards, Military Payroll, and Civilian Defense 

Departm.ent Payroll. Using all three measures, one addi

tional measure has been created. Called "Average Overall 

Defense Spending," this variable is the overall mean value 

of the other three measures. This fourth measure is 

required in order to assess the total impact of the defense 

budget upon each state. 

Two socio-economic variables are used in the study: 

Population, and Value-added by Manufactures, Adjusted, 

1963. Population for each state for the ten-year period 

is taken from the Statistical Abstracts,^^ while the data 

on Manufactures comes from the County and City Data Book, 

100 
1967. 

Finally, an Index of Party Competition (IPC) is 

included as a variable. IPC has a value of 1.0 for 

one-party Democratic states, 0.0 for one-party Republican 

states, and 0.5 for purely competitive two-party states. 

Because of the structure of the weighting scheme 

used for state representation on these committees, it is 

U.S. Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract, 
(1960 through 1969), under "Section 1. Population—State 
Distribution." 

U.S. Bureau of the Census, County and City Data 
Book, 1967: A Statistical Abstract Supplement (V/ashington, 
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1967), under "Table 2. 
Counties," beginning on page 12. 

IPC is taken from Austin Ranney, "Parties in 
State Politics," in Politics în the American States: A 
Com2arat_iy£ Analysis, ed. by Herbert Jacob and Kenneth N. 
Wnes (Boston: Little, Brown & Co., Inc., 1965), p. 65. 
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necessary to test the values for committee representation 

which the scheme produced. The strength of relationship 

between the committee representation variables and IPC 

can be tested by means of Pearson product-moment correlation 
102 

coefficients. Table 1, below, presents an assessment 

of the strength of the relationship between state represen

tation on four committees, the committees on Armed Services 

and Appropriations in both the House and Senate, and the 

variable "Index of Party Competition," or IPC. Table 1 

indicates the usefulness of the weighting scheme used in 

the creation of the committee organization variables. The 

table shows, first of all, that by far the strongest 

positive correlation is for IPC and the variable "All 

Democrat Members," while the strongest negative correlation 

is for IPC and the variable "All Republican Members." In 

other words, one-party Democratic states are more likely 

than either competitive, or one-party Republican states to 

do well when it comes to being represented by Democrats on 

these four congressional committees during this period. 

Furthermore, the correlation of IPC with the variable "All 

Republican Members" shows that Republican committee members 

tend to come from states where the Republican party is 

clearly the dominant party, and members of Congress stand 

a good chance of being re-elected and acquiring seniority. 

1 02 
•^Hubert M. Blalock, Jr., Social Statistics (2nd 

ed.; New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc., 1972) pr. 367-
393. 
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There is no surprise here. All that we know about Congress 

leads us to expect this, because committee members of one 

party from states dominated by the other party must, of 

necessity, be rare. 

TABLE 1 

PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATIONS OF SIX GROUPINGS OF MEMBERSHIP 
ON HOUSE AND SENATE ARMED SERVICES AND APPROPRIATIONS 
COMMITTEES, WITH INDEX OF PARTY COMPETITION (N=50) 

Index of Party 
Competition 

All Democrat Members 
Variable 141 .58^ 

a House and Senate .56 
Democrats on Appropriations 
House and Senate 

Democrats on Armed Services 
House and Senate .55 

Republicans on Armed Services ^ 
House and Senate -.34 

Republicans on Appropriations ^ 
House and Senate -.36 

All Republican Members 
Variable 142 -.50 

^Significant at the .001 level according to the 
F-test. 

^Significant at the .05 level according to the 
F~test. 

The analysis seeks to explain the effects of state 

committee representation upon the level of defense spending 

which exists in the various states. In order to accomplish 

this aim, it is necessary to determine several things: 



33 

(1) what the causal effects are of committee representation 

upon defense spending; (2) what the strength of the rela

tionship is between the variables which measure committee 

representation, and those variables which measure defense 

spending; (3) and how much of the variation in levels of 

defense spending can be explained by state committee 

representation? 

In political science, data frequently refuse to 

follow a particular line on a scatter plot such as is 

necessary to meet the assumptions required for using 

ordinary linear regression. Instead, the values of the 

independent and dependent variables often show a great 

deal of dispersion about the mean of the "Y," or dependent 

variable. Because of this dispersion and the extreme 

values which we often observe in scatter plots of political 

science data, it is more appropriate to use least squares 

103 regression in order to find the relationship which exists 

between variables. Linear least squares provides a best-

fitting straight line based upon the formula: Y = a + bX, 

where "Y " represents the predicted value of the dependent 

variable, "X" represents the value of the independent 

variable, and the "a" and "b" are the parameters for the 

line. In this equation, the "a" represents the "Y" inter

cept point when "X" = 0, and the "b" represents the slope 

of the line. The regression line for least squares is 

10'̂  *̂ Ibid. , Chapter 17. 
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said to be best-fitting because it represents the unique 

relationship in which the sum of the squared deviations of 

the "Y" values from this line is at a minimum. By summing 

the positive and negative squared deviations, the actual 

minimum value represented by the line is zero, and the 

slope of the line represents the relationship between the 

two variables. 

Using least squares regression, we can determine 

causation by means of the "b" coefficients, which tell us 

how much change in the dependent variable, in this case 

defense spending, will occur for a given change in the 

independent variable, state representation on these commit

tees, and we will know the direction of that causal rela

tionship by the sign of the "b," whether it is positive or 

negative. Furthermore, v/e can determine how strongly the 

independent and dependent variables are related to each 

other by means of the correlation coefficient, a statistic 

closely related to the "b" coefficient, which is represented 

by "£" and tells us how likely it is that a change in the 

independent variable will actually produce a change in the 
2 

dependent variable. Finally, by use of "£ ," which is the 
104 square of the correlation coefficient and is usually 

called the explained variance, we can determine how much 

of the variance in the dependent variable, defense spending, 

is explained by the independent variable, state committee 

•̂ ^̂ Ibid. , pp. 392-393. 
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representation. 

Since this study uses several variables to measure 

the various kinds of state committee representation, we 

are interested in finding the amount of influence each 

variable might have upon the various kinds of defense 

spending at the same time that the other variables are 

affecting that same level of defense spending. We know 

that Congressional committees do not operate in a vacuum; 

that is to say, while some representatives might be trying 

to influence government decisions one way, others may be 

working to influence the same decisions in another direc

tion. If this is the case, then, our analysis of the rela

tionships between two variables will give us only a partial 

explanation of state influence upon defense spending through 

committee representation. In order to account for the 

effects of other variables while analyzing the relation

ships of any particular measure of state comjnittee influence 

with defense spending, it will be necessary to use 

105 

multiple correlation. Multiple correlation is repre

sented by "R" and shows the strength of relationship between 

one independent variable and the dependent variable, while 

the other independent variables are held constant by con

trolling for their effects on the dependent variable. The 

value of using "R" is that we can find the multiple effects 

of the independent variables on the dependent variable. 

-̂ ^̂ Ibid. , Chapter 19. 
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Having determined causation through use of linear least 

squares, multiple correlation can show the strength of 

relationship based upon multiple relationships. Further

more, by means of the amount of explained variance—the 

square of multiple correlation, represented by "R "— 

we can determine explanation with a greater degree of 

confidence that the variables which ha.ve the most effect 

upon the dependent variable have had a chance to demonstrate 

their power of explanation, or their power to explain the 

variation in the dependent variable. 

^^^Ibid., pp. 454-458. 



CHAPTER III 

WHO GETS THE MONEY, AND WHO HAS THE 
COMMITTEE POWER? 

Where Defense Money is Spent 

During the ten-year period, 1959-1968, a total of 

107 $349 billion was spent on defense within the fifty 

states. This expenditure for defense amounted to one-third 

of all federal government spending and seven percent of 
-J QQ 

the Gross National Product." Of this total, the lion's 

share—$241 billion, or fifty-five percent—went to ten 

states. These ten states are: California, New York, Texas, 

Pennsylvania, Ohio, Massachusetts, Virginia, New Jersey, 

Connecticut, and Missouri. 

California received the largest share, $75.9 billion, 

seventeen percent of the. national total for defense spend-

ing"̂ ^̂  during this period. New York, on the other hand, 

received $31.6 billion, seven percent of the total, yet 

during this same period New York had more people than 

•'-̂ '̂ Statistical Abstract (1960-1969). 

^Q^Ibid. 

•'•̂ T̂he.se figures represent the measure, "Total Over
all Defen.̂ e' Spending." 

37 
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California. If defense spending may properly be regarded 

as one of the benefits of the political system, then clearly 

each person in California received more of the political 

goodies than did the person who lived in New York during 

these ten years. 

The disparities in proportional amounts of defense 

spending in all ten of these states can be seen quite 

clearly if we look at the average of the total amount of 

defense spending per person in each of these states for 

this ten-year period. The average population for 

California for this ten-year period was 17.48 million, and 

the per person expenditure for defense in California was 

$145.00 per year. New York, with an average population of 

17.53 million people, had an average of only $60.00 per 

person for defense spending during this period, while 

Texas, with an average of 10.28 million people, got $99.00 

per person from defense spending. The average amount of 

defense spending in the rest of these ten states was: 

Pennsylvania, $47.00 per person; Ohio, $52.00 per person; 

Massachusetts, $97.00 per person; Virginia, $113.00 per 

Although both California and New York show nine 
percent of the national population in Table 2 on page 
New York actually had a mean population, for this period, of 
fifty-one thousand people more than the mean population for 
California—based upon figures from the Statistical Abstract 
(1960-1969). 

This measure represents the mean of the individual 
means for the three measures, "Contract Awards," "Military 
Payroll," and "Civilian Payroll," for each state for this 
period, 1959-1968. 
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person; New Jersey, $73.00 per person; Connecticut, $172.00 

per person; and Missouri, $90.00 per person. 

We find, from these figures for defense spending 

per person, that Connecticut, which ranked ninth on the 

measure of total defense spending—as shown by Table 2^-^^— 

ranks first on the amount of defense spending per person, 

of these ten states. California comes in second on the 

amount of defense spending per person, and Virginia—which 

was seventh on total defense spending—is third, out of 

these ten states, on the measure of per person expenditures 

for defense. It is interesting that Alaska, which does not 

rank among the top ten states on total overall defense 

spending, ranks first on the measure of defense spending 

113 per person, when we look at all fifty states together. 

However, Connecticut ranks second among the fifty states 

114 on the amount of defense spending per person. In other 

words, our findings here, for total dollar amounts of 

defense spending, are not too far from the kind of findings 

which will be presented in the chapters which follow. 

Table 2 presents the ten highest ranking states 

on the measure of "Total Overall Defense Spending," listed 

according to their rank on this measure. "Total Overall 

-'••'•̂See page 40. 

113 
See the scatter plot in Figure 2, on page below. 

114 
Ibid. 
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Defense Spending," represents the sum of the amount spent 

in each state during this ten-year period for all three 

measures of defense spending—"Total Contract Awards," 

TABLE 2 

THE TEN HIGHEST RANKING STATES ON TOTAL DEFENSE SPENDING 
FOR THE YEARS 1959-1968, WITH PERCENT OF NATIONAL TOTAL 

DEFENSE SPENDING AND POPULATION STATISTICS 

Rank 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

State Name 

California 

New York 

Texas 

Pennsylvania 

Ohio 

Massachusetts 

Virginia 

New Jersey 

Connecticut 

Missouri 

Total 

Total 
Overall 
Defense 
Spending 
(billions) 

$75.9 

31.6 

30.5 

16.1 

15.8 

15.3 

14.5 

14.2 

14.1 

12.0 

$40.1 

Percent of 
National 
Total 

17% 

7% 

7% 

4% 

4% 

4% 

3% 

3% 

3% 

3% 

55% 

Percent of 
National 
Population 
(1959-1968) 

9% 

9% 

5% 

6% 

5% 

rtoi 
OjO 

3/0 

1% 

ryO! 

riViOf OO /o 

"Total Military Payroll," and "Total Civilian Payroll." 

The table shows the total defense spending measure in 

billions of dollars, and as a percent of the national 

total. Also, a third m.easure in the table, "Percent of 
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Mean National Population 1959-1968," shows each state's 

percentage of the mean of the national population during 

this period. 

Looking at the column totals at the bottom of the 

table, it is evident that since these ten states got 

fifty-five percent of the national total on this measure, 

while they had only forty-five percent of the mean national 

population, then population is not the only variable 

involved as an influence upon the distribution of defense 

spending. It is possible that some of the factors influ

encing this disproportionate distribution are the unique 

relationships involved in the three separate measures which 

together make up overall defense spending. It is because 

of this possibility that we will consider each of these 

three measures separately in this chapter. 

These ten states got defense expenditures which 

were considerably higher than their share of the national 

population. Yet when we look at the individual states we 

can see that some did not do very well on defense spending 

in proportion to their populations while others did much 

better than the proportions for the table as a whole. 

Connecticut seems to be the big winner in the 

defense spending game. Not only did Connecticut rank ninth 

in the nation on total defense spending, but the proportion 

of the percent of national defense spending to percent of 

national population, for Connecticut, was tliree-to-one. In 

Connecticut, defense spending is much higher in proportion 
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to population than in any of the other states in this 

table. Of course, California has the second best pro

portional relationship between defense spending and 

population of these ten states—almost two-to-one. Virginia 

and Missouri tie for third place in proportionate relation

ships between these measures. Both states had a three-to-

two ratio between defense spending and population. The 

states of Texas and Massachusetts follow in fifth and sixth 

places respectively, on this proportionate relationship. 

The four remaining states are all losers on the score of 

defense spending in proportion to population. This is 

because these states, although they rank very high on total 

defense spending, do not have a percentage of national 

total defense spending which is greater than their per

centage of the national population. New Jersey, with a 

one-to-one ratio, breaks even. The three remaining states 

make a very poor showing. In fact, Pennsylvania, with only 

four percent of the national defense spending has six per

cent of the total population. Surely, a state's share of 

defense spending is unrelated to its population except in 

the sense of total dollar amounts which is not assumed to 

be independently basic to the question of how much a state 

actually benefits from defense spending. 

The largest share of defense spending goes for 

"Total Defense Contracts"—expenditure for contract av/ards 

accounts for sixty-eight percent of the national "Total 

Overall Defense Spending," or $299.5 billion. It is 
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appropriate to look at the states which rank high on this 

measure as our first control for kind of defense spending. 

Table 3, below, presents a list of the ten states which 

TABLE 3 

TOTAL CONTRACT AWARDS FOR THE TEN HIGHEST RANKING 
STATES—LISTED ACCORDING TO THEIR RANK ON THIS 

MEASURE—WITH DOLLAR AMOUNTS, PERCENT OF NATIONAL 
CONTRACT AWARDS, AND PERCENT OF NATIONAL 

MANUFACTURING CAPABILITY 

Rank 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

State Name 

California 

New York 

Texas 

Connecticut 

Massachusetts 

Ohio 

Pennsylvania 

New Jersey 

Missouri 

Washington 

Total 

Total 
Contract 
Awards 
(billions) 

$56.4 

26.8 

18.4 

13.6 

12.2 

12.0 

10.9 

10.6 

9.6 

7.4 

$178.5 

Percent of 
National 
Total 

19% 

9% 

6% 

5% 

4% 

4% 

4% 

4% 

3% 

3% 

61% 

Percent of 
National 
Manufacturing 
Capability 

9% 

10% 

4% 

2% 

rtof 
O/o 

8% 

7% 

5% 

2% 

2% 

52% 

rank highest on "Total Contract Awards," showing "Total 

Contract Awards" in billions of dollars, and as a percent 

of the national total for contract awards, 8-nd the percent 

of national manufacturing capability—which is the "Value-
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added by Manufactures, Adjusted, 1963." 

California ranks number one with $56.4 billion in 

contract awards during this ten-year period. Assuming that 

California had a greater capacity to produce the things 

wanted by the military, then it would be understandable 

that more contracts would be awarded in California. 

We would expect to find some inconsistencies between 

the manufacturing capability of a state and the level of 

defense contracts awarded in that state because the kinds 

of things bought by the military are often more specialized 

than the general kind of manufacturing which makes up the 

value-added measure of manufacturing capability which is 

used in this table. However, the military does purchase a 

cross section of manufactured goods from American industry 

and, in general, we might assume that the military will 

purchase manufactured goods from those industries and firms 

which usually produce them. Furtherm.ore, since these 

figures do not include expenditures for the National 

Aeronautics and Space Administration, the geographical 

location of the plant from which goods and services are 

purchased will not matter except for some naval materials, 

and accessibility to transportation and ra.w materials— 

which is a necessary consideration for any kind of manu

facturing. 

Given these assumptions, certain disparities are 

seen in the data presented in Table 3. First of all, 

California received nineteen percent of all contract awards 



45 

during this period, yet California had only nine percent of 

the national manufacturing capability. On the other hand. 

New York, with ten percent of the national manufacturing 

capability, received only $26.8 billion in contract awards 

during this period, nine percent of the national total. 

New York, with a greater capability to produce ordinary 

manufactured goods, received less than half as much in 

contract awards as California. 

Of the remaining states, ranked in the top ten, the 

disparity between "Percent of National Manufacturing 

Capability" and "Percent of National Total" does not 

appear to be so great. However, Texas, which is ranked 

third on "Total Contract Awards," has four percent of the 

national manufacturing capability and receives six percent 

of the national total for contract awards—$18.4 billion. 

Not only does this indicate a relative benefit for Texas 

but it reinforces the earlier observation of the disparity 

between the manufacturing capability and the level of 

"Total Contract Awards" in New York. The highest ratio 

of contract awards to manufacturing capability is that for 

Connecticut, which gets five percent of total contract 

awards with only two percent of the national manufacturing 

capability. This means that Connecticut receives more 

contract awards proportionate to its manufacturing capa

bility than any of the other states on this list. 

Of the six states remaining on this list of the top 

ten states on "Total Contract Awards," three of them--
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Massachusetts, Missouri, and Washington--receive a larger 

"Percent of National Total" than their "Percent of 

National Manufacturing Capability" calls for, while the 

other three states—Ohio, Pennsylvania, and New Jersey— 

rank very high on percent of national manufacturing 

capability, but do poorly on "Total Contract Awards." If 

we compare Ohio, which ranks number six on "Total Contract 

Awards," with California, which ranks number one, we see 

that there is not much difference in the manufacturing 

capability of these two states. However, California, with 

nine percent of the national manufacturing capability, gets 

four times as much from "Total Contract Awards" as Ohio, 

which has eight percent of the national manufacturing 

capability. 

Pennsylvania, with seven percent of the national 

manufacturing capability and four percent of the national 

"Total Contract Awards," is in m̂ uch the same condition as 

Ohio. By the same token. New Jersey is comparable to 

New York in that New Jersey has five percent of the manu

facturing capability and gets four percent of the national 

"Total Contract Awards," while New York, with ten percent 

of the manufacturing capability, gets nine percent of the 

national total for contract awards. 

These findings indicate that states that have higher 

manufacturing capabilities, tend not to do very well when 

it comes to receiving defense contract awards, while there 

are certain states—regardless of manufacturing capability— 
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which benefit disproportionately from this kind of defense 

spending. Looking at the totals at the bottoms of these 

measures of contract awards a.nd manufacturing capability, 

we see that these top ranking states receive sixty-one 

percent of the national "Total Contract Awards" during 

this period, while they represent only fifty-two percent 

of the national manufacturing capability. 

The only change in the list of states in this table, 

from the list presented in Table 2, is that Washington, 

number ten here, replaced Virginia, number seven on the 

list in Table 2—both states having the same percent of 

the national population. These states represent sixty-one 

percent of the national "Total Contract Awards," with only 

forty-five percent of the national population. 

The great similarity between the list of the top ten 

states on "Total Overall Defense Spending" and the list of 

the top ten states on "Total Contract Awards," indicates 

that "Total Contract Awards" is very important for states 

which seek to benefit from defense spending. However, there 

are two other mea.sures of defense spending which tend to be 

beneficial to those states which are in a position to 

receive a better than equal share of expenditures. These 

measures are "Total Military Payrolls" and "Total Civilian 

Payrolls." Because these measures of defense payroll are 

not logically tied to a state's ability to produce—at least 

not in the same sense that "Total Contract Awards" are tied 

to "Manufacturing Capability"---a better than equal share 
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will be indicated here by the relationship of a state's 

share of defense spending—on these measures—to its percent 

of the national population. 

One measure of defense payroll, "Total Military 

Payroll," is presented in Table 4, below. This table 

TABLE 4 

TOTAL MILITARY PAYROLL FOR THE TEN HIGHEST RANKING 
STATES—LISTED ACCORDING TO T'HEIR RANK ON THIS 

MEASURE—WITH DOLLAR AMOUNTS, PERCENT OF NATIONAL 
TOTAL, AND POPULATION STATISTICS 

Rank 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

State Name 

California 

Texas 

Virginia 

Georgia 

Florida 

North Carol 

Maryland 

Illinois 

Washington 

South Carol 

Total 

Total 
Military 
Payroll 
(billions) 

ina 

ina 

$9.4 

8.0 

4.1 

3.7 

3.0 

3.0 

2.2 

2.1 

2.1 

2.0 

$40.1 

Percent of 
National 
Total 

13% 

11% 

6% 

5% 

4% 

4% 

O/O 

3% 

3% 

3% 

55% 

Percent of 
National 
Population 
(1959-1968) 

9% 

5% 

2% 

2% 

3% 

3% 

2% 

6% 

fyof 
£i/0 

1% 

35% 

presents the ten highest ranking states on "Total Military 

Payroll," with m.ilitary payroll shown in billions of dollars 
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and as a percent of the national total. The third measure 

in the table shows each state's percentage of the national 

population. This list shows that several states which did 

well on "Total Contract Awards" and thereby ranked high on 

"Total Overall Defense Spending," failed to receive such 

favored treatment on "Total Military Payroll." For example, 

there are six states—Georgia, Florida, North Carolina, 

Maryland, Illinois, and South Carolina—which are not found 

in either Table 2 or Table 3. That is to say, these six 

states do well on ''Total Military Payroll," but not well 

enough to rank in the top ten for "Total Overall Defense 

Spending." One other state, Washington, did well enough 

to rank tenth in the nation on "Total Contract Awards" and 

ranks number nine here, but the amount of defense spending 

received from these two measures is not sufficient to put 

the state in the top ten for "Total Overall Defense Spend

ing." On the other hand, Virginia, which ranks third on 

this measure but failed to receive enough contract awards 

to be included in the top ten in "Total Contract Awards," 

does receive enough "Total Overall Defense Spending" to be 

ranked number seven in Table 2. 

Table 4 shows that California gets the largest 

amount of "Total Military Payroll''--$9.4 billion—which 

accounts for thirteen percent of the national total for 

this measure, yet California has only nine percent of the 

national population. Certainly, California gets a better 

than equal share of military payrolls, but does not do as 
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well, in proportion to its population, as Texas—with five 

percent of the national population and eleven percent of 

the national military payroll, or Virginia—with two percent 

of the national population and six percent of the national 

military payroll. In fact, although California has the 

highest amount of total expenditure, the ratio of its per

cent of the national "Total Military Payroll" to its "Per

cent of National Population" is less than all but three of 

the states on the list in this table. These three states 

are: Florida, which ranks fifth; North Carolina, which 

ranks sixth; and Illinois, which ranks eighth in "Total 

Military Payroll." Although Florida is fifth in "Total 

Military Payroll," with four percent of the national total, 

it is low in its share of military payroll as a proportion 

to its share of the population. However, Florida still does 

well as related to the country as a whole because it gets 

four percent of all military payroll while it has only 

three percent of the total population during this period. 

North Carolina is in exactly the same situation. In fact, 

Florida ranks fifth simply because when two states tie for 

a position they were arbitrarily listed in alphabetical 

order. On the other hand, Illinois makes a poor showing on 

both points in this relationship. Not only does Illinois 

have the lowest proportional relation of military payroll 

to percentage of the national population, but its "Percent 

of the National Total"--three percent—is much lower than 

its "Percent of National Population"~-six percent. The 
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two states which have the best ratio of "Percent of National 

Total" to "Percent of National Population," are Georgia, 

which ranks fourth on this list, and South Carolina, 

which ranks tenth. Both of these states have a ratio of 

three-to-one for "Percent of National Total" as related 

to "Percent of National Population." 

Evidently, there are factors other than population 

which influence a state's level of "'Total Military Payroll." 

Since all of the states on this list, except Illinois, are 

on the seacoast, a state's level of "Total Military Payroll" 

may be very strongly tied to naval bases. In fact, it may 

be the naval training base—and related installations—on 

Lake Michigan, which helps to push Illinois into eighth 

rank on this list of "Total Military Payroll." Of course, 

other kinds of military installations produce large military 

payrolls, but for those states with naval bases, the 

possibility of more installations may tend to produce 

greater benefits. 

It is difficult for the layman to know what it is 

that the United States has in South Carolina that is worth 

$2 billion, in "Total Military Payrolls," to protect during 

this ten-year period. And a student of Political Science 

ought to look for those causes of governmental policy which 

are political in nature and therefore more understandable 

than military tactics. It is evident that one politically 

related variable, population, does not determine the geo

graphical distribution of military payrolls. Furthermore, 
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the sheer size of the land area of a state seems unrelated, 

eventhough most of these ten highest ranking states are 

among our largest states. Size of a state is unrelated to 

military installations because land area cannot account 

for disparities between South Carolina, which ranks tenth 

on "Total Military Payroll," and Alaska—by far the largest 

state geographically—which ranks nineteenth on "Total 

Military Payroll." The causes of defense spending policy 

in the political arena, as related to military payrolls, 

will be studied further in the chapters that follow. 

A third measure of defense spending--representing 

fifteen percent of "Total Defense Spending"—is "Total 

Civilian Payroll." Table 5 lists the ten states with 

the largest share of "Total Civilian Payroll," showing the 

dollar amounts for this measure, for this ten-year period, 

the percent of the national expenditure on "Total Civilian 

Payroll," and the state's percent of the national popula

tion. Alabama, which ranks ninth on this table, is the 

only state included here that is not listed in any of the 

three preceding tables. 

California—with $10 billion in civilian payrolls— 

ranks first on this list. California has sixteen percent 

of the national total for "Total Civilian Payroll," while 

it has only nine percent of the national population. 

Evidently, California gets more total dollar amounts of 

defense spending than any other state regardless of the 

measure of defense spending which we choose to analyze. 
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The state which ranks second on this list is Virginia, 

which--with $5,3 billion of "Total Civilian Payroll"—gets 

eight percent of the national total and has only two percent 

TABLE u r 

TOTAL CIVILIAN PAYROLL FOR THE TEN HIGHEST RANKING 
STATES—LISTED ACCORDING TO THEIR RANK ON THIS 

MEASURE—WITH DOLLAR AMOUNTS, PERCENT OF NATIONAL 
TOTAL, AND POPULATION STATISTICS 

Rank 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

S t a t e Name 

C a l i f o r n i a 

V i r g i n i a 

P e n n s y l v a n i a 

T e x a s 

New" York 

M a r y l a n d 

CHiio 

G e o r g i a 

A l a b a m a 

I l l i n o i s 

T o t a l 

T o t a l 
C i v i l i a n 
P a y r o l l 
( b i l l i o n s ) 

$ 1 0 . 0 

5 . 3 

4 . 5 

4 . 0 

3 . 0 

2 . 8 

2 . 6 

2 . 2 

2 . 1 

1 . 8 

$ 3 8 . 9 

P e r c e n t o f 
N a t i o n a l 
T o t a l 

16% 

8% 

7% 

6% 

5% 

4% 

4% 

4% 

3% 

nor 
O/O 

60% 

P e r c e n t o f 
N a t i o n a l 
P o p u l a t i o n 
( 1 9 5 9 - 1 9 6 8 ) 

9% 

2% 

6% 

5% 

9% 

2% 

5% 

2% 

2% 

6% 

48% 

of the national population. Virginia does proportionately 

better than California on this measure, eventhc:)ugh, Cali

fornia has twice as much "Total Defense Spending," simply 

because Virginia has a much smaller percentage of the 
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national population. Of course, Virginia and Maryland 

might be expected to do well on many of these measures 

because of their proximity to Washington, D.C. Pennsyl

vania, which ranks third on this list, and Texas, which 

ranks fourth, both receive very nearly the same for "Percent 

of National Total" as their "Percent of National Popula

tion." Of the six remaining states, we can see that the 

states with larger populations—New York, Ohio, and 

Illinois—tend to do poorly on "Total Civilian Payroll," as 

compared to their population, while the states with smaller 

percentages of the national population—Maryland, Georgia, 

and Alabama—tend to do fairly well on "Total Civilian 

Payroll," when compared to their percentage of the 

national population. 

Observing the column totals at the bottom of the 

table, we see that these ten states have forty-eight percent 

of the national population, but they receive sixty percent 

of the national total for civilian payroll. Once again, 

it is clear that the distribution of defense spending 

is based upon som.ething other than population. 

Sumjnary 

The analysis of these tables does little more than 

to locate the ten states, on each measure, which get the 

highest amount of total spending. We find that some of the 

ten states with the largest populations and the highest 

manufacturing capabilities will usually rank among the top 



55 

ten on these defense spending measures. However, we have 

learned, from this analysis, that neither population size, 

geography, nor manufacturing capability can adequately 

explain why who got what they got in the way of defense 

spending benefits from 1959-1968. The explanation must be 

found elsewhere and ±t_ i^ the principal agrument of this 

essay that the explanation iŝ  t^ be found in a study of the 

politics of defense spending, and most particularly in the 

politics of the legislative arena. 

The two remaining sections of this chapter will 

consider the relationship of state representation on key 

defense related committees in Congress and state population 

size, and a comparison of seniority on these key committees 

to congressional seniority in general. 

State Representation on Key 
Congressional Committees 

The congressional committees, called "key comirit-

tees," which are discussed in this study, are the Senate 

and House Committees on Armed Services and Appropriations. 

The level of a state's representation on these committees— 

as compared to the population of the state—can tell us very 

quickly which states seek influence upon these committees 

by which states are more successful in obtaining that influ

ence. Although the complexities of Congress and the legis

lative process demand caution in any assessment of the basic 

purposes for which congressmen seek membership on any par

ticular committee, it is well establit^bed that the first 
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consideration in committee choices is for help in getting 
115 

re-elected. It does not matter all that much whether any 

particular constituency is impressed by patriotic motives 

of national defense, or by the size of the piece of defense 

pie sliced for the hom.e-folks. What does matter is that 

representatives on these key committees—being more inter

ested in defense issues—have no alternative but to concern 

themselves with what is spent, where, for defense. The 

analysis of the following data must determine whether there 

exists an observable relationship between over-representa

tion on these committees and higher levels of defense spend

ing. But first, it will be necessary to determine whether 

or not any states are over-represented on these committees. 

One important question faces us from the beginning— 

What is meant by "over-represented?" One possible defini

tion seems most obvious. A state would be over-represented 

on these key committees if the percent of national "Total 

Committee Representation" were greater than the state's 

percent of national population. The problem with this 

definition is that it ignores the fact that a member of any 

committee might consciously seek rewards which have little 

relationship to the perceived purposes for which the com

mittee is being studied. With this recognized limitation. 

115 
Masters, "Committee Assignments," pp. 345-357. 

See also, Clapp, The Congressman, pp. 207-240; and Bullock, 
"Freshman Comjnittee Assignments," pp. 316-336. 
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we must assume that this portion of the study, at least, can 

do no more than discover tendencies toward committee influ

ence. It will be left to more rigorous techniques of 

analysis, in the following chapters, to discover or dis

courage any probability of more productive tendencies. 

The relationship between states' "Total Committee 

Representation," which measures representation from a state 

on these committees each year for ten years, and their per

centage of the national population during this period, is 

presented in Table 6, below. These ten states are listed, 

in the table, according co their ranking on "Total Com

mittee Representation." A quick review of the table 

tells us, first of all, that most of these states are the 

same states which have ranked in the top ten on various of 

the tables, discussed above, which analyzed defense spending 

measures. However, there are two states on this list — 

Mississippi, which ranks ninth, and Arizona, which ranks 

tenth—which have not appeared on the lists in the tables 

on defense spending. This means that at least two states 

which have high levels of committee representation, do not 

do so well when it comes to getting large amounts of defense 

spending. At the same time, the fact that eight of the 

ten states with the greatest amount of "Total Committee 

Representation" are among the states with the largest 

amounts of defense spending, indicates that there is some 

relationship between these variables. The most logical 

explanation of this relationship would be that it is the 
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population of a state which causes more representation on 

committees, because there are more members in the House of 

Representatives from larger states, and that these states 

TABLE G 

THE TEN STATES WITH THE HIGHEST RANK ON TOTAL COMMITTEE 
REPRESENTATION, WITH PERCENT OF THE NATIONAL 

REPRESENTATION ON THESE COMMITTEES, AND 
POPULATION STATISTICS 

Rank 

H 

1^ 

3 

A 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

State Name 

Georgia 

Total 
Committee 
Representation 

Massachusetts 

Texas 

California 

New York 

Illinois 

Ohio 

Missouri 

Mississippi 

Arizona 

Total 

133 

133 

106 

102 

94 

82 

75 

73 

67 

63 

928 

Percent of 
National 
Total 

7% 

7% 

5% 

5% 

5% 

4% 

4% 

4% 

3% 

3% 

47% 

Percent of 
National 
Population 
(1959-1968) 

2% 

3% 

5% 

9% 

9% 

6% 

5% 

2% 

1% 

1% 

43% 

with larger populations would also get miore from defense 

expenditures. Thus far, observation of the data indicates 

that factors other than population account for much of the 

distribution of defense expenditures. A look at the data 
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in Table 6 will indicate whether or not representation 

on these key committees tends to be based upon population. 

Georgia and Massachusetts are tied for first place 

in the ranking on "Total Committee Representation." Both 

states have the equivalent of 133 representatives on the 

key committees during this ten-year period, and this amounts 

to seven percent of the national "Total Committee Repre

sentation." Since Georgia and Massachusetts have the same 

numerical value on this measure, they are each ranked one 

and one-half with Georgia listed first—simply on the basis 

of alphabetical order. Although these states are equal in 

the numerical value of their "Total Comjnittee Representa

tion," Georgia is the more proportionately over-represented 

because it has only two percent of the national population 

while Massachusetts has three percent—which means that 

Georgia is more heavily represented on the committees, 

proportionate to its number of Representatives and Senators, 

than is Massachusetts. Evidently, the seniority possessed 

by Senator Richard B. Russell, on both the Senate Committee 

on Armed Services and the Senate Committee on Appropria

tions, and by Congressman Carl Vinson, on the House Com

mittee on Armed Services, was adequate--when combined with 

Georgia's other committee representation--to give Georgia 

greater representation than its population would otherwise 

warrant, during this period. 

The next five states, which rank third through 

seventh on this list, are among the more populous states in 
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the country. However, of this group, Texas has a percent 

of national "Total Committee Representation" which is equal 

to its percent of the national population—with five per

cent for each measure. California, with nine percent of 

the national population and five percent of the national 

"Total Committee Representation;" New York, with the same 

percentages; Illinois, with six percent and four percent, 

respectively, for the two measures; and Ohio, with five per

cent and four percent, respectively, for the two measures, 

all have a smaller percentage of the national total for 

committee representation than their percent of the national 

population. Missouri, which is ranked number eight on this 

list; Mississippi, which ranks number nine; and Arizona, 

number ten, all have a much larger percentage of the 

national total than their percentage of the national 

population calls for. 

Summary 

It is evident that population does not tend to have 

much influence upon a state's level of representation on 

these key committees—at least not proportionally--although, 

of course, the size of the state delegation to the House of 

Representatives will produce relatively large numbers of 

"Total Committee Representation" for the larger populated 

states. Therefore, it is clear that seniority must play an 

important role in a state's delegation strength on these 

committees. 
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Georgia's committee strength was based primarily upon 

the seniority positions of Senator Richard B. Russell who 

was Chairman of the Senate Committee on Armed Services, and 

second ranking Democrat on the Senate Committee on Appropri

ations during this entire period. In addition, Georgia's 

level of committee representation was improved because 

Representative Carl Vinson was Chairman of the House 

Committee on Armed Services from 1959 through 1964. Senator 

Leverett Saltonstall was important to Massachusetts' commit

tee strength during this period. He was the Ranking Minor

ity Member of the Senate Committee on Armed Services from 

1959 through 1966, and the Ranking Minority Member on the 

Senate Committee on Appropriations from 1962 through 1966. 

By 1965, Representative Philip J. Philbin had progressed in 

seniority to the number two Democrat position on the House 

Committee on Armed Services, and in the same year, Repre

sentative William H. Bates became the Ranking Minority 

Member on the same committee. Both men held their seniority 

through the remainder of the period. Texas gained much of 

its committee strength from the fact that Representative 

George H. Mahon, who was the number two Democrat on the 

House Committee on Appropriations from 1959 through 1964, 

became the committee's Chairman in 1965 and held that posi

tion during the rest of the ten-year period. At the same 

time, Representative Albert Thomas was the fourth ranking 

Democrat member of the House Comjnittee on Appropriations 

from 1959 through 1964, and the number two Democrat during 
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the year 1965. Also, Representative Paul J. Kilday was the 

number two Democrat on the House Committee on Armed Services 

from 1959 through 1961, and, of course, Senator Lyndon B. 

Johnson was the third ranking Democrat on the Senate Commit

tee on Armxed Services in 1959 and 1960. These three states, 

Georgia, Massachusetts, and Texas, all had representatives 

on these committees with high levels of seniority and then 

they had a large number of rank and file members as well. 

This was not the story for all of these top ten 

states during this period. California had only one repre

sentative with more than rank and file status on these 

committees. That was Representative Harry R. Sheppard, v/ho 

was the third ranking Democrat on the House Committee on 

Appropriations from 1959 through 1964. Representative 

John Taber, the Ranking Minority Member on the House Commit

tee on Appropriations from 1959 through 1962, was the only 

congressman from New York with more than rank and file 

status during this period. Also, Illinois had only one 

congressman with high seniority status during this period. 

Representative Leslie C Arends, of Illinois, was the Rank

ing Minority Member of the House Committee on Armed Services 

from 1959 through 1964. He dropped to the position of 

second ranking Republican on the committee in 1965 and 

remained in that position through the remainder of this 

period. In Ohio, Representative Michael J. Kiwan progressed 

to second ranking Democrat on the House Committee on Appro

priations in 1966 and held that position through 19C8. 
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Also, Representative Frank T. Bow, of Ohio, became the Rank

ing Minority Member of the House Committee on Appropriations 

in 1965 and remained there through 1968. For the most part, 

however, the states of California, New York, Illinois, and 

Ohio ranked among the top ten states in "Total Committee 

Representation" because of large numbers of rank and file 

members on these key committees rather than because of 

seniority. 

For the three remaining states, seniority, not 

numbers, was the main cause of their committee strength. 

Missouri had Representative Clarence Cannon as Chairman of 

the House Committee on Appropriations from 1959 through 

1964, and Senator Stuart Symington v/ho became the number 

three Democrat on the Senate Committee on Armed Services by 

1966 and remained number three through 1968. In Missis

sippi, it was Senator John Stennis who provided most of 

that state's committee strength. He became the second 

ranking Democrat on the Senate Committee on Armed Services 

in 1963 and remained in that position through 1968. How

ever, Representative Jamie L. Whitten provided some addi

tional committee strength for Mississippi since he became 

the number three Democrat on the House Committee on Appro

priations by 1966 and held that position through the 

remainder of the period. For Arizona, the committee 

strength was mainly due to Senator Carl Hayden, who was 

Chairman of the Senate Committee on Appropriations during 

the entire period. Since seniority plays such an important 
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role in a state's level of "Total Committee Representation," 

a brief analysis of seniority will be presented in the 

final part of this chapter. 

Committee Power and the 
Role of Seniority 

No study of congressional committees can be complete 

unless it considers the effects of seniority. Certainly, 

this study considers seniority—especially, in assigning 

representational values to state representation on these 

committees, as described in Chapter II. The use of senior

ity as a factor in the influence of states upon the dis

tribution of defense expenditures can be better understood 

if we look at the level of seniority on these key commit

tees as compared to Congress as a whole. Table 7 will 

present such a comparison. For purposes of comparison, 

the table shows the levels of seniority for three classifi

cations of congressmen—"All Members of Congress," "Chairmen 

and Ranking Minority Members of all Committees," and "Mem

bers of the Armed Services and Appropriations Committees of 

Congress." The table measures the level of seniority in 

groups of four—or more—years, and presents the percentage 

of each class of congressmen who possess those levels of 

seniority. For each classification, the percentages are 

broken down by house of Congress. 

Before discussing these findings, it is necessary to 

point out the limitations of the data presented in this 

table. First of all, the data on "All Members of Congress," 
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and "Chairmen and Ranking Minority Members of all Commit

tees," is for the years 1963-1964,-^^ while the data on 

"Members of the Armed Services and Appropriations Committees 

of Congress" is for all members—or all individual member

ships—on these committees during the ten-year period, 

1959-1968. It might have been more valid, for purposes of 

comparison, to present the aggregate seniority on these 

committees for the same period used by Professor Hinckley''"''"'̂  

in constructing the data for the first two classifications. 

However, this study considers all members of the commit

tees during this period, and to have used only the seniority 

for comjnittee members during the 88th Congress, 1963-1964, 

would have excluded much valuable information. 

On the other hand, it would have been valid, for 

purposes of comparison, to present the aggregate seniority 

for "All Members of Congress" during this ten-year period. 

However, this would assume that the percentage of congress

men having various levels of seniority is subject to change 

from year to year. In other words, the forty-three percent 

of House m.embers with the least seniority in Table 7, 

under "All Members of Congress," is not likely to change 

from one year to the next no matter how few or how many 

years we might include in our study. Congressmen die, they 

are defeated for re-election, and they retire. At the same 

"'••̂ Ŝee the footnotes in Table 7. 
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time, new members come to Congress with each new election, 

and they begin building their seniority just like all others 

who have gone before them. There is nothing magic about 

the percentage of congressmen who hold a certain level of 

seniority over time or at any certain point in time, nor is 

there magic in the percentage of Chairmen and Ranking Minor

ity members of the committees of Congress who hold certain 

levels of seniority—since seniority, alone, produces these 

committee positions. The magic—if any exists—lies in the 

percentage of members of these key committees who hold the 

various levels of seniority. 

TABLE 7 

IJEVELS OF SENIORITY FOR THREE CLASSIFICATIONS OF 
CONGRESSMEN, BY HOUSE OF CONGRESS 

Levels of 
Seniority 
(in years) 

Percent 
of House 
Members 

Percent 
of Senate 
Members 

All Members of Congress* 

20 
15 
10 
5 
0 

or more 
— 

— 

— 

— 

19 
14 
9 
4 

Chairmen and Ranking 
Minority Members of all 
Committees* 

20 
15 
10 
5 
0 

or more 
- 19 
- 14 
- 9 
- 4 

13% 
8% 

22% 
14% 
43% 

100% N= =409 

8% 
14% 
18% 
18% 
42% 

100% N=100 

55% 
24% 
18% 
3% 
0 

100% N=:;8 

26% 
26% 
29% 
16% 

o,c 

100% N=31 
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TABLE 7—Contiixued 

L e v e l s of 
S e n i o r i t y 
( i n y e a r s ) 

P e r c e n t 
of House 
Members 

Members of t h e Armed 
S e r v i c e s and Appropri
a t i o n s Committees of 
Congress** 

20 o r more 
15 - 19 
10 - 14 
5 - 9 
0 - 4 

Percent 
of Senate 
Members 

21% 
13% 
26% 
24% 
17% 

101% N=156 

26% 
18% 
37% 
16% 
4% 

101% N=57 

•Source, Barbara Hinckley, The Seniority System in 
Congress (Bloomington, Indiana: Indiana University Press, 
1971). The data on seniority in the House come from "Table 
5. Relationship Bet̂ /een Congressional Seniority and Com
mittee Leadership: House of Representatives, 1957-1958, 
1963-1964," p. 29; and the data on seniority in the Senate 
come from "Table 4. Relationship Between Congressional 
Seniority and Committee Leadership: Senate, 1957-1958, 
1963-1964," p. 27. 

**These data were compiled from Official Congres
sional Directory (Vv'ashington, D.C: United States Government 
Printing Office, 1959 through 1968), and Congressional 
Quarterly Service, Members of Congress: 1789-1970 
(Washington, D.C: Congressional Quarterly Inc., 1971). 

For example, twenty-six percent of the total member

ship of the Senate Armed Services and Appropriations Commit

tees, during this ten-year period, attained twenty or more 

years of seniority in the Senate. This includes only 

fifteen different persons.. In no case was the seniority of 

an individual congressman counted more than once, unless he 

changed houses of Congress—and served on these key commit

tees in both house:-; during this period, or changed party 
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affiliation—and remained on one of these committees, or 

left the committee, because he was defeated for re-election, 

and returned to the committee later. And, in all of these 

cases, the member would start on the new committee—or start 

back on the committee—with zero years of seniority. There

fore, none of these members who are counted more than once 

could be the more senior members of the committee. In fact, 

it is this very situation which produced many of the cases 

of very low levels of seniority on these comjnittees. For 

example, Senator Strom Thurmond, of South Carolina, was 

counted as having eight years of seniority as a Democrat, 

and then four years of seniority as a Republican, after he 

changed parties in 1964. However, no matter how much 

seniority a congressman might have—or what his rank on a 

committee—his total seniority was not counted more than 

once. For example. Senator Richard Russell, of Georgia, who 

was Chairman of the Senate Committee on Armed Services, and 

second ranking majority member of the Senate Committee on 

Appropriations, during this entire period, had his total 

number of years in the Senate counted only once. Of course, 

in the data on state representation on these key committees, 

which is used in other sections of this study, Russell's 

seniority is counted for as many committees as he might have 

seniority on. But, for this particular table, we are not 

interested in state representation on these comjnittees — 

instead, we are interested in the nature of these committees 

as they compare to the Congress as a whole. 
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In comparing the percentage of members with twenty or 

more years of seniority, for these three classifications of 

congressmen, we find that the twenty-six percent for "Mem

bers of the Armed Services and Appropriations Committees" of 

the Senate, is equal to the percentage of "Chairman and 

Ranking Minority Members of All Committees," with twenty or 

more years of seniority, and it is much greater than the 

eight percent for "All Members" of the Senate. The reason 

for the similarities in percentage of Senate members of 

Armed Services and Appropriations with high levels of 

seniority, and percentage of Senate Committee Chairman and 

Ranking Minority Members with high levels of seniority, is 

that so many of the high ranking members of the Senate 

Committee on Appropriations are also the chairmen and high 

ranking members of the legislative committees of the 

118 Senate. On the House side, the similarities are not as 

great between memibers of the Armed Services and Appropria

tions Committees, and the chairmen and ranking minority 

members of other House committees. However, the percentage 

of members of these key committees in the House, with high 

levels of seniority, is still much higher than the percent

age of all House members with high seniority. In fact, 

sixty percent of the members of the House Committees on 

Armed Services and Appropriations have ten or more years of 

seniority, while fifty-seven percent of all the members of 

118 
Horn, Unused Power, p. 9. 
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the House have less than ten years of seniority. 

From these observations, it is clearly evident that 

the membership of these key committees, in both houses of 

Congress, is made up, for the most part, of the more senior 

and therefore the more influential members of Congress. 

Furthermore, the members of these key committees in the 

Senate have more seniority than these committee members in 

the House, and because the Senate—and its committees—is 

much smaller than the House of Representatives, these Senate 

members are evidently a more highly select group than these 

House committee members. 

Summary 

States represented on these two key committees in 

the Sena.te will tend to have more influence within the 

committee because the committees are smaller and because the 

Senators will tend to have more seniority and therefore 

more real influence than states with representatives on 

these key House committees. On the other hand, since these 

key House committees are larger and a state has a number of 

House members based upon its population size, some of the 

more populous states may have an opportunity to place sev

eral representatives on each of these key committees. To 

the extent that there is strength in numbers, then, certain 

of the more populous states might exercise considerable 

influence on these comm-ittees due to the fact that they have 

several representatives who can v/ork toward the same end. 
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It is entirely possible that seniority power could be bal

anced by sheer numbers as an influence upon the distribution 

of defense spending. This possibility will be considered in 

the analysis in the following chapters. 



CHAPTER IV 

COMMITTEE REPRESENTATION AND DEFENSE 
SPENDING BENEFITS 

The model tested in this study is simple. It is 

simple even though the hypotheses, as well as the variables 

which were constructed from the data, are fairly complex—a 

complexity which reflects the theories of congressional 

influence offered in the literature. 

The model—in Figure 1—may be stated thus: state 

representation on key congressional committees (state com

mittee influence) causes the level of defense spending 

benefits received by a state (defense spending). The first 

A B 

Fig. 1.—Model of state influence upon defense 
spending through state committee representation. 

of these variables, labeled "A," is the independent variable 

while "B" is the dependent variable. The model does not 

specify the kind of committee representation nor does it 

72 
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tell us the exact type of defense spending which states can 

expect to receive. For a more exact specification of these 

elements, we must further refine the model, and for the 

refinement of any model one develops hypothtjses. 

The first hypothesis states that: 

states with more representation on these four key 
committees will tend to receive more defense spending 
benefits than states with less representation on 
these committees. 

In order to reject this hypothesis, with confidence, we 

need find only that (1) states without representation on 

these committees receive more defense spending, or that 

(2) there is no relationship between committee representa

tion and the distribution of defense spending among the 

states. The first possibility for rejecting the hypothesis 

is quickly disposed of by observing that only two of the 

fifty states, Utah and Delaware, had no representatives 

on the committees during the period of this study. For 

the second possibility for rejection, that there is no 

relationship, we can test the data through regression 

analysis and simply confirm the null hypothesis, or prove 

that there is no relationship through zero correlations 

and a perfectly horizontal regression line. 

Defining the model to test the first hypothesis is 

itself somewhat complex because the study uses several 

variables to measure both comjnittee representation and 

defense spending. An adequate summary mes,sure of each 

state's conomittee influence is available in the variable 
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called "Total Average Committee xMembership," which is the 

mean total for a state's representation on both committees 

in both houses. However, it is not as easy to find one 

simple measure which by itself adequately measures a state's 

defense spending benefits since there are at least four 

attractive variables to choose from. It is conceivable that 

some of these variables might tend to confirm the hypothesis 

at the same time that others might cause us to reject it. 

The variable called "Per Capita Average Overall Defense 

Spending," which represents the mean of the other three 

measures of defense spending—"Per Capita Contract Awards," 

"Per Capita Military Payroll," and "Per Capita Civilian 

Payroll"--seems to be the best choice to use as a test of 

the first hypothesis, but for a more complete analysis, 

each measure is examined in turn. 

Examining the first hypothesis by means of simple 

regression, we first seek to determine whether a causal 

relationship exists between the two elements of the model 

as measured by these particular variables. The direction 

of causation, whether positive or negative, is important 

and can be determined from the signs of the simple b's 

obtained through the regression analysis. Table 8, below, 

shows in the first row of each column, the simple b 

coefficients obtained by a regression analysis of "Total 

Average Committee Membership" with each of the four measures 

of defense spending. The first possibility for rejecting 

the first hypothesis--because the calculations indicate that 
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the null hypothesis is confirmed--is itself rejected since 

this b coefficient of 2.0 is significant at the .001 level 

according to the F-test. The null hypothesis is rejected 

TABLE 3 

REGRESSION AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR STATE COMMITTEE 
INFLUENCE AND FOUR MEASURES OF DEFENSE SPENDING 

Total 
Average 
Committee 
Membership 
(N = 50) 

"b" 

iipit 

2 

Per Capita 
Average 
Overall 
Defense 
Spending 

2.0^ 

-459^ 

.21^ 

Per Capita Per Capita Per Capita 
Contract Military Civilian 
Awards Payroll Payroll 

22.2^ -9.7* -4.8^ 

.525^ .280* .349^ 

.27^ .07* .12^ 

^Significant at the .001 F-level. 

^Significant at the .05 F-level. 

*Not significant at the .05 for F-test. 

and the positive slope of the regression line tends to con

firm the first hypothesis. This finding means that states 

with higher levels of representation on these committees 

tend to receive more defense spending benefits, as measured 

by the effects of these three variables taken together, and 

that as states gain more representation on the committees— 

whether from additional members or from the increased 

seniority of their existing representatives—those states 
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receive higher levels of defense spending. On the other 

hand, states with less representation, or with representa

tives who have less seniority on the committees, tend to 

receive smaller per capita amounts of defense spending. 

In order to specify more clearly the relationships 

which exist between the mean value of states' overall 

representation on these committees, as measured by the 

variable "Total Average Committee Membership," and the mean 

level of per capita overall defense spending as measured by 

"Per Capita Average Overall Defense Spending," let us refer 

to the scatter plot in Figure 2, below. Here, the variable 

measuring "Total Average Committee Membership" is plotted 

along the "X" axis, as the independent variable, and "Per 

Capita Average Overall Defense Spending" is plotted along 

the "Y" axis as the dependent variable. The regression 

line, labled "L," is shown on the graph with its "Y" inter

cept at 72.14, which is the value of a in the least squares 

equation (Y = a + bX), and the slope of the line, or b, 

is 2.0. 

Notice that several of the points on the diagram are 

named. These points represent the values on the dependent 

and independent variables for the various states. Alaska 

catches our eye immediately because of its exceptionally 

high value for "Per Capita Average Overall Defense 

Spending"—$379.00—v/hile it has a value of zero for "Total 

Average Committee Mem.bership." By far, the highest per 

capita defense spending goes to Alaska, even though the 
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total representation on these two comn:ittees in each house 

of Congress during this ten-year period was not sufficient 

to produce a mean value above zero, when rounded, for 

Alaska on the variable "Total Average Comm-'ttee Membership." 

This is, however, no surprise since Alaska has long been a 

strategic place to locate defense bases and, with a very 

small population—defense spending will have a larger per 

capita impact than it will have in more highly populated 

states. 

The value of the variable "Value-added by Manufac

tures, Adjusted, 1963," for Alaska was $84.9 million while 

the mean value for all fifty states for that same variable 

was $3.8 billion. Since this is som-e forty-five times as 

large as the figure for Alaska, may we then assume that 

Alaska's share of defense spending is not the result of 

high levels of defense contract awards—which would be 

reflected in the value of the "Value-added by Manufactures, 

Adjusted, 1963," but is instead, the result of substantial 

spending for military and civilian defense payrolls? 

Indeed, we may not. In fact, when value-added by manufac

turing is converted into a par capita measure, Alaska's per 

capita value is $338.50, while the United States' total per 

capita value-added by manufacturing is $204.60. Further

more, Alaska has a value of $369.00 for "Per Capita Contract 

Awards, ""̂ "̂ ^ which is in line with its level of "Per Capita 

-̂ •̂ Ŝee Figure 3, below. 
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Average Overall Defense Spending." On the measures of 

"Per Capita Military Payroll" and "Per Capita Civilian 

Payroll," Alaska has per capita amounts of $570.00, and 

120 
$196-00, respectively. The mean for these three per 

capita defense spending measures nation-wide, is $120.76 

for "Per Capita Average Overall Defense Spending," and 

$58.66 and $39.34, respectively, for the measures of mili

tary and civilian defense payrolls. Remembering that 

Alaska's "Per Capita Average Overall Defense Spending" was 

$379.00, and comparing this with the national mean for this 

variable—$72.96--it becomes obvious that it is the small 

population of Alaska, rather than massive defense expen

ditures, which produces such miammoth per capita benefits. 

Actually, given the size of Alaska and its strategic 

geographical location for defense against a possible Soviet 

enemy, it may be considered surprising to discover that in 

real dollar amounts Alaska received only $139.2 million in 

military payrolls, and $47.9 million in civilian defense 

payrolls, on the average, during this ten-year period, while 

the national mean—for all fifty states—for these expen

ditures was $143.6 m.illion, and $125.8 million, respec

tively. •'•̂•'" Since these defense payroll expenditures are 

See Figures 4 and 5, below. 

•'-̂ •'•These are the mean values for the ten-year period 
as represented by the variables "Military Payroll," and 
"Civilian Payroll," respectively, from v.hich the per capita 
variables were constructed. 
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closely tied to defense installations, it is clear that 

population—not considerations of national defense—accounts 

for the size of Alaska's per capita benefits from defense 

spending. By the same token, it is population which 

accounts for such a small committee representation value 

for Alaska. In fact, Alaska could hope to compete with 

other states only on the Senate committees, because each 

state has equal representation in the Senate, and Alaska 

had a combined committee representation value of one on 

these Senate committees for each year of this ten-year 

period. This representative was Senator E. L. Bob Bartlett 

who served as a rank and file m̂ ember of the Senate Armed 

Services Committee from 1959 through 1962, when he changed 

to the Senate Committee on Appropriations where he served 

as a rank and file member from 1963 through 1968, when this 

study ends. The point is, then, that Alaska's exceptionally 

high levels of per capita defense spending, as measured by 

these four variables, contribute to smaller b coefficients 

except where the analysis looks specifically at the effects 

of state representation on Senate committees. Since 

Senator Bartlett is a Democrat, Alaska would still have the 

effect of lowering the b coefficients where the analysis 

concerned state representation by Republicans on these 

Senate committees. 

Looking back at Figure 2, it is evident that Alaska 

has some help from states such as Connecticut, Hawaii, 

and Utah, in pulling up the value of the a, or the "Y" 
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intercept. These states—like Alaska—have relatively high 

levels of "Per Capita Average Overall Defense Spending," 

but a zero level of "Total Average Committee Membership." 

The importance of discussing states which seem to provide 

such strong exceptions to what the b coefficient tells us, 

is that the significance of that b̂  becomes more clear when 

we see that states with higher levels of representation on 

these committees—such as Georgia, 'Massachusetts, Califor

nia, and Texas—must have levels of "Per Capita Average 

Overall Defense Spending" which are themselves strong enough 

to be significant in order, not only to raise the value of 

b when the regression line has such a high value for the "Y" 

intercept to start with, but they must go on to overcome the 

downward pull produced by states such as New York and Illi

nois which have relatively high levels of committee repre

sentation but low levels of per capita defense spending. 

Since the b coefficient of 2.0 tells us that states 

with higher levels of representation on these committees 

tend to receive greater benefits from defense spending, the 

question remains, to what degree do these more fortunate 

states actually benefit? Or to put the question into terms 

which can be tested, what is the strength of relationship 

between these two variables? To answer this question, we 

look to the correlation coefficient, which measures the 

strength of the relationship between two variables. Looking 

back at Table 8, notice that the row variable, "Total 

Average Committee Membership," is organized by three 
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separate statistical measures—b coefficient or slope of the 

regression line, which was discussed above; r or correlation 

coefficient, which measures the strength of relationship; 
, 2 

and r or the percent of explained variance, which measures 

the percent of the variation in the dependent variable 

which is explained by the independent variable. 

The correlation of "Total Average Committee Member

ship" with "Per Capita Average Overall Defense Spending" 

gives us a coefficient of .459, which is found to be signif

icant at the .05 level according to the F-test. The 

strength of relationship revealed by this correlation coef

ficient is clear evidence that the tendency for states with 

committee influence to do better when it comes to dividing 

the fruits of defense spending, is a very strong tendency. 

In fact, the percent of explained variance, or r , is .21, 

which means that--even when we account for exceptions as 

great as the example of Alaska, discussed above--twenty-one 

percent of the variance found in the state-by-state distri

bution of defense spending is accounted for by the measure 

of "Total Average Conmiittee Membership." 

Now, let us look further at the information presented 

in Table 8. Remembering that "Per Capita Average Overall 

Defense Spending" is made up of the three other defense 

spending variables, it is important, at this time, to 

analyze the relationships which exist between "Total Average 

Committee Membership," and each of these other defense 

spending variables. To control for type of defense spending 
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is necessary in order to understand more about state influ

ence upon defense spending, by learning whether the more 

favored states tend to get across-the-board benefits—that 

is, across all possible categories of defense spending—or 

whether they tend to have better success with a particular 

type of expenditure while letting other types of defense 

spending get away from them because of as yet unspecified, 

prior claims. 

Of the three remaining defense spending variables, 

"Per Capita Contract Awards" represents, by far, the largest 

122 amount of total expenditare. The b coefficient for 

"Total Average Committee Membership" with "Per Capita 

Contract Awards," is 22.2, which is significant at the .001 

level according to the F-test. This means that, taken 

together, states with higher levels of committee representa

tion tend to receive considerably more defense spending, 

per capita, than states with less committee power. In fact, 

from the slope of the regression line, it is obvious that 

each time a state increases its mean committee representa

tion by one, it will benefit to the tune of $22.20, per 

capita, in defense contract awards. By the same token, 

should a state lose a significant amount oi its representa

tion on these committees, it could stand to lose a propor

tionate amount on the score of per capita contract awards. 

The b coefficient for "Total Average Committee 

-̂ ^̂ See Table 3, above. 
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Membership" with "Per Capita Contract Awards" is consider

ably larger and more significant than it is for "Total 

Average Committee Membership" with "Per Capita Average 

Overall Defense Spending." Figure 3, below, depicts, 

graphically, the relationship between these two variables. 

The dependent variable, "Per Capita Contract Awards," is 

plotted along the "Y" axis, and the independent variable, 

"Total Average Coimnittee Membership," is plotted on the "X" 

axis. The regression line "L" is shown on the graph, with 

its "Y" intercept, or a value, at 111.4, and the slope of 

the line, or b value, of 22.2. 

The names of several states are included at the 

points which represent their respective values as plotted 

on these two variables. Once again, Alaska stands out as 

having a very high level of per capita defense spending 

despite a zero value for its committee membership. However, 

in this case, Alaska's $369.00 level of "Per Capita Contract 

Awards" is overshadowed by that for Connecticut, a state 

that receives $501.00 "Per Capita Contract Awards," despite 

its having a value of zero for "Total Average Committee 

Membership." 

Remembering our earlier observation that Alaska's 

small population was what produced such high per capita 

values for these measures of defense spending, it is impor

tant to note that the mean for total contract awards for 

Connecticut, for this ten-year period, is $1.4 billion, 

while the mean for all states is only $599 million. It is 
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clear from this, that since Connecticut—the 25th most 

populous state—nonetheless receives more than double the 

national mean for defense contract awards, the high level 

of "Per Capita Contract Awards" cannot simply be an arti

fact, the product merely of a state's having a small 

population. 

If Connecticut's per capita share of contract awards 

is neither the result of its representation on these com

mittees, nor of the size of its population, is it the 

result of manufacturing capability? This can be measured 

by the variable, "Value-added by Manufactures, Adjusted, 

1963." The mean value for all fifty states is $3.8 billion, 

while Connecticut's mean value is still higher—$4.5 bil

lion. Here too Connecticut is an exception and that makes 

it all the more necessary to go beyond the surface indica

tions of scatter plots, or averaging techniques, to uncover 

and explain relationships which are so strong—as they are 

here--that they override what may appear to be clear-cut 

evidence to the contrary. The slope of the regression line 

is positive and strongly so, and the £, or correlation 

coefficient, is .520, and this is significant at the .001 

level. This correlation coefficient indicates that these 

two variables, "Total Average Committee Membership" and 

"Per Capita Contract Awards," are strongly related, and 

the r^ of .27, tells us that the "Total Average Committee 

Membership" explains twenty-seven percent of the variance 

in the values of "Per Capita Contract Awards." 
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In Table 8, the b coefficient for "Total Average 

Committee Membership" and "Per Capita Military Payroll" is 

negative, -9.7, That suggests that as states gain greater 

committee representation, they actually tend to receive 

less in the way of "Per Capita Military Payroll." However, 

it must be pointed out that this coefficient is not signif

icant at the .05 level, nor are the correlation coefficient 

of .280, or r^ of .07. 

Even though we must declare that the relationship 

between "Per Capita Military Payroll" and "Total Average 

Committee Membership" is not significant, the scatter plot 

which displays the observed relationship is still worth 

inspecting. Alaska, with a "Per Capita Military Payroll" of 

$570.00—a figure so high that it cannot be shown on the 

same graph!--stands far above the other states. Hawaii, 

whose military payroll is $209.00, per capita, also stands 

out compared to the other states which tend to be bunched 

together at the zero intercept of the "X" and "Y" axes. 

Connecticut is found almost on the bottom of the pile, with 

a "Per Capita Military Payroll" of $8.00—a distinctly 

insignificant sum compared to its showing on "Per Capita 

Contract Awards." Evidently, "they just build-um, they 

don't fly-um" in Connecticut. Massachusetts and Georgia 

stand alone on the high side of the "X" axis, as they did 

in Figures 2 and 3, but this time, even with a downward 

sloping regression line, Massachusetts' high level of 

committee representation produces only $28.00, per capita, 
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for military payrolls. 

The final column in Table 8 presents the regression 

coefficients for "Total Average Committee Membership" with 

"Per Capita Civilian Payrolls." The story is much the 

same as that for military payrolls, except for the fact 

that the b coefficient is less negative than in the previous 

column, b = -4.8, and the correlation is somewhat higher, 
2 

,349, with an r of .12. However,-these coefficients are 

significant at the .05 level, and so they must be relied 

upon more heavily for our purposes. The scatter plot, 

presented in Fibure 5, below, is interesting. The regres

sion line, "L," is drawn in, and the dependent variable, 

"Per Capita Civilian Payroll," is plotted along the "Y" 

axis, with the independent variable, "Total Average Commit

tee Membership," plotted along the "X" axis. Notice that 

the civilian payroll for Alaska, $196.00 per capita, is much 

lower than the level for contract awards or military pay

roll. However, Alaska does have the highest level on this 

measure, followed closely by Hawaii, with $183.00 per 

capita, and Utah, with $144.00 per capita. Virginia, with 

a value of one on the committee membership variable, is a 

close fourth in value of "Per Capita Civilian Payroll," 

with $124.00. Once again, Massachusetts, with a value of 

$31.00 on "Per Capita Civilian Payroll,"—slightly higher 

than it had for "Per Capita Military Payroll,"—lies below 

the regression line on the far end of its downward slope. 

In summary, these findings show that states with 
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high levels of membership on these committees tend to do 

especially well on defense contract awards, but tend to 

do poorly when it comes to other types of defense spending. 

Or to put it another way, it appears that defense contract 

awards is more readily affected by changes in a state's 

representation on these committees than are other categories 

of defense spending, such as civilian and military defense 

payrolls. For the moment, therefore, we conclude that a 

state's influence on these key committees falls short of 

pulling in military installations and other kinds of defense 

activities which produce high levels of military and 

civilian defense payrolls. In fact, the evidence for this 

conclusion tends to be quite strong. 

At this point it is already clear that to distinguish 

between different categories of defense spending is meaning

ful if only because some categories of spending are appar

ently less affected than others by changes in a state's 

representation on key congressional committees. That 

immediately raises the question whether the notion of state 

representation within Congress does not itself require 

further defining, whether, indeed, there may not be consid

erable, important variation in the kind of representation 

a state may have in Congress. It is conceivable, for 

instance—as the second hypothesis suggests—that it is 

better for the cause of increasing defense spending at home 

for a state to have representation on Senate than on House 

committees. It is also possible that it makes a difference 
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whether a state is represented in Congress by a Democrat 

or by a Republican, and it is possible that how much of an 

impact a state's representatives can have upon defense 

spending will also depend in part upon whether they get to 

serve on the Armed Services Committee or on the Appropri

ations Committee. All of these several possibilities are 

obviously worthy of investigation and that investigation 

is the task of the next two chapters. 



CHAPTER V 

DEFENSE SPENDING BENEFITS FOR REPRESENTATION BY HOUSE O"̂"' 
CONGRESS, POLITICAL PARTY, AND KINT> OF COMMITTEE 

The first possibility for variation in state repre

sentation—and hence for variation in its impact upon 

defense spending—arises from the fact that Congress is a 

bicameral legislative body and that the two houses are in 

some respects strikingly different, both in their structure 

and in their bases of representation. This being the case 

the possibility exists that changes in a state's represen

tation in one house will have a m.ore immediate and/or more 

sizeable impact upon defense spending. Indeed, recognition 

of this possibility is explicit in the second hypothesis 

which says: 

states with more representatives on these key coirjDit-
tees in the Senate will tend to receive more defense 
spending benefits than states with less representation 
on the Senate committees. 

The evidence that permits us to explore that possibility is 

provided by the regression data given in Table 9, which 

presents regression coefficients for state conimittee influ

ence, by house of Congress, with four now familiar measures 

of defense spending. The b coefficient for "Total Average 

Senate Membership" v/ith "Per Capita Average Overall DofenLie 

93 
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Spending," is fairly high—with a value of 3.7—and since 

it has a positive slope it tends to confirm the hypothesis. 

If we compare this b coefficient with the one for "Total 

TABLE 9 

REGRESSION AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR STATE COMMITTEE 
INFLUENCE, BY HOUSE OF CONGRESS, WITH 
FOUR MEASURES OF DEFENSE SPENDING 

(N = 50) 

Total 
Average 
Senate 
Membership 

"b" 

fty.f1 

ff,.2,, 

Per Capita 
Average 
Overall 
Defense 
Spending 

3.7^ 

.569^ 

.32^ 

Per Capita 
Contract 
Awards 

3.9^ 

.562^ 

.31^ 

Per Capita 
Military 
Payroll 

4.9^ 

.438^ 

.19^ 

Per Capita 
Civilian 
Payroll 

9 .8^ 

.655^ 

.42^ 

Total 
Average 
House 
Membership 

"b" 

•fj.fl 

ftp2,, 

-1.9^ 

.499^ 

.25^ 

5.2^ 

.608^ 

.37^ 

-7.3^ 

.254^ 

.06^ 

9.6^ 

.764^ 

.58^ 

^Significant at the .001 level according to the 
F-test. 

bo.. ̂ -,,-Significant at the .01 level according to the 
F-test 

Average House Membership," in this same table--with a value 

Qf -1.9 we may be even more confident that the hypothesis 

http://fty.f1
http://�fj.fl
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is confirmed, since states with represertatives on the key 

Senate committees tend t£ receive higher levels of defense 

spending than do states with representation on the House 

committees. 

Looking further at the table, it is evident that 

controlling for house of Congress does clarify the findings 

of the preceding chapter. For example, the strong b 

coefficient for "Total x̂ verage Committee Membership" with 

"Per Capita Contract Awards"-*-̂ *̂  drops considerably when we 

control for house of Congress. The value of b drops from 

22.2 for "Total Average Committee Membership," to 3.9 for 

"Total Average Senate Membership," and to 5.2 for "Total 

Average House Membership." 

Recall that, in Table 8 in the preceding chapter, 

we found negative b coefficients for "Total Average Commit

tee Membership" with the measures of military and civilian 

defense payroll. Here, in Table 9, the controls for 

house of Congress show that "Per Capita Military Payroll" 

tends to be high in those states that have more representa

tion on the key Senate committees, vrhile the opposite is 

true for states with more representation on the key House 

committees. The negative b coefficient disappears when we 

control for Senate representation, but it remains with the 

control for House representation. It is also important to 

note that the coefficients for "Total Average House 

-'•̂ Ŝee Table 8, above. 
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Membership" with "Per Capita Military Payroll" are signifi

cant at the .01 level for the F-test, while all other 

coefficients in the table are significant at the .001 level. 

We might also note that the committee representation vari

ables are not correlated as strongly with "Per Capita Mili

tary Payroll" as they are with the other measures of defense 

spending in the table. In fact, state representation on 

these House committees explains only six per cent of the 

variance in "Per Capita Military Payroll." 

Controlling for house of Congress also discloses a 

difference in the coefficients for state committee member

ship with "Per Capita Civilian Payroll." Here, the slope of 

the regression line, which was a negative value in Table 

124 

8, becomes a positive slope for both Senate and House 

committee membership in Table 9. The b coefficient for 

"Total Average Senate Membership" with "Per Capita Civilian 

Payroll" is 9.8, and that for "Total Average House Member

ship" with "Per Capita Civilian Payroll" is 9.6. Since the 

value of the b coefficients for these two measures is so 

close to the same, it seems clear that a sta.te's level of 

civilian defense payroll depends upon some factor other than 

the house of Congress in which the state is represented on 

these key committees. 

Since the house of Congress in which states have 

committee representation tends to be important--at least 

Ibid. 
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for "Per Capita Contract Awards" and "Per Capita Military 

Payroll"—we should look more closely at the nature of 

representation in the House and Senate. First of all 

Senators have longer terms, which should give them influence 

over a longer period of time, and there are fewer members 

in the Senate—fesver constituencies (states) to be repre

sented—which means that senators might be expected to con

centrate their energy upon those kinds of defense spending 

which would be more beneficial for their states over the 

long haul. This would tend to leave the House members out 

of the picture as far as getting and keeping installations 

which would produce large military payrolls, and for attrac

ting the kind of defense industries v/hich would produce high 

levels of defense contract awards over time. However, these 

assumptions do not seem, to fit our findings. State repre

sentation in the Senate does produce more "Per Capita 

Military Payroll," but state representation in the House 

produces higher levels of "Per Capita Contract Awards." 

Our data on state representation on these key commit

tees places a premium upon seniority in committee repre

sentation by Chairmen, Ranking Minority members, and others 

close to these positions in committee seniority. If length 

of service in the house of Congress is important, then a 

member of the House could roll-up a nice total of years, 

just as surely as could a Senator—although House members 

must gain seniority by being re-elected more frequently than 
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do Senators. However, as discussed in Chapter I11,^^^ the 

members of these key Senate committees do tend to have 

greater seniority than members of these key House commit

tees. The long-term influence of senators with greater 

seniority presents a greater likelihood of influence upon 

the location of defense installations, which produce higher 

levels of military and civilian defense payrolls. These 

defense installations evidently require capital investment 

by the governm.ent of such a nature that it is less subject 

to short-term influence. Defense contract awards, on the 

other hand, are made on a short-term basis—as compared to 

installations—and since they can be distributed among those 

states which have the productive capability, or the capacity 

to develop that capability, contract awards are more readily 

subject to influence, than are military payrolls. 

The third hypothesis says that: 

sta.tes with more representation on these key committees 
by majority party (Democrat) members will tend to 
receive more defense spending benefits than states with 
more representation on these committees by minority 
party (Republican) members. 

Implicit in this hypothesis is the asstm:iption that majority 

party representation is a more effective vehicle for state 

influence upon defense spending and that members of the 

majority party are in a better position to obtain defense 

spending benefits for their home states than are members 

of the minority party. 

1 pi^j 

See pp. 69-71, above. 
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Table 10 presents regression and correlation coeffi

cients for state committee influence Dy political party 

TABLE 10 

REGRESSION AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR STATE COMMITTEE 
INFLUENCE, BY POLITICAL PARTY WITH 
FOUR MEASURES OF DEFENSE SPENDING 

(N = 50) 

Democrats 
Committee 
Average 

I f V y f t 

f t p T f 

f i p 2 „ 

Repub
licans 
Committee 
Average 

Per Capita 
Average 
Overall 
Defense 
Spending 

Per Capita 
Contract 
Awards 

Per Capita 
Military 
Payroll 

Per Capita 
Civilian 
Payroll 

3.5^ 

.492 

.24 

1.65^ 

.502 

.25 

-3.5' 37.6 a 

332 

11 

.795 

.63 

"b" 

t t p f f 

f f j . 2 , , 

6 8 . 9 ^ 

.699 

.48 

173 .0^ 

.877 

.77 

5 0 . 8 ^ 

.493 

.24 

6 7 . 5 ^ 

.824 

.67 

Significant at the .001 level according to the 
F-test. 

F-test. 
Significant at the .05 level according to the 

affiliation of committee members, with the same four mea

sures of defense spending used earlier. A look at the b 

coefficients for state committee membership by political 
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party, with "Per Capita Average Overall Defense Spending" 

suggests immediately that the hypothesis cannot be con

firmed. In fact, the findings show strong evidence that it 

is membership on these committees by minority party (Repub

lican) members which promises to provide states with greater 

benefits, while states represented by Democrats on these 

committees tend to get much less in the way of defense 

spending benefits—at least they did during this ten-year 

period. An assumption that states represented by committee 

members from one party will tend to benefit more from 

defense spending than states represented on these committees 

by members of the other party is correct, but the assumption 

that majority party representation can provide states with 

higher levels of defense spending because majority party 

members have readier access to the structure of influence 

than members of the minority party is clearly false. In 

fact, the evidence tends to confirm the findings of Barry 

126 Rundquist, who demonstrated that the home districts of 

Republicans, in fact the districts of junior Republicans, 

get more defense contract awards. His measure of contract 

awards was called "conditional contract awards," and was 

a measure based upon the manufacturing capabilities of the 

district. Our measures of defense spending include a 

measure of contract awards—"Per Capita Contract Awards"— 

126 
" T h e House Seniority System," see, also, pp. 20-

22, above. 
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and this measure gives an even more accurate comparison of 

our findings with those reported by Rundquist. 

Table 10 shows that the b for "Republicans Committee 

Average" with "Per Capita Contract Awards" is 173.0, a value 

that is significant at the .001 level. The b for "Democrats 

Committee Average" with "Per Capita Contract Awards" is only 

1.6, and although it is also significant at the .001 level, 

it is dwarfed by that for states with Republicans on these 

committees. Translating into simple English, this means 

that for every dollar of "Per Capita Contract Awards" which 

goes to states represented on the committees by Democrats, 

the states represented by Republicans on these committees 

will get $108.13, in "Per Capita Contract Awards." From 

the data in this table, there is no doubt that states with 

Democrats on these committees tend to receive high levels 

of "Per Capita Contract Awards," but it is even more notable 

that the figure for "Per Capita Contract Awards" is likely 

to be substantially higher in those states with Republicans 

on these committees. 

It is also the case that states with Republicans on 

these committees tend to have a much higher "Per Capita 

Military Payroll" than do states with Democrats on these 

committees. In short, states with Republicans on these 

committees are better off when it comes to both contract 

awards and military payroll. The story is much the same for 

"Per Capita Civilian Payroll." States with Democrats on 

these committees do well, with a b of 37-6, but states with 
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Republicans on these committees tend to do much better, 

with a b of 67.5. Takea as a whole, the table indicates 

strongly that states with Republicans on these key commit

tees are much better off on aJJ. measures of defense spending 

than are states with Democrats on these committees. 

From the literature on Congress, we know that the 

House and Senate Committees on Appropriations are generally 

considered to be among the most important committees of 

Congress. Although the committees on Appropriations are 

never said to be more powerful than all other committees, 

per se, it is generally accepted that the members of these 

committees are among the most influential members of Con

gress. We have already noted that the majority party mem

bers on the Senate Committee on Appropriations include 

numerous chairmen of other Senate committees, and that 

among Democrats and Republicans alike, members of Appro

priations generally have more seniority than do members of 

the other Senate committees. Members of the House Committee 

on Appropriations are highly respected by their House 

colleagues for their expertise and influence in the subject 

matter of their committee, and it is generally assumed that 

the leaders on the Committee on Appropriations are among 

127 
the more powerful members of the House. 

The House and Senate Committees on Armed Services are 

also considered to be important and influential committees. 

107 

^ Fenno, The Power of the Purse. 
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However, the subject matter with which Armed Services com

mittee members are concerned is much m.ore specialized than 

that of Appropriations. This is obvious from the names of 

the committees, but it is further emphasized by the dif

ference in the amount of research reported on the two com

mittees. The committees on Armed Services are simply not 

as visable to students of Congress as are the committees on 

Appropriations. Still in all, in the literature on defense 

spending, we find a very strong emphasis upon the influence 

of the leaders on the committees on Armed Services in both 

the Senate and the House. It is a common complaint in much 

of the popular literature on defense spending—especially 

in popular periodicals and the national news media—that 

Mendell Rivers, as Chairman of the House Committee on Armed 

Services, loaded his home state of South Carolina down with 

military installations of every type and description. On 

that same score, it was a popular joke for many years while 

Senator Richard B. Russell was Chairman of the Senate Com

mittee on Armed Services, and Congressman Carl Vinson was 

Chairman of the House Committee on Armed Services, that 

one more military base in Georgia would "sink the state." 

In particular, Bernard K. Gordon tells us that the 

Appropriations committees of both houses of Congress have 

primary influence upon such things as prime defense con

tracts, and the Armed Services committees exercise more 

influence over military installations and levels of 
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personnel in the area of defense. Based upon these 

assumptions, and knowing that defense contracts is by far 

the most valuable kind of spending—accounting for sixty-

eight percent of defense spending during the ten-year period 

studied here—we derived the fourth hypothesis, which says: 

states with more representatives on the House and 
Senate Committees on Appropriations will tend to 
receive more defense spending benefits than states with 
more representatives on the House and Senate Comm.ittees 
on Armed Services. 

The test of this hypothesis is presented in Table 11, which 

presents state committee influence, controlled for kind of 

committee, with the four measures of defense spending. 

At first glance, the findings in the table seem to 

disprove the hypothesis. If we look at state committee 

influence controlled for both Appropriations and Armed 

Services committee representation, we find a strong negative 

relationship with "Per Capita Average Overall Defense 

Spending." In other words, there is a tendency for states 

to lose defense spending benefits, overall, no matter which 

committee they may be represented upon. In general, how

ever, we find that states with representatives on the House 

and Senate Appropriations committees will not do quite as 

poorly on overall defense spending as states represented 

upon the Armed Services committees. Of course, this would 

tend to support our hypothesis but since the ta coefficients 

•'•̂ Ĝordon, "The Military Budget: Congressional 
Phase," pp. 689-710. 

http://Comm.it
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for both kinds of committee representation are negative, we 

cannot put much stock in such "supportive" findings. On the 

TABLE 11 

REGRESSION AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR STATE COMMITTEE 
INFLUENCE, BY COMMITTEE. WITH FOUR 

MEASURES OF DEFENSE SPENDING 
(N = 50) 

Appro
priations 
Committee 
Average 

"b" 

tij.ft 

ifp2,, 

Armed 
Services 
Committee 
Average 

"b" 

ffpif 

fip^tr 

Per Capita 
Average 
Overall 
Defense 
Spending 

-2.1^ 

.587 

.34 

-2.6^ 

.456 

.20 

Per Capita 
Contract 
Awards 

7.8^ 

.677 

.45 

6.8^ 

.579 

.33 

Per Capita 
Military 
Payroll 

5.5^ 

.384 

.14 

-3.0^ 

.316 

.10 

Per Capita 
Civilian 
Payroll 

-3 .9^ 

.456 

.20 

.05^ 

.433 

.18 

^Significant at the .001 level according to the 
F-test. 

^Significant at the .01 level according to the 
F-test. 

F-test. 
^Significant at the .05 level according to the 

other hand, if we could find even stronger support on the 

three additional measures of defense spending, then we might 
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have at least a general confirm.ation of our assumptions and 

the hypothesis. However, such support is not to be found in 

this table. Rather, we find just the opposite. 

On the measure of "Per Capita Contract Awards," we 

find that states with representatives on the Appropriations 

committees tend to do only slightly better than states with 

more representation on the Armed Services committees. There 

is some support for our hypothesis "here, of course, but it 

is contradicted by the b coefficients for state committee 

influence with "Per Capita Military Payroll." There is a 

strong positive b coefficient for "Appropriations Committee 

Average" with "Per Capita Military Payroll," and an equally 

strong negative b coefficient for "Armed Services Committee 

Average" with "Per Capita Military Payroll." This finding 

supports our hypothesis since states are better off to have 

representation on Appropriations rather than Armed Services 

committees. But, it is clearly contradictory to the assump

tions upon which the hypothesis was based. We had thought 

that representation on the Appropriations committees would 

produce more benefits from contract awards and that repre

sentation on the Armed Services committees would produce 

more benefits from defense payrolls, which are tied to 

military installations. 

Looking at the b coefficients for state committee 

influence with "Per Capita Civilian Payroll," we see that 

states with more representation on the Armed Services 

committees are better off. However, neither kind of 
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representation tends to be mAich help in increasing a state's 

level of benefits from "Per Capita Civilian Payrolls." 

These findings tell us that there is not much differ

ence in the value of a state's representation on one or the 

other of these committees. There is some tendency for rep

resentation on Appropriations to be m.ore valuable but this 

is primarily due to the benefits derived from "Per Capita 

Military Payroll." No doubt, we could accept the hypothesis 

as confirmed, but the mere fact that the b coefficients for 

state committee influence with the measure of "Per Capita 

Average Overall Defense Spending" vrere negative, for both 

kinds of committee representation, is clear evidence that 

factors other than kind of committee are at work as the 

primary cause of the disproportionate distribution of 

defense spending among the states. 

Summary 

In Chapter IV, we found that representation on these 

key congressional committees was valuable for states seeking 

higher levels of benefits from defense spending—at least, 

they would benefit from defense contract av/ards. Here, in 

Chapter V, we found in the first place that state represen

tation on the key committees in the Senate is generally 

more valuable for getting higher levels of overall defense 

spending. This is true mainly because states with Senate 

representation tend to do much better on the measure of 

"Per Capita Military Payroll" than do other states. 
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However, states with more representation on these key House 

committees tend to get better benefits from "Per Capita 

Contract Awards," and they are not far behind on the 

measure of "Per Capita Civilian Payroll." 

In this chapter, we found that the third hypothesis 

was strongly refuted by the evidence. In fact, not only 

did states with more representation on these committees by 

Democrats fail to do as well as those with Republican 

representation, but the states represented by Republicans 

did much better on all four measures of defense spending 

than the other states. Certainly, states which seek higher 

levels of defense benefits are much better off if they can 

have a high level of representation on these committees by 

Republicans. At least, this was true for the period of 

time studied here. 

Finally, we found that it is not very important to 

have representation on one or the other of these two kinds 

of committees. The more valuable kinds of representation 

are not found just on the House and Senate committees on 

Armed Services or just on the House and Senate committees 

on Appropriations. Instead, the controls for house of 

Congress and for political party are a better explanation 

of state influence upon defense spending policy. Now, if 

we were to look at these two kinds of contmittees, by house 

of Congress, and/or by political party affiliation of the 

representatives, then we might expect to find a different 

story, altogether. in fact, we assume that among the 
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various combinations of state representation, which go into 

the making of the committee representation variables studied 

in this chapter, we can isolate and define the factors which 

have greatest influence upon the distribution of defense 

spending among the states. In the next chapter, then, we 

will attempt to complete this analysis, using more specific 

kinds of variables to measure state representation and more 

rigorous statistical analysis techniques for the measurement 



CHAPTER VI 

MAXIMIZING STATE BENEFITS THROUGH CONGRESSIONAL 
COMMITTEE REPRESENTATION 

In earlier chapters we have undert?vken to examine the 

direct influence of several possible variables upon the 

distribution of defense spending benefits. In the course of 

this examination we paid close attention to the possible 

impact of three crucial variables: house of Congress (are 

representatives or senators more helpful in getting defense 

spending benefits for a state?); political party (which have 

proved more successful in bringing home some portion of the 

defense spending pie, Democrats or Republicans?); and 

committees (is it better for a state's congressmen to serve 

on Armed Services or Appropriations committees?). 

Employing the procedure of simple linear regression, 

and then controlling for each of these variables in turn, we 

have been able to begin to specify the relationship between 

these three variables and various kinds of defense spending 

benefits. Now, it is time to see what impact these vari

ables have when all three operate simultaneously as, indeed, 

they do in the "real" world of congressional decision 

making. 

In pursuit of this line of inquiry we rely upon eight 
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new variables which have not been used before in this study. 

The scatter plots discussed along with Table 8 indicate 

that the highest levels of defense spending usually occurred 

in a few states like Alaska, which had so -̂ ew representa

tives on the key congressional committes that their mean 

committee representation score for this ten-year period was 

near zero. 

There were exceptions, like California, but in most 

cases the states that had greater committee representation 

had a tendency to cluster about the regression line. The 

standard deviation for extreme values on these defense 

spending variables, for states with higher mean committee 

representation, was generally smaller than for states which 

had a mean committee representation value of less than one. 

All of which makes it appear that in general we can learn 

more about how states gain defense spending benefits through 

influence on these key committees if we study the relation

ship between state committee representation and defense 

spending benefits using only those states with the higher 

levels of mean committee representation. Exactly how firm, 

how constant, is that relationship? That is the main ques

tion considered in this chapter. 

We begin a search for the answer by focusing upon 

those states with higher mean representation values, those 

states that had a minimum mean committee representation 

value of at least one—for this ten-year pericd--for their 

representation by members of a particular political party, 
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on a particular conunittee, in a particular house of Con

gress. Excluded from t^is analysis are all states which had 

a mean committee representation value of less than one for 

these particular variables. 

The findings from the simple regression and correla

tion analysis of the preceding chapters show that particular 

kinds of representation give states better results from 

committee influence. But there is more to it than that. 

From the standpoint of getting the largest share of the 

defense spending pie, it was much better, for example, to 

be a state that had representatives who were on the key 

Senate committees; or who were Republicans; or, maybe, who 

were on the Appropriations committees, than to be a state 

that was represented in the House of Representatives; or 

had Democrat congressmen; or, maybe, even one that had high 

levels of representation on the Armed Services committees. 

We know that it was not state representation on Appropria

tions or Armed Services committees, per se, which led to 

higher levels of defense spending benefits. 

At the same time, representation on the key Senate 

committees was found to be generally better than representa

tion on the key House committees, but states with more 

representation on these House committees did have a slight 

edge on the measure of "Per Capita Contract Awards." By 

far, the highest b coefficients were for state representa

tion by Republicans on these committees. In fact, our 

findings on state representation by political party were so 
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strong that we are led to suspect tnat this may be the most 

important factor to consider in trying to locate congres

sional committee influence upon the distribution of defense 

spending. 

The eight combined committee-party-house variables 

are: "Democrats, Senate Armed Services;" "Democrats, Senate 

Appropriations;" "Democrats, House Armed Services;" "Demo

crats, House Appropriations;" "Republicans, House Appropri

ations;" "Republicans, House Armed Services;" "Republicans, 

Senate Appropriations;" and "Republicans, Senate Armed 

Services." At the outset, it is important to see just how 

strongly these eight committee-party-house variables relate 

to one another. If there is a strong correlation between 

each of these variables, then the analysis must stop here 

and we must wonder v/hether the findings from simple regres

sion analysis in the previous chapters were wide of the 

mark. If, on the other hand, many of these eight variables 

are unrelated, or only slightly related, then we feel com

fortable in assuming that a close study of the eight new 

variables mentioned v/ill improve still further our under

standing of the relationship between state representation 

in Congress and defense spending. 

Table 12 presents product-moment correlation coeffi

cients for the eight combined committee-party-house vari

ables. First of all, the table confirms that, on the whole, 

these eight variables are not̂  strongly correlated. Several 

>f the coefficients are lo>v, indicating weak relationships, 
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TABLE 12 

PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR EIGHT 
STATE COMMITTEE REPRESENTATION VARIABLES* 

(N = 50) 

DSAp. 

DHAS 

DHAp. 

RHAp. 

RHAS 

RSAp. 

RSAS 

DSAS 

.354^ 

.364^ 

.297^ 

-.080 

-.084 

-.177 

-.124 

DSAp. 

.208 

.076 

-.104 

-.224 

-.236 

-.208 

DHAS 

.429^ 

-032 

.238 

-.014 

.228 

DHAp. 

.129 

.353^ 

-.185 

-.138 

RHAp. 

.477^ 

-.049 

.036 

RHAS 

.076 

.089 

RSAp. 

.557^ 

*Explanation of abbreviated variable names 

DSAS = Democrats, Senate Armed Services 
DSAp. = Democrats, Senate Appropriations 
DHAS = Democrats, House Armed Services 
DHAp. = Democrats, House Appropriations 
RHAp. = Republicans, House Appropriations 
RHAS = Republicans, House Armed Services 
RSAp. = Republicans, Senate Appropriations 
RSAS = Republicans, Senate Armed Services 

F-test. 
Significant at the .001 level according to the 

F-test. 

F-test. 

'significant at the .01 level according to the 

'Significant at the .05 level according to the 

All other coefficients fail the significance test 
at the .05 level. 
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while others are negative. The table also shows that some 

of these variables are strongly correlated with others. 

For ease in understanding the table, the seven high

est correlation coefficients have been underlined. These 

seven positive coefficients are the only ones which are sig

nificant at the .05 level or higher, according to the 

F-test. Also, three of the negative coefficients have been 

underlined because we will discuss them as examples of what 

the negative coefficients in this table might indicate to 

us about the relationships of state representation on these 

committees. 

The highest correlation coefficient, indicating the 

strongest relationship, is that between "Republicans, 

Senate Armed Services" and "Republicans, Senate Appropria

tions." A coefficient of .557 is, in this case, significant 

at the .001 level according to the F-test. This highly 
2 

significant correlation coefficient produces and £ , or per

cent of explained variance, of .31. In other words, these 

two variables are so strongly inter-related that state 

representation by a Republican on either of these Senate 

committees, as measured by one of these variables, will 

explain thirty-one percent of the variance in state repre

sentation by a Republican on the other Senate committee. 

This finding further confirms the discovery made in the 

previous chapter, that states with Republicans on these 

committees tend to obtain more in the way of defense spend

ing benefits. In the Senate, at least, the same states 
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tend to have high levels of this valuable Republican repre

sentation on these two committees. Furthermore, we find 

that in some cases it is the same Republican senator from 

a state which helps to produce these stron;̂  correlations. 

For example. Senator Margaret Chase Smith, from 

Maine, was a member of both of these comjnittees during this 

period. By 1967, Senator Smith was the Ranking Minority 

Member on the Senate Committee on Armed Services and the 

third ranking Republican on the Senate Committee on Appro

priations. Also, Senator Leverett Saltonstall, from Massa

chusetts, was the Ranking Minority Member on the Senate 

Committee on Armed Services from 1959 through 1966, and he 

became the Ranking Minority Member on the Senate Comjnittee 

on Appropriations in 1962 and served in that capacity 

through 1966. To a lesser degree, v/e find the same kind 

of overlapping representation, from states, between and 

among these other combined committee-party-house variables. 

But, the tendency for states to have this kind of "dual" 

representation is especially strong for Republican repre

sentation on these key conimittees in the Senate. 

What does this kind of dual representation from a 

state mean as far as influence upon the distribution of 

defense spending benefits is concerned? In the first place, 

to the extent that a state can have several different kinds 

of representation on these key congressional conrjnittees--

Democrats as well as Republicans, and seniority as well as 

larp"er numbers of representatives on both committees in both 
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houses of Congress—then that state can benefit from more 

of the different kinds of influence that might be applied 

to the distribution of these benefits. Not only would such 

a fortunate state have more opportunities to use this influ

ence, but there would be the added opportunity for even 

greater influence through a concerted effort on the part 

of a state's entire delegation—at least those members of 

the state's delegation who might find themselves in posi

tions of influence. Furthermore, to the extent that one 

state, or a small group of states, holds the positions on 

these key committees, then there are less positions of 

influence available to all the other states in general. 

Looking further at Table 12, we see that the second 

highest correlation coefficient is that for "Republicans, 

House Armed Services" and "Republicans, House Appropria-

2 

tions," which produces and r of .23, or twenty-three per

cent of the explained variance. There is a strong tendency 

for states which have the higher levels of representation by 

Republicans on one of these House committees to also have 

higher levels of Republican representation on the other. 

There is one important difference between this dual Repub

lican representation on the House committees and the dual 

Republican representation on the Senate com-mittees. That 

difference is simply that, while in some important cases 

the Senate Republican representation was attributable to 

the same Senators from a state, in no case did the same 

Republican House member serve on both of these key 
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committees. Of course, this face has no bearing upon the 

size of the correlation coefficient. However, it may have 

some influence upon the quality of the "real" influence 

which a state has upon the distribution of defense spending 

benefits. A strong personality might greatly benefit his 

home state by being on both of these key committees. On the 

other hand, it might be more important to have a number of 

people working toward the same kinds of objectives. 

For the states which have the higher levels of repre

sentation by Republicans on the House committees on Armed 

Services and Appropriations, we find that in most cases the 

states have some kind of combination of seniority and num

bers of representatives on these committees. For example, 

Wisconsin, which had a representational value of one for 

"Republicans, House Armed Services," and a value of two for 

"Republicans, House Appropriations," had representatives on 

both of these committees with more than rank and file 

seniority. Wisconsin had one m.ember, Alvin E. O'Konski, on 

the House Committee on Armed Services from 1959 through 

1968. From 1965 through 1968, Congressman O'Konski v/as 

the third ranking Republican on the committee. Also, 

Wisconsin had two Republican representatives on the House 

Committee on Appropriations during this period. One of 

these representatives. Congressman Melvin R, Laird, was the 

third ranking Republican on the committee from 1965 through 

1968. Even with this level of representation, Winconsin 

did not have a very high level of defense spending benefits 
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during this period. 

Other states witti this dual representation on these 

two committee-party-house variables had the more senior 

members on only one of these committees, but in many cases 

they had more total members on these committees than did 

Wisconsin. California, which is one of the more fortunate 

states on the measures of aefense spending, was represented 

by no more than rank and file Republican members on both 

of these House committees during this period. Massachu

setts, on the other hand, had Congressman William H. Bates 

on the House Committee on Armed Services during this entire 

period. Congressman Bates became the Ranking Minority 

Member on the committee in 1965, Also, Massachusetts had 

one rank and file Republican member on the House Committee 

on Appropriations for this ten-year period. New York had 

four Republicans serving at different times during these 

ten years on the House Committee on Armed Services, and 

four serving at various times on the House Committee on 

Appropriations. One of New York's Republicans on the House 

Committee on Appropriations was Congressman John Tabor, who 

was the Ranking Minority Member on the committee from 1959 

through 1962. There were four other states with a mean 

representation of one or more on both of these variables 

during this period. From these states. Congressman Leon H. 

Gavin, of Pennsylvania, was the second ranking Republican 

on the House Committee on Armed Services from 1959 through 

1963. Congressman Leslie C. Arends, of Illinois, was the 
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Ranking Minority Members of the House Committee on Armed 

Services from 19.59 through 1964, and the second ranking 

Republican on the same committee from 1965 through 1968. 

During the years 1963 and 1964, Congressman Gerald R. Ford, 

of Michigan, was the third ranking Republican on the House 

Committee on Appropriations, and Congressman Frank T. Bow, 

of Ohio, was the Ranking Minority Member of that committee 

from 1965 through 1968. 

Since the two highest correlation coefficients in 

the table are for these va.riables measuring state represen

tation by Republicans, we know that these Republican 

committee-party-house variables are more strongly inter-

correlated than are the variables measuring state comjnittee 

representation by Democrats. However, although the coeffi

cients are not as high, state representation by "Democrats, 

Senate Armed Services," is strongly correlated—with 

significant coefficients—with all three of the other 

measures of state committee representation by Democrats. 

Also, the correlation for "Democrats, House Armed Services," 

with "Democrats, House Appropriations," produces the third 

highest coefficient in the table, a correlation coefficient 

of .429. Although state representation by Republicans on 

the two House committees is strongly inter-correlated, and 

state representation by Republicans on these two Senate 

committees is also strongly inter-correlated, there is not 

a strong inter-correlation for state representation by 

Republicans on these committees between the two separate 
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houses of Congress. On the other hand, state representation 

by Democrats tends to produce strong inter-correlations 

between these committee-party-house variables for Democrats 

within each house, and between the two houses of Congress. 

Finally, the only significantly strong correlations between 

state representation on these committees by a Republican 

membership variable, and state representation by a Democrat 

membership variable is that for "Republicans, House Armed 

Services" and "Democrats, House Appropriations." This 

correlation coefficient is .353, or twelve percent of the 

explained variance. 

In observing the three negative correlation coeffi

cients in the table, which are underlined, we should first 

of all note that none of these is significant at the .05 

level, or higher, according to the F-test. Also, these are 

not necessarily the stronger of the negative coefficients 

in the table. Instead, we will use them as examples 

because of the pairs of variables which are correlated in 

each case. First of all, there are no negative correla.tion 

coefficients between the pairs of Democrat, committee-

party-house, variables. We do find one negative coeffi

cient, which has been underlined, for "Republicans, Senate 

Appropriations" with "Republicans, House Appropriations." 

This coefficient, -.049, is very low and, in fact, could 

be read as virtually a zero correlation meaning that there 

is no correlation between these two variables. However, 

to the extent that this coefficient is negative, it 
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indicates that states with Republicans on the Senate Com

mittee on Appropriations will tend not to be represented 

by Republicans on the House Committee on Appropriations. 

In fact, these states with more Republicans on the Senate 

Committee on Appropriations have a tendency to be repre

sented only on one other of these key committees—the Senate 

Committee on Armed Services. At least, that is what the 

correlations in this table twll us. Of course, these 

states do have other kinds of representation on these 

committees, but their higher mean levels of representation 

are concentrated in Republican representation on these two 

key Senate committees. By the same token, the states with 

Republicans on the House Committee on Appropriations tend 

to have Republicans on the House Committee on Armed Ser

vices, although—as was just noted--they do not tend to have 

Republicans on the Senate Committee on Appropriations. 

The four coefficients representing the correlations 

between the two Republican-House committee variables and 

the two Democrat-House committee variables are all positive 

coefficients. Although one of these correlation coeffi

cients—that for "Republicans, House Appropriations" and 

"Democrats, House Armed Services"—is virtually a zero 

coefficient, it is still positive, and this indicates that 

states with Republican representation on these key House 

committees will also tend to have Democrats on these key 

House comjTiittees. In other words, this tells us that states 

which tend to have more Republican representation--which 
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we found to be the most valuable kind of representation in 

the analysis in Calipter V—will also tend to have high 

levels of Democrat representation on these House committees. 

We find a different story for the correlation coeffi

cients between the Republican-Senate committee variables and 

the Democrat-Senate committee variables. All four of these 

coefficients are negative indicating that states with high 

levels of representation by Republicans on these key com

mittees in the Senate tend not to have Democrats on either 

of these key Senate committees. For example, the strongest 

negative correlation is that for "Republicans, Senate 

Appropriations" and "Democrats, Senate Appropriations," with 

a correlation coefficient of -.236, or six percent of the 

explained variance. It is only logical that we would find 

less tendency for states to have both Republicans and 

Democrats on these Senate committees than for states to 

have both Republicans and Democrats on these key House 

committees. However, what is important is that only one 

correlation coefficient out of this group of correlations— 

that for "Republicans, House Armed Services" and "Democrats, 

House Appropriations," which was discussed above—is found 

to be significant. This means that states with high levels 

of representation on these key committees by members of one 

party, in general, do not tend to have representatives on 

the committees from the other party. And, to the extent 

that this is true, then these variables are even more 

independent in their effects upon the measures of defense 
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spending. 

Although several of these committee-party-house 

variables are strongly inter-correlated, it is important to 

note that these correlations still leave the greater part 

of the variation in state representation on these committees 

unexplained. Furthermore, although we may have observed a 

tendency for states to seek representation on several of 

these measures of committee membership, it is not possible— 

from the information in the table—to know whether these 

states are likely to enjoy high or low per capita defense 

spending benefits. Possibly, it includes both. 

The Best Representation 

So far, the analysis indicates that state committee 

influence--as defined by the committee influence variables 

studied thus far--accounts for the level of defense spend

ing in the various states, as defined by four defense 

spending variables. This is not to say that state committee 

influence is the only cause. We know from simple observa

tion of the scatter plots in Chapter IV that high levels 

of defense spending exist in some states even though they 

have little or no committee influence. But the causal 

relationship is strong enough for us to accept the direction 

of the arrow denoting causation in the simple model of state 

129 influence upon defense spending. Now, it becomes 

1 OQ 

See Figure 1 at page 72, above. 
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important for us to isolate the specific kind, or kinds, of 

committee representation which tend to give states the 

maximum possible influence upon the state-by-state level 

of per capita defense spending benefits. 

The technique of analysis used here, to isolate the 

strongest committee influence variables, is multiple cor-

130 relation analysis. Our final test of the hypotheses, 

130 
In particular, the coefficients presented in the 

following table, are the squares of the multiple correlation 
coefficients. Because of the number of complicated com
putations required for multiple correlation, with this many 
variables, these coefficients were computed on the IBM 
360/50 at the Texas Tech University Computer Center using 
the REGRESSN program from OSIRIS (Organized Set of Inte
grated Routines for Investigation with Statistics). This 
program was made available b̂?- the Department of Government 
at Texas Tech University through its membership in the 
Inter-University Consortium for Political Research. A clear 
and concise definition of multiple correlation coefficients 
and their use is given by Hubert M. Blalock, Jr., in Social 
Statistics, page 454, where he defines them as: 

", . .a measure of goodness of fit of the least-
squares surface to the data. Just as the square of the 
zero-order correlation coefficient indicated the per
centage of the variation explained by the best fitting 
straight line, the square of the miltiple correlation 
coefficient can be used to give the percentage of 
variation explained by the best-fitting equation of 
the form: 

Yp = a + b^X^ + h^X^ + . . . + b^Xj^" 

The multiple correlation will be stronger, that is to say it 
will approach unity, as the data points tend to fall more 
exactly on the least-squares surface—which is itself a 
multi-dimensional surface or conceptualization based upon 
the number of independent or predictive variables used in 
the analysis. As the data points come closer to fitting 
the predicted values, the multiple correlation coefficient, 
as well as the square of that coefficient (R^), will 
approach unity. On the other hand, as the data points tend 
to scatter about the predicted values in the least-squares 
equation, the multiple R and R2 will tend to approach values 
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which seeks basically to give a deeper understanding of the 

findings discussed in tae previous chapters, uses these 

multiple correlation coefficients, or R^ coefficients, which 

will be presented in a single table. The table is con

structed with the four measures of defense spending as the 

column variables, and the row variable—called "State Com

mittee Influence"—is measured by the control variables for 

of zero. Given these qualities, then, we can determine the 
committee representation variables which tend to provide 
states with the greatest influence upon levels of defense 
spending by means of controlling for the different variables 
and observing the values which are closer to unity—because 
they represent the strongest state committee influence 
variables. When we control for kind of committee repre
sentation, the level of significance, for the F-test, will 
tend to be much lower than the strength of the R2 coeffi
cients would seem to indicate. This is because the controls 
eliminate those cases which have so few representatives on 
a committee, from a particular political party, that their 
mean coaanittee representation value—as measured by the 
committee representation variable used as the control 
variable—is less than one. The controls for the different 
committee representation variables will result in the loss 
of more cases for some variables than for others, which 
means that the degrees of freedom, will be different and that 
some R2 coefficients will fail the significance test although 
they are stronger than others which prove to be significant. 
It is inQ)ortant to remember that the F-test for multiple 
correlation depends upon the number of cases and the number 
of degrees of freedom—and the value of the R2 coefficient 
itself. As the number of cases is reduced, the loss of 
degrees of freedom, due to fewer cases and the number of 
variables used in the equation, will produce a small number 
of degrees of freedom and this will require a much higher 
"F" value for significance than was required for the simple 
b's—which were produced by simple regression equations 
using fifty cases and only two variables in each equation 
and therefore had a compatativelv large number of degrees of 
freedom. However, some of the R2 coefficients, which will 
be presented in the table, are so small that they would 
fail the significance test even with much larger degrees of 
freedom. 



127 

each of the multiple correlation equations. That is to say, 

for the first equation, where there was not a control 

variable, we will call the row measure "No Controls," in 
2 

order to indicate that the R coefficients represent the 

total variance explained by state representation on these 

committees as measured by all eight combined committee-

party-house variables. As each of these committee-party-

house variables is entered into the multiple correlation 

equation, state representation on the committees—as mea

sured by the particular varia.ble entered--is correlated 

with the defense spending variable being tested. When 

state representation on each variable has added all it can 

to the total correlation with the measure of defense 

spending, the multiple correlation coefficient is squared 

to give the R —or percent of variance in the defense 

spending variable which is explained by the total equation. 
2 

Table 13 presents R coefficients for nine measures 

of state committee influence with four measures of defense 

spending. The highest correlation in the table is that 

between "State Committee Influence," (controlling for 

"Republicans, House Armed Services") and "Per Capita Con

tract Awards." This says that states represented by Repub

licans on the House Committee on Armed Services receive the 

highest levels of defense contract awards. The second and 

third highest coefficients in the table are also produced by 

controlling for ''Republicans, House Armed Services" with 

2 
"Per Capita Average Overall Defense Spending," (R =.93), 
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and with "Per Capita Military Payroll," (R^=.89). In order 

to interpret the findings presented in this table, it will 

be more understandable if we look at the R^ coefficients 

under each measure of defense spending in turn. This then 

says that we will start with "Per Capita Average Overall 
2 

Defense Spending" and review the R coefficients for each 

of the controls for the committee-party-house variables. In 

this way we can determine which of 'the control variables 

produces the strongest relationship with these defense 

spending variables. 

In reading the table, we should first of all look at 
2 

the R coefficient for the first row or control variable 

and "Per Capita Average Overall Defense Spending." This row 

measure, called "No Controls," includes the effects of state 

representation on these coramittee-party-house variables for 

all fifty states. Unlike this measure of state committee 

representation with "No Controls," the other eight row 

measures represent controls and include only those states 

which have a mean representation value of one or more on 

the particular committee-party-house variable used for the 

control. It is important to note, then, that the R coeffi

cient for "No Controls" and "Per Capita Average Overall 

Defense Spending" is .04, or four percent of the explained 

variance. This then means that when we include the effects 

of all fifty states, these eight committee-party-house 

variables are able to explain only four percent of the 

variation in the distribution of "Per Capita Average Overall 
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TABLE 13 

SQUARED MULTIPLE CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR STATE 
COMMITTEE INFLUENCE (CONTROLLING FOR KIND OF 
COMMITTEE REPRESENTATION) WITH FOUR MEASURES 

or DEFENSE SPENDING 

State 
Committee 
Influence* 

NO CONTROLS 
(N=50) 

D. H. ARMED 
(N=20) 

D. H. APPRO. 
(N=27) 

D. S. ARMED 
(N=13) 

D. S. APPRO. 
(N=21) 

R. H. ARMED 
(N=12) 

R. H. APPRO. 
(N=15) 

R. S. ARMED 
(N=7) 

R. S. APPRO. 
(N=8) 

Per Capita 
Average 
Overall 
Defense 
Spending 

.04 

.19 

.26 

.28 

.02 

.93 

.87^ 

.19 

.39 

Per Capita 
Contract 
Awards 

.06 

.16 

.24 

,66 

.19 

.95^ 

.80^ 

.65 

.66 

Per Capita 
Military 
Payroll 

.09 

.66 

.44 

.43 

.06 

.89 

.81 

.26 

.78 

Per Capita 
Civilian 
Payroll 

.10 

.41 

.16 

.25 

.10 

.57 

.82 

.17 

.09 

•Explanation of abbreviated variable names: 

D. H. ARMED = 
D. H. APPRO. 
D. S. ARMED = 
D. S. APPRO. 
R. H. ARMED = 
R. H. APPRO. 
R. S. ARIvIED = 
R. S. APPRO. 

Democrats, House Armed Services 
= Democrats, House Appropriations 
Democrats, Senate Armed Services 
= Democrats, Senate Appropriations 
Republicans, House Armed Services 
= Republicans, House Appropriations 
Republicans, Senate Armed Services 
= Republicans, Senate Appropriations 

^Significant at the .05 level according to the 
F-test. All other coefficients failed to meet the signifi
cance test at the .05 level. 
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Defense Spending." 

The controls for the eight comjaittee-party-house 

variables, with one exception, give us higher R^ coeffi

cients than that for "No Controls." The er.ception is the 

control for "Democrats, Senate Appropriations," which pro-
2 

duces an R coefficient of .02, or only two percent of the 

explained variance in "Per Capita Average Overall Defense 

Spending." From this, we know that states with Democrats 

on the Senate Committee on Appropriations tend not to do 

very well when it comes to getting defense spending in 

their home states. This finding is not at all inconsistent 

with what we know about Democrats serving on the Senate 

131 Committee on Appropriations. We know, for example, that 

many of the senior Democrats on this coiTimittee are Chairmen 

of other legislative committees in the Senate. Senator 

Richard Russell, of Georgia, who was Chairman of the Senate 

Committee on Armed Services was the second ranking Democrat 

on the Senate Committee on Appropriations. From this, we 

know that at least one of the senior Democrats on Appro

priations was interested in defense spending. However, for 

other senior Democrats on the Appropriations committee 

there was, at least, a tendency to be interested in appro

priations for other governmental activities—rather than 

for defense appropriations. This does not seem to hold 

•̂ "̂̂ See the discussion in Chapter Til, above, see 
also Horn, Unused Power, p. 2. 
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true for their Republican colleagues on the same committee, 

since the control for "Republicans, Senate Appropriations" 

explains thirty-nine percent of the variance in "Per Capita 

Average Overall Defense Spending." Evidently, to have 

Republicans on the Senate Committee on Appropriations was 

very valuable to any state that might seek higher levels 

of defense spending, during this period. 

Looking further at the R^ coefficients for "State 

Committee Influence" v/ith "Per Capita Average Overall 

Defense Spending," we find—as already noted—that the 
2 

highest R is obtained when we control for "Republicans, 

House Armed Services." This coefficient of .93 tells us 

that by controlling for states with Republicans on the 

House Committee on Armed Services we can explain ninety-

three percent of the variance in "Per Capita Average 

Overall Defense Spending." Although this coefficient is 

not significant at the .05 level for the F-test, it is 

significant for our purposes because it reinforces our find

ings from simple regression analysis in the preceding 

chapter. That is to say, we expect to find that states 

represented by Republicans on these committees will get the 

better benefits from defense spending. Now, looking at the 
2 

second from the highest R coefficient—that obtained by 

controlling for "Republicans, House Appropriations"—we find 

a coefficient of .87, which explains eighty-seven percent 

of the variance in "Per Capita Average Overall Defense 

Spending," and is significant at the .05 level. 
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These coefficients obtained by controlling for 

"Republicans, House Armed Services," and "Republicans, 

House Appropriations," are considerably higher than all 

other coefficients for "Per Capita Average Overall Defense 

Spending." This is not to say that the other coefficients 

are unimportant, but state representation, as measured bv 

the remaining variables in the table, does not seem to have 

as much impact upon the distribution of defense spending 

as state representation by Republicans on these key House 

committees. 
2 

The R coefficients for "State Committee Influence" 

with "Per Capita Contract Awards" show several changes from 

the coefficients with "Per Capita Average Overall Defense 
2 

Spending." With "No Controls," the R of .06 is very close 

to what we found with "Per Capita Average Overall Defense 

Spending." "State Committee Influence" explains six per

cent of the variance in "Per Capita Contract Awards," but 

when we control for kind of committee representation, our 

ability to explain this variation is improved for all eight 

committee representation variables--without exception. 

The highest R^ coefficient is found, once again, when 

we control for "Republicans, House Armed Services," and this 

coefficient is significant at the .05 level for the F-test. 

With this control, we explain ninety-five percent of the 

variance in the distribution of contract awards. The second 

from the highest R^ is that controlling for "Republicans, 

House Appropriations," which explains eighty percent of 
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the variance in "Per Capita Contract Awards," and—once 

again—is significant at the .05 level. Although the con

trols for these same two committee representation variables 

provide us with the greatest explanation of the distribution 

of contract awards—as was true with "Per Capita Average 

Overall Defense Spending"—the other variables, used as 

controls in this table, produce fairly high coefficients 

with "Per Capita Contract Awards." In fact, three of these 

variables produce R coefficients which are not much lower 

than those for the two highest control variables. Sixty-six 

percent of the variance in "Per Capita Contract Awards" is 

explained by controlling for each of two of these vari

ables— "Republicans., Senate Appropriations," which is third 

from the highest on '"Per Capita Average Overall Defense 

Spending," and "Democrats, Senate Armed Services," which is 

fourth from the highest on overall defense spending. The 

fifth from the highest R^ coefficient with "Per Capita 

Contract Awards" is that obtained by controlling for 

"Republicans, Senate Armed Services," which explains sixty-

five percent of the variance. The three remaining 

variables—"Democrats, House Appropriations," with twenty-

four percent of the explained variance; "Democrats, Senate 

Appropriations," with nineteen percent of the explained 

variance; and "Democrats, House Armed Services," with 

sixteen percent of the explained variance—are shown not 

to be as valuable for states which seek higher contract 

awards, but the coefficients are high enough to indicate 
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that representation on these committees per se, is a valu

able tool for states which seek to benefit from defense 

spending through contract awards. 

Now, moving on to the correlations for "State 

Committee Influence" with "Per Capita Military Payroll," 

notice that with "No Controls" the R with "Per Capita 

Military Payroll" is .09, or nine percent of the explained 

variance. Once again, when we control for kind of committee 

representation, seven of these committee representation 

variables improve our ability to explain the variation in 

the distribution of military payrolls while the control for 

"Democrats, Senate Appropriations"—with only six percent 
2 

of the explained variance—shows a lower R coefficient 

than that for "No Controls." State representation by Demo

crats on the Senate Committee on Appropriations is evidently 

not used as a vehicle for higher levels of military pay

rolls . 

The highest coefficient for "State Committee Influ

ence" with "Per Capita Military Payroll"—as already noted— 

is that produced when we control for "Republicans, House 

Armed Services," which explains eighty-nine percent of the 
2 

variance. Also, the second from the highest R is once more 

produced by the control for "Republicans, House Appropria

tions." In this case, the R^, which explains eighty-one 

percent of the variance, fails the F-test for significance 

at the .05 level. The R^ for "Republicans, Senate Appro

priations," which explains seventy-eight percent of the 
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variance in "Per Capita Military Payroll," is the third 

from the highest of these coefficients and is very nearly 

as high as the two highest control variables. The coeffi

cient for "Republicans, Senate Armed Services," which 

explains twenty-six percent of the variance, is not as 

close to the highest coefficients for this defense spending 

2 

variable as its R with "Per Capita Contract Awards." How

ever, state representation on these committees by Repub

licans tends to be m.ore valuable than representation by 

Democrats. Not only does state representation by Repub

licans give the three strongest R^ coefficients, but the R^ 

of .26, for "Republicans, Senate Armed Services,"—which is 

seventh from the highest coefficient here—is still high 

enough to be an important finding itself. 

The coefficients for Democrat committee representa

tion, although generally lower than the coefficients for 

Republican representation, indicate that states are gen

erally well off when it comes to getting higher levels of 

military payrolls if they are represented on these key 

committees by Democrats, as well as by Republicans. Of 

course, the strong exception to this is for states repre

sented by "Democrats, Senate Appropriations." Here, as 
1 32 noted earlier, states are represented by Senators who 

are vitally interested in things pertaining to many Senate 

committees other than those which are involved with 

^^^Ibid. 
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military payrolls and the like. 

When we look at the correlations for state committee 

influence with "Per Capita Civilian Payroll," we find some 

differences as compared to what we found in the correlations 

with the first three defense spending variables in this 

table. The most striking difference is that the highest 

correlation is that for "Republicans, House Appropriations" 

with "Per Capita Civilian Payroll," and R^ of .82, or 

eighty-two percent of the explained variance. The control 

for "Republicans, House x\ppropriations" produces the second 
2 

from the highest R coefficients for the first three defense 

spending variables, but it has the highest R^ with "Per 

Capita Civilian Payroll." On the other hand, the control 

for "Republicans, House Armied Services" produces the highest 
2 

R coefficients for three of these defense spending vari

ables, but it has the second from the highest coefficient 

with "Per Capita Civilian Payroll." In fact, this coeffi

cient—.57, or fifty-seven percent of the explained 
2 

variance—is considerably lower than the R of .82 for 

"Republicans, House Appropriations." Clearly, states repre

sented by Republicans on the House Committee on Appropria

tions are in a position to get better benefits from civilian 

payrolls than any other states. 

The R^ coefficient for "No Controls" with "Per Capita 

Civilian Payroll" is .10, or ten percent of the explained 

variance, which indicates that states which are fortunate 

enough to be represented on these key committees—no matter 
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what kind of representation a state mi^ht have on these 

committees—can be expected to benefit considerably from 

civilian defense payrolls. However, in looking at the 

controls for kind of committee representation, we find that 

in two cases tne control for kind of representation fails 

to produce a higher R^ coefficient than that for state 

committee influence with "No Controls." One of these 

exceptions is the control for "Democrats, Senate Appropria

tions," which produces and R^ of .10, and this low coeffi

cient is understandable, given the nature of Democratic 

representation on the Senate Committee on Appropriations. 

But, the control for "Republicans, Senate Appropriations" 

with "Per Capita Civilian Payroll," produces and R^ of .09, 

or nine percent of the explained variance. This is lower 
2 

than the R for "No Controls" with "Per Capita Civilian 

Payroll," and shows a very different picture of state repre

sentation by Republicans on the Senate Committee on Appro

priations from what we find for the correlations with the 

other three defense spending variables. The control for 

"Republicans, Senate Appropriations" produced the third 

from the highest coefficient with "Per Capita Average Over

all Defense Spending," "Per Capita Contract Awards," and 

with "Per Capita Military Payrolls." Here, the control for 

"Republicans, Senate Appropriations," with "Per Capita 
2 

Civilian Payroll" produced the lowest R coefficient. This 
control for states v/ith Republicans on Senate Appropriations 

eliminated, from the multiple-correlation equation, many of 
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those s t a t e s which get the b e t t e r b e n e f i t s from c i v i l i a n 

defense p a y r o l l s . In o ther words, the s t a t e s with the high

est "Per Capita C iv i l i an P a y r o l l " are not o r d i n a r i l y those 

represented by Republicans on the Senate Committee on 

Appropria t ions . 

Summary 

In general, the findings from an examination of the 

statistics presented in Table 13 show that states tend to 

do better in getting benefits from defense spending when 

they have representatives on these key committees. This 

finding is even clearer in the case of measures of military 

and civilian defense payrolls than it is for defense con

tract awards, or for the variable which measures the com

bined effects of all three of these measures, "Per Capita 

Average Overall Defense Spending." However, when we control 

for kind of committee representation, we find that states 

with certain kinds of committee representation—notably 

those represented on the following variables: "Republicans, 

House Armed Services;" "Republicans, House Appropriations;" 

and "Republicans, Senate Appropriations"—tend to do well 

on these measures of defense spending, while other kinds of 

committee representation—notably those represented by the 

variable "Democrats, Senate Appropriations"—tend not to be 

very valuable in providing for high levels of defense 

spending. Furthermore, certain kinds of committee repre

sentation tend to be more valuable for some measures of 
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defense spending than for others. 

There is no doubt but that the best kind of repre

sentation—all things considered—for states to have if they 

would do well in the competition among states for defense 

spending benefits, is to be represented by Republicans on 

the House Committee on Armed Services. The proof of this 

is seen in the strength of the relationship indicated in 

Table 12 between "Republicans, House Armed Services" and 

"Per Capita Average Overall Defense Spending"—a relation-
2 

ship defined by a coefficient of R of .93. However, we 

find that states with Republicans on the House Committee on 

Armed Services get the highest level of defense spending 

from contract awards and military payroll, but these same 

states run a poor second on the m.easure of "Per Capita 

Civilian Payroll." It is important to remember, though, 

that contract awards account for sixty-eight percent of all 

defense spending and that military payroll accounts for 

134 
an additional seventeen percent of the total, while 

civilian payroll is the least valuable of the three defense 

spending measures accounting for only fifteen percent of 

all defense spending. •'•'̂^ Therefore, states represented by 

Republicans on the House Committee on Armed Services do 

get the bigger shares of defense spending. 

•'•̂ Ŝee Table 3, p. 43, above. 

•̂ '̂̂ See Table 4, p. 48, above. 

•'"̂ Ŝee Table 5, p. 53, above. 
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The second best kind of committee representation is 

representation measured by the variable "Republicans, House 

Appropriations." This variable produced the second highest 
2 

R coefficient for "Per Capita Average Overall Defense 

Spending," "Per Capita Contract Awards," and "Per Capita 

Military Payroll." The size of these R^ coefficients 

indicates, clearly, that states represented by Republicans 

on the House Committee on Appropriations tend to do almost 

as well as states represented by Republicans on the House 

Committee on Armed Services, on these measures. Further

more, states with Republicans on the House Committee on 

Appropriations get much more from civilian defense payrolls 

than states with any other kind of committee representation. 

At this point, we must compare these findings with 

those reported in previous chapters. The findings of Chap

ter V are of particular interest here, because this analysis 

seems to be telling a somewhat different story about the 

more highly productive kinds of representation. First of 

all. Table 9~^^ shows unmistakably that the best kind of 

representation for states seeking higher levels of defense 

spending is representation on these committees in the Sen

ate. On the measure of "Per Capita Average Overall Defense 

Spending," states represented on these key committees in the 

Senate did substantially better than states with representa

tives on these key House committees. However, this 

•"-̂ Ŝee p. 94, above. 

->»««i^as>,. 
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advantage in overall defense spending stems principally 

from the fact that the ]3 coefficients and correlation 

coefficients are fairly close in size and direction between 

Senate and House measures except for those with "Per Capita 

Military Payroll," where states with representatives on the 

key Senate commitT:ees show a high positive b coefficient 

while states with representatives on the key House commit

tees show an equally strong negative b coefficient. In 

fact, states with more representatives on the House commit

tees did better on the measure of "Per Capita Contract 

Awards," and states with more representation on these Senate 

committees had only a slight edge in the size of their b 

coefficient with "Per Capita Civilian Payroll." It is 

evident, then, that although states v/ith more representa

tives on these key Senate committees—when all states are 

included in the equation—tend to get shares of the whole 

defense pie, closer examination shows that states repre

sented by Republicans on the House committees get the 

137 highest levels of defense spending. Specification, then. 

Specification is used here as a term to designate 
the kind of analysis which is used to prove that the absence 
of a correlation (or in this case a comparatively weak cor
relation) is shown to be false when a control for a more 
specific measure of relationship is introduced. In this 
case, the amount of variance explained, r 2, by the correla
tions for house of Congress with these defense spending 
measures, is greatly exceeded by the R^ coefficients pro
duced by the control for more specific kinds of state repre
sentation on these committees. For a good discussion of 
specification, see William Buchanan, UnderF: tan dine; Political 
Variables (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1969), 
pp. 128-129. 
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permits us to override the negative effects upon state 

representation on these House committees which was found at 

the higher level of generalization used in Table 9. Through 

specification we have located the best kinJ of committee 

representation, although our analysis must still assume 

that—in the more general sense, at least—state repre

sentation on the key Senate committees is a better vehicle 

for states seeking higher levels of defense spending, 

especially, where the states cannot have a more particular 

choice of kind of representation. 

Our findings here, in Table 13, are fully in agree

ment with what was shown in Table 10,-^^^ where we found that 

state representation on these key committees, in both houses 

of Congress, by Republicans was by far the better kind of 

representation for getting higher levels of defense spend

ing. In fact, not only does our finding that representation 

by Republicans on these House committees agree with the 

above mentioned analysis, but this is further substantiated 

by the fact that the third from the best kind of committee 

representation is that measured by "Republicans, Senate 

Appropriations." In other words, states represented by 

Republicans on these key committees, in both Houses, tend 

to do better on defense spending when we use general as 

well as more specific measures of state representation on 

these committees. 

1 ̂R 
See p. 99, above. 
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Finally, these findings in Table 13 explain the lack 

of relationship between kind of committee representation— 

controlling for committee—and levels of defense spending, 

139 which was shown in Table 11. Our findi igs here, in 

Table 13, show that states represented by Republicans on 

these key committees in the House of Representatives are 

going to do just about as well whether they are represented 

on the Armed Services or the Appropriations committees. We 

had found in Table 11 that there was not much difference 

between state representation on the Armed Services commit

tees and representation on the Appropriations committees 

in the two houses of Congress. Our findings in this 

chapter—Table 13—indicate that there is a great deal of 

difference between the various kinds of committee repre

sentation variables but the kinds of committee representa

tion which are better for higher levels of defense spending 

do not follow any pattern as to the favored committee. 

That is to say, the best kind of represent^vtion is to be 

on one of the Armed Services committees, by Republicans; 

the second best on Appropriations; the third best also on 

Appropriations; the fourth best is on Armed Services, by 

Democrats in the Senate, and so on. 

•̂ *̂ Ŝee p. 105, above. 



CHAPTER VII 

CONCLUSIONS 

This study began out of a broad concern by the author 

for the magnitude of defense spending in this country in 

recent years, and from a simple curiosity to understand both 

the politics of that spending (especially evident in Con

gress) and the impact that it might have upon Amierican life. 

The focus of the study was, of course, much narrower than 

the concern which prompted its undertaking. Narrowly 

defined, the study set out to examine who got what share of 

the defense spending pie in the ten-year period 1959 through 

1968, and to see whether differences in spending among the 

fifty states might be explained by observed characteristics 

of decision-making within the halls of Congress. 

From an assortment of evidence uncovered in the 

process of the study, the discovery was made—not a start

ling, stunning discovery, but then not an expected one 

either—that states represented by Republicans on the House 

Committees on Armed Services and Appropriations tend to get 

more defense spending benefits than other states. States 

with Republicans on the House Committee on Armed Services 

get more from contract awards and military payrolls, which 

144 
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gives them the better benefits from average overall defense 

spending, while states with Republicans on the House Commit

tee on Appropriations get more benefits from civilian 

defense payroll than other states. These are the especially 

privileged states. The list includes California, Massachu

setts, Washington, and Missouri among others. When it comes 

to handing out defense benefit checks, these states are at 

the front of the line and other states are left to settle 

for much less. What are the social and economic conse

quences of disproportionate distribution of defense spend

ing? What are the consequences of such a distribution if 

it occurs by design? 

The first question is beyond the scope of this study. 

However, from other studies of this subject we know that 

certain consequences will surely follow from such an unequal 

distribution of government spending. For example, local 

economies prosper from such spending and they suffer when it 

is withdrawn. Furthermore, once certain levels of spend

ing are reached, they tend not to fall, and once defense 

installations and defense related industries are established 

in an area, they tend to stay because it is difficult to 

challenge these institutions which are so resistent to 

141 change. Finally, the costs of defense are borne by the 

same sectors of the economy regardless of their geographical 

140 
Perlo, Militarism and Industry, pp. 102-112. 
Russett, What Price Vigilence?, Chapters 5 and 7 
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location. 

Russett argues that the costs of defense are borne 

by both private and public sectors of the economy.^"^^ He 

observes that Just as the private sector mUst forfeit part 

of its share of the GNP when defense spending increases, the 

public sector also must relinquish some portion of its 

share. Russett also observes that national, state, and 

local government expenditures for non-defense purposes fall 

sharply when defense expenditures increase. Russett's 

observations have not gone unchallenged. Hollenhorst and 

143 
Ault contend that a more rigorous analysis reveals that 

government expenditures actually remain constant, or more 

likely even increase, when defense expenditures increase. 

At least, they conclude that this has been the general ten

dency except for the period of World War II, 1941-1945, when 

near full mobilization took from all sectors of the economy. 

In other words Hollenhorst and Ault contend that the private 

sector pays virtually the full costs of defense. 

The argument made here is simply that regardless of 

whether it is the public or private sector which actually 

receives and pays the bill for defense spending, the costs 

are nevertheless paid by the same sectors of the economy no 

^^^Bruce M. Russett, "Who Pays for Defense?," APSR, 
I4XIII (June, 1969), pp. 412-426. 

^^^Jerry Hollenhorst and Gary Ault, "An Alternative 
Answer to: Who Pays for Defense?," APSR, LX\' (September, 
1971), pp. 760-763. 
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matter what the state-by-state distribution of that sector 

of the economy may be. If_, for example, it is the private 

sector which picks up the tab for defense, then that portion 

of the private sector located in any state will pay its 

share of the costs in proportion to its share of private 

production and/or income. And, when one state receives more 

than its proportional share of defense spending benefits, 

then it gains at the expense of other states which paid 

their part of the costs but got less than a proportionate 

share of the benefits from defense spending. In short, 

benefits accure to states with higher than porportional per 

capita levels of defense spending, and the costs of defense 

aggravate the negative benefits to those other states which 

144 have lower per capita levels of defense spending. 

The second question is at the heart of this study. 

That question is: "What are the social and economic 

consequences of such a distribution if it occurs by design?" 

The consequences of unequal distribution of defense spending 

are aggravated when the inequality occurs by design. This 

is not to say that the effects of such a policy are neces

sarily bad because, for example, the intended policy redis

tributes wealth to states which did not have strong econo

mies before, or simply because it redistributes wealth to 

states which already have stronger economies—although this 

is exactly what happens. The consequences which are 

•̂ "̂̂ Russett, What Price Vigilence?, Chapters 5 and 7. 
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aggravated by intentional distribution on an unequal basis 

are those resulting from what is generally called "pork 

145 
barrel" politics. The policy error of "pork barrel," 

which is applicable here, is that states which receive 

higher defense spending benefits than are called for by 

their proportional share of the costs, actually gain more 

from these projects than they lose from taxation and other 

146 

economic costs. When this occurs, then the government 

is overspending on defense. That is to say, government 

could provide these economic benefits to such fortunate 

states much more cheaply by simple cash payments. At the 

same time, however, the total amount spent for defense 

projects nationwide must be increased by the amount of the 
147 

benefits gained by the more fortunate states. To the 

extent that defense spending is used as pork barrel, the 

results are compounded by the fact that this type of expend

iture accounts for such a large percentage of federal gov

ernment spending. 

•̂ ^̂ For a good discussion see the following note and 
comments on the subject: J. Roland Pennock, "The 'Pork 
Barrel' and Majority Rule: A Note," JOP, XXXII (August, 
1970), pp. 709-716: Brian Barry, "Comments on 'The "Pork 
Barrel" and Majority Rule,'" JOP, XXXIII (May, 1971), 
pp. 530-531; and J. Roland Pennock, "The Author Responds," 
JOP, XXXIII (May, 1971), pp. 531-533. 

•̂ -̂ P̂ennock, "The 'Pork Barrel' and Majority Rule," 
p. 709; and Pennocik "The Author Responds," p. 532. 

'̂ "'̂ '̂ Pennock "The 'Pork Barrel' and Majority Rule," 
p. 710; Barry, '̂ Cĉ mments on 'The "Pork Barrel" and Majority 
Rule,'" p. 530: and Pennock, "The Author Responas," p. 532. 
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Since it is so difficult to move defense installa

tions and industries once they have been established, it is 

evident that when a committee Chairman or other powerful 

member of a key committee is successful in getting new or 

additional spending in his home state or district"*-̂ ^ the 

result must be extra costs over-and-above what was pre

viously required in the defense budget. It may be unlikely 

that even powerful committee members can move defense 

spending from one state to another, but—in getting their 

part of the defense pork barrel—these members with influ

ence in Congress may be able to increase the total amount 

of defense spending and thereby channel some of the 

additional spending into their states. 

Some studies of defense spending do suggest that 

benefits from defense projects can accrue to more than just 

the state in which a defense project is located. These 

studies indicate, for example, that states may benefit, 

through sub-contracts, from prime contracts granted in 

other states. "̂"̂^ It is not difficult to assume that, by 

the same token, states with the capability to produce 

certain kinds of goods—especially, goods of a highly 

technical nature, such as electronics components and 

•̂ ^̂ See the discussion on committee chairmen at 
page 98, above. 

•̂ -̂ R̂ussett, What Price Vigilence?, Chapters 5 and 7 
see also Rundquist, "The House Seniority System," pp. 2-3, 
especially Note 18, at p. 3. 
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instrumentation—may get prime contracts necessary to imple

ment defense projects which were initiated to provide pork 

barrel for other states. 

Even though some states may get defense spending 

benefits as a result of pork barrel spending in other 

states, this cannot account for a very large part of the 

total spending in those states. In fact, it is clear that 

states which benefit disproportionately over other states 

do actively seek that spending, and that these are the 

states which have greater representation, by Republicans, 

on these key House committees. It is important to note, 

however, that these same states will tend to benefit even 

more when defense spending in increased either because of 

pork barrel or for national security reasons. And, the 

states with the best kind of committee representation--

states with Republicans on the House Armed Services and 

Appropriations Committees, which are for the most part the 

wealthier states—will skim the cream off the top of the 

full-defense-pail. 

To summarize the analysis in this study, let us 

restate the four original hypotheses along with what we 

found about them. The first hypothesis says: 

states with more representation on these four key 
committees will tend to receive more defense spending 
benefits than states with less representation on 
these committees. 

•^^^Rundquist, "The House Seniority System," ::ote 18 
at page 3. 
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In Chapter IV, we found evidence to support this hypothesis. 

In fact, we found that representation of any kind on these 

key committees tends to give states more "Per Capita Average 

Overall Defense Spending." This is true even though states 

with representatives on these key conmiittees may not fare 

as well as other states v/hen it comes to per capita military 

payroll and per capita civilian payroll. All that is 

ordinarily required for a state to do well on the score of 

overall defense spending is to do well on the score of 

per capita contract awards. Per capita contract awards, it 

turns out, is by far the most desirable variety of defense 

spending simply because there is so much of it--it consti

tutes so much larger a portion of total defense spending 

than any other variety of defense spending. Indeed, the 

value of per capita contract awards is usually greater than 

the value of per capita military payroll and per capita 

civilian payroll combined. 

The second hypothesis says: 

states with more representation on these key committees 
in the Senate will tend to receive more defense spend
ing benefits than states with less representation on 
the Senate committees. 

In Chapter V, we found that states with representatives on 

these key Senate committees did, indeed, receive higher 

levels of benefits when measured by "Per Capita Average 

Overall Defense Spending," than did the states with higher 

levels of representation on the key House committees. In 

fact, the b coefficient for states with high Senate 
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committee representation was a positive 3.7, while that for 

states with high levels of representation on the key House 

committees was a negative -1.9. However, our analysis of 

these findings demonstrated that Senate committee repre

sentation produced higher benefits from the measures of 

"Per Capita Military Payroll," and "Per Capita Civilian 

Payroll." On the other hand, states with higher levels of 

representation on the House committees got more from "Per 

Capita Contract Awards." There was not much difference 

between Senate and House committee representation on the 

level of benefits from the measures of contract awards and 

civilian defense payroll, and although states with better 

Senate representation did better on civilian payrolls, 

states with higher levels of House committee representation 

did better on contract awards. The main reason that states 

with representatives on the key Senate committees did better 

than states with higher levels of representation on the key 

House committees, on the measure of overall defense spend

ing, was that they did so much better on the measure of 

"Per Capita Military Payroll." This we interpreted to mean 

that Senators, who had higher levels of seniority on these 

committees, were able to get and keep more military instal

lations, which would account for higher levels of military 

payrolls. On the other hand, defense contract awards, 

which depend upon a certain manufacturing base for the most 

part and which are more subject to influence, went to states 

with higher levels of representation on the key House 
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committees. This was taken to maroi that in the short-run 

the House members could exert more influence over the 

location of spending in their home states and districts. 

Because we expect that congressmen who are members 

of the majority party will be in a position to exert more 

influence upon the committee process, we assumed that 

Democrats would be able to gain more benefits for their 

home states from defense spending. Therefore, the third 

hypothesis says: 

states with more representation on these key committees 
by majority party (Democrat) members will tend to 
receive more defense spending benefits than states with 
more representation on the conmittees by minority 
party (Republican) members. 

The test of this hypothesis, in Chapter V, shov/ed clearly 

that the hypothesis must be rejected. In fact, states 

represented by Republicans on these key committees tend to 

do much better on all four measures of defense spending 

than states with Democrats on these committees. As we 

noted in discussing the analysis in Chapter V, this finding 

tends to support the earlier findings of Barry Rundquist 

on the level of benefits which Republican members of these 

key House committees receive from contract awards. With 

this kind of supporting evidence, we can accept our findings 

as valid even though conventional wisdom might suggest that 

majority party members will be in a better position to 

exercise influence and therefore ought to get the better 

benefits. 

Finally, the fourth hypothesis is based upon the 
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general assumption that decisions over such things as 

defense contracts and research and development are mainly 

the concern of the Senate and House Committees on Appro

priations, and that such things as troop levels and military 

installations are mainly the concern of the Senate and 

House Committees on Armed Services. •'•̂-'- Since contract 

awards is the most lucrative of our three measures of 

defense spending, the fourth hypothesis says: 

states with more representatives on the House and Senate 
Committees on Appropriations will tend to receive more 
defense spending benefits than states with more repre
sentatives on the House and Senate Committees on Armed 
Services. 

The test of this hypothesis in Chapter V failed to provide 

very convincing evidence to confirm the hypothesis. The b 

coefficients for type of committee representation with the 

measure of overall defense spending showed that there was 

not much difference between the two kinds of representation. 

In fact, the only measure of defense spending for which 

states with representatives on the Appropriations committees 

had any real advantage over states represented on the Armed 

Services committees was for "Per Capita Military Payroll." 

On the measure of military payroll, we would have expected 

that the states with greater representation on the Armed 

Services committees would have done better than those 

represented on the Appropriations committees. At the same 

•'-̂ •'•Gordon, "The Military Budget: Congressional 
Phase," p. 689. 
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time, we found that states represented on the Appropriations 

committees had only a slight advantage over those repre

sented on the Armed Services committees on the measure of 

contract awards. We would have expected a much stronger 

advantage for Appropriations representation on the measure 

of contract awards. Even though the b coefficients for type 

of committee representation with the measure of overall 

defense spending tend to support the hypothesis, we cannot 

accept it as confirmed because of the weak and contradictory 

findings on the measures of contract awards and military 

payroll. These findings are simply contradictory to the 

assumptions from which the hypothesis was derived. From 

these findings we would assume that the Appropriations 

comjnittees exercise primary control over military payrolls 

and that both committees have about the same amount of 

influence over defense contract awards, and these findings 

are plainly contradictory to our basic assumptions. 

In Chapter VI we used more exact measures of state 

committee representation in order to improve our under

standing of committee influence upon the various measures 

of defense spending. In the analysis using these specific 

measures of state conmiittee representation, we were able 

to isolate the kind of state representation—on particular 

committees in the two houses; by party affiliation--which 

produced the better benefits from defense spending, for the 

states so represented. In this way, through specification, 

we were able to explain exactly how so.me states can get 
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higher levels of defense spending through better kinds of 

representation on these key congressional committees. 

We have found that the kind of representation on 

these key committees, which tends to give states the highest 

levels of defense spending, is representation by Republican 

party members in general and by Republicans in the House 

in particular. This is at least mindly surprising because 

everything we know about Congress would suggest that the 

best representation for states seeking higher benefits would 

be representation by Democrats because Democrats were the 

majority party during this ten-year period, and therefore 

held the chairmanships and therefore the power on these 

committees. From this study, we know that our assumptions 

about Democrat representation are wrong. Is it that Demo

crats in Congress place so many junior members on these 

committees that the benefits accruing to the more powerful 

Democrats are somehow deluted or obscured? Surely, this is 

not the case because iii fact the kind of conimittee repre

sentation which produces the smallest level of defense 

spending benefits for states is representation by Democrats 

on the Senate Committee on Appropriations. And, it is that 

same group—Democrats on Senate Appropriations—which have, 

by far, the greatest number of years of seniority. If 

seniority is power in Congress, then of the committee groups 

studied here, the most powerful congressmen should be 

Democrats on Senate Appropriations. V/e need not doubt that 

seniority does represent power and influence in Congress. 
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Neither can we doubt-for our findings are very clear on 

this point-that benefits from defense spending go to states 

with a much different kind of representation on these 

committees. 

John Stennis may campaign, as he has for some years, 

on a platform which reminds his constituents in Mississippi 

of his many years of seniority and of the immediate and 

major value of that seniority in securing benefits for his 

home state of Mississippi. He may even, indeed, point to 

specific defense installations such as Litton-Ingalls of 

Pascagoula and claim credit for the payrolls generated 

there (though perhaps not for the 57% annual rate of turn

over in personnel which of late has worried both the Navy 

and the General Accounting Office). This he may do, as he 

had at six-year intervals, apparently with the consequences 

he intended for he continues to serve in the U.S. Senate and 

on the Committee on Armed Services. However, the evidence 

of this study clearly indicates that seniority alone cannot 

guarantee states higher levels of defense spending. Nor 

can representation by members of the majority rather than 

by members of the minority party guarantee a state higher 

levels of defense spending. Why is that? How is it that 

Republicans on these committees can secure unexpectedly 

substantial defense spending benefits for their home states? 

First of all, Democrats on Senate Appropriations are 

often chairmen or more senior members of other committees 

in the Senate. These senior Senate Democrats tend to be 
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interested in appropriations for the special interests of 

their own parent committees. That is to say, these members 

will expend much of their time and energy on appropriation 

matters relating to their legislative committees rather 

than defense spending matters. It is only logical, then, 

that Democrats on Senate Appropriations would not tend to 

seek and therefore would not tend to receive high levels of 

defense spending for their home states. This is not to say 

that these Senators are completely uninterested in defense 

spending but most of them must apply their time and energy 

to other appropriations matters. However, this is not the 

case for the Republicans on this committee. 

States with Republicans on the Senate Committee on 

Appropriations do very well on most of our measures of 

defense spending. Some of these Republicans are evidently 

influential and powerful members of other Senate committees, 

just like their Democratic counterparts, but they may not 

have been subject to the same compulsions to limit their 

energies to the legislative subject matter of their parent 

committee. Or, more appropriately. Republicans may be 

prone to view the Senate Committee on Appropriations as 

their "parent" committee, since they cannot be chairman of 

any committee. If this is true, then we can understand that 

they would seek to benefit their home states through the 

channel of least resistence, and defense appropriations 

accounted for half of all federal spending—there is simply 

more to go around. 
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The only problem is that we find that defense spend

ing does not really go around to all states in even roughly 

proportionate amounts. And, it is highly probable that the 

nature of defense spending and of congressional behavior 

are such, that those who actively seek defense spending for 

their home states and districts can get it—and none will 

be the wiser—other congressmen may actually be oblivious 

to what is going on. 

When Representative Ken Hechler, of West Virginia, 

stood up on his "hind legs" and "roared""̂ ^̂  on the House 

floor, because his home state was being slighted on defense 

contract awards, he was convincing on two points. First of 

all, he did not have the least idea how defense spending 

was apportioned among the states. He thought that West 

Virginia should get its "fair share," evidently, meaning its 

equal share. Well, West Virginia was getting its "fair 

share" of defense contracts—next to nothing—which was 

directly proportionate to the amount of time and energy 

the state's representatives in Congress were willing to put 

into seeking defense moneys for West Virginia—next to 

nothing. The second point he made, through his little 

protest, was the highly arbitrary nature of the distribution 

of defense spending among the states, and the comparative 

ease with which some defense spending can be shifted from 

-̂ •̂ Ĉongressional Quarterly, "The 'Military-Industrial' 
Lobby," pp. 51-52. 
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one place to another to serve a political purpose. Within 

the four years following his speech. West Virginia moved 

from forty-sixth place, to twenty-sixth place in the nation 

153 
on defense contract awards — a level of defense spending, 

however, that West Virginia has not enjoyed since. 

The thing that is really important to us—the 

phenomenon that we are analyzing here—is that no state. 

West Virginia included, is likely to get its "fair share" 

of defense spending unless, and until, it has the right 

kind of representation on these key committees. And, the 

right kind of representation just happens to be representa

tion by Republicans, and especially Republicans on these 

House committees. 

At the very least it is worth our noting at this 

point, that states with Republicans on the Senate Committee 

on Armed Services had a relatively poor record on the score 

of defense spending benefits. States with Democrats on this 

committee did better than those with Republicans on overall 

defense spending. However, we did find, in our analysis of 

Table 13, that states with Republicans on this committee, 

did virtually as well as states with Democrats when it came 

to per capita contract awards. It was on tne measure of 

"Per Capita Military Payroll," which is more closely tied 

to defense installations, that the Democrats actually out

distanced the Republicans on this committee. 

^^^Ibid., p. 52. 
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From this, we might assume that since the distribu

tion of defense spending is among the prime concerns of this 

committee, all the committee members must be aware of what 

defense money is spent and how the decisions on the distri

bution of that money are made. If there is an opportunity 

for getting some defense pork, all members of this committee 

are in a position to know about it and evidently they take 

advantage of such opportunities often. In fact, it is 

somewhat surprising that these Senators on Armed Services 

do not do better by their home states than they do. But 

then, a position of such obvious advantage for getting 

defense pork barrel is also quite visable to the rest of 

the Senate, and the public at large, and to exploit that 

advantage too often might not be considered very profes

sional. At the same time, influence over defense programs 

carries with it a certain professional and/or patriotic 

responsibility which may make these Senators feel an obli

gation to considerations of national defense which are not 

always consonant with obtaining something from the pork 

barrel for the home folks. If so, then the subject matter 

of the Armed Services committee may inhibit Senators in 

this committee when it comes time to get defense spending 

benefits—just as parent committee interests got in the way 

of Senators on the Senate Committee on Appropriations. That 

is to say, questions of national defense may at times take 

precedence over the time and energy that Senators on this 

comm,ittee can devote to getting pork barrel for their home 



162 

states. 

At the same time, our findings tell us that we dare 

not assume that Senators make decisions purely on the basis 

of national defense requirements. They get too much of the 

defense pie for that assumption to keep our attention for 

long. Some decisions are likely made on the basis of 

perceived defense requirements. At the same time, we know 

that more often than not Senators and Representatives who 

are appointed to the Armed Services Committees are from 

states and districts which have existing defense installa

tions and industries. But, we should not assume that future 

decisions to keep or expand such installations and activi

ties are necessarily determined by their traditional loca

tion in particular areas. A tradition of military bases is 

more a symptom of influence upon defense spending policy 

than a cause of that policy. 

Our findings on the states with representatives on 

the House Committee on Armed Services do not really leave 

us much to conjecture concerning what "interests" are para

mount in seme decisions over defense spending. When we 

observe that California, for all its huge population, ranks 

third in the nation on "Per Capita Contract Awards," we 

may properly wonder whether this is caused by tradition, 

economic realities, or the effects of pork barrel politics. 

All three causes are likely involved in varying degrees, and 

indeed other factors may be involved as well. But this 

study has found unmistakable evidence chat it̂  iŝ  the 
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PQ^^^^^^^ factors of ke;̂  committee representation which are 

crucial in determining the distribution of defense spending 

among the states. 

Being third in defense spending, per capita, is very 

meaningful for a state which is second in total population 

in the nation. Alaska and Connecticut, which rank first 

and second on this per capita measure, both have relatively 

small populations. A state with a small population can be 

made to look wealthy on a per capita measure of defense 

contract awards even though it receives a relatively small 

amount of total expenditure. However, for California, it 

takes numerous and sizable contracts to produce such a high 

rank, nationwide, on this variable. 

It should be easy for us to dismiss the notion of 

congressional committee influence as the cause of high 

levels of defense spending in California by simply saying 

that California has always had defense industries and that 

it certainly has the technological and scientific base to 

support a sizable defense industry. But at the same time 

California has also had--at least during the period studied 

here—a considerable number of Republicans serving on the 

House Committee on Armed Services. These representatives 

are aware of the availability of defense contracts. They 

are aware of their constituents' interests in getting more 

contracts, and their position is not quite as visable as 

their colleagues on the Senate Committee on Armed Services. 

It seems, then, that California fits the model, which is 
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postulated in this study—a state with the right kind of 

influence on key defense committees in Congress and a 

comparatively high level of defense spending benefits. 

Massachusetts also tends to fit the model. With a 

high level of representation by Republicans on the House 

Committee on Armed Services, Massachusetts ranks tenth in 

the nation on "Per Capita Contract Awards." The states of 

New York and Pennsylvania, which have the same level of 

Republican representation on this committee, fall far below 

California and Massachusetts in the level of defense con

tract awards. At the same time, Illinois, with an even 

higher level of Republican representation on the House 

Committee on Armed Services, makes a poor showing on defense 

contract awards as compared to California and Massachusetts. 

These inconsistencies seem to contradict our find

ings. However, v/e cannot read these as contradictions. 

This is true because in the first place the level of spend

ing in New York, Pennsylvania, and Illinois is not really so 

low when compared to the national mean for this measure. 

Secondly, we are looking at tendencies and the simple b 

coefficient tells us that the level of "Per Capita Contract 

Awards" tends to increase as the level of state representa

tion by Republicans on the House Committee on Armed Services 

increases—not that this tendency will hold true for every 

state with a high level of Republicans on this comjnittee. 

And, finally, the multiple R̂  coefficient, which explains 

ninety-five percent of the variance in "Per Capita Contract 
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Awards," is higher than the variance explained by any other 

kind of committee representation. There can be no doubt but 

that representation by Republicans on the House Committee 

on Armed Services will tend to increase defense contract 

awards for states more often than not and more often than 

any other kind of committee representation. 

The inconsistency in the level of benefits from this 

kind of committee representation can most easily be 

explained as a result of differences in the quality of 

representation. Here, the factors relating to quality of 

representation include both the quality of the representa

tion on the committee, and the quality of the particular 

district from which the Republicans are elected. 

We cannot, here, consider the quality of representa

tion in terms of the psychological abilities of the Repub

licans on this committee—some people have more of whatever 

it takes to play the role of give-and-take in the game of 

politics. But, to the extent that seniority is important as 

a quality of representation, we have the data on that score. 

In the discussion of state representation on these 

committees in Chapter III, we found that Massachusetts 

had the most seniority on the House Comjnittee on Armed 

Services. At the same time, California had no representa

tives with more than rank and file seniority on this com

mittee. Yet, both of these states were high on the score 

•̂ •̂ Ŝee pp. 67-71, above. 
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of "Per Capita Contract Awards," and they had the same high 

level of representation by Republicans on the House Commit

tee on Armed Services. It is simply that California, with 

the higher level of per capita benefits on this measure, had 

more Republicans on the committee than Massachusetts, on 

a body-count basis. On the other hand, Massachusetts had 

almost as much per capita spending on this measure, but 

the quality of representation on this committee from 

Massachusetts lay in the area of seniority rather than sheer 

numbers. In fact, it was the seniority of Representative 

William H. Bates, who became the Ranking Minority Member 

in 1965 and retained that position through the remainder of 

this period, which gave Massachusetts its high level of 

representation from Republicans on the committee. 

We observe that members of the House of Representa

tives come from districts within a state, and therefore we 

assume that v/hen they seek pork barrel, it is more for their 

home district than for the state as a whole. Therefore, 

when a state has a goodly number of representatives in a 

position to seek these benefits for their respective 

districts, the overall level of benefits accruing to the 

state will be substantially increased over states which are 

not so well represented. Now the influence of Senators is 

not limited to benefits for any particular part of a state 

and we would search for benefits on a state-wide basis. By 

the same token, a representative with considerable influ

ence through seniority might be expected to seek benefits 
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for his home district by seeking to channel funds into the 

general region of the state and nation in which his district 

is located and thereby improve the economic benefits to his 

district even more. This is evidently the case here. 

Representative Bates' influence was so strong, when combined 

with other Congressmen from Massachusetts, that he could 

offset in seniority the lack of influence over the level 

of defense spending benefits in Massachusetts which was 

caused by a small number of representatives relative to 

California. By the same token, California could receive 

a high level of benefits from defense contracts because of 

their number of Republican representatives on the House 

Committee on Armed Services, even though none of these 

Republicans had very much personal influence through 

seniority. 

Having discussed state representation by Republicans 

on the House Committee on Armed Services, we can more fully 

understand its significance if we compare it with state 

representation by Democrats on the same committee. For 

purposes of comparison, we will look at the relationship 

between the variables, "Democrats, House Armed Services" 
2 

and "Per Capita Contract Awards." In Table 13, the R 

coefficient for these two variables was very low—.16, or 

sixteen percent of the explained variance. States with 

high levels of representation by Democrats on this committee 

tend not to do very well v/hen it comes to getting the better 

benefits from defense contract awards. 
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The state with the highest mean representation by 

Democrats on the House Committee on Armed Services, during 

this period, was South Carolina. South Carolina had a 

mean committee representation value of four on the variable, 

"Democrats, House Armed Services." However, South Carolina, 

with all its influence on this committee, received only 

thirty-four dollars per capita from defense contract awards, 

it is interesting to note that Soutli Carolina had only one 

Democrat on the House Committee on Armed Services during 

this period. This was Congressman L. Mendell Rivers, who 

became Chairman of the committee in 1965 and served as 

Chairman through the remainder of the period. Evidently, 

Congressman Rivers, whose home district in South Carolina 

is notorious for the number of defense industries and 

installations, was not able to get enough defense contract 

awards in his state to make much difference as a per capita 

measure. Seniority on this committee is not all that is 

important when it comes to getting contract awards, which 

is, let us remember the most lucrative kind of defense 

spending. 

Four states, Louisiana, Georgia, Texas, and Massachu

setts, had a mean representation value of three on the 

variable, "Democrats, House Armed Services." Louisiana, 

like South Carolina, had a high level of representation, but 

a relatively low level of benefits on "Per Capita Contract 

Awards." These two states were very important in terms of 

influence upon the committee, and they are the main reason 
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for such a low relationship between committee influence 

and "Per Capita Contract Awards," in this case. However, 

Georgia did better on "Per Capita Contract Awards" than 

South Carolina and Louisiana combined. Congressman Carl 

Vinson was Chairman of the House Committee on Armed Services 

from 1959 through 1964, and Georgia had another Democrat 

on the committee from 1965 through 1968—he was only a rank 

and file member, however. The point is that Georgia, with 

less representation on this committee than South Carolina, 

during this entire period, still got the better benefits 

from defense contract awards. If influence is important, 

then it was the combination of influential representatives 

from Georgia that made the difference. This combination 

would, of course, include the influence of Senator Richard 

Russell on the key Senate committees—a kind of additional 

influence which South Carolina did not enjoy during this 

period. 

The state of Texas does not appear to be a candidate 

for exceptionally high levels of defense contract awards on 

the basis of its representation, by Democrats, on the House 

Committee on Armed Services. Although Texas had a mean 

representation value of three on "Democrats, House Armed 

Services," there was not much seniority among these repre

sentatives if we look at the period as a whole. There were 

four Democrats from Texas who served at various times, on 

the House Comm.ittee on Armed Services, during this ten-year 

period. One of these representatives. Congressman Paul J. 
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Kilday, was the second ranking Democrat on the committee 

from 1959 through 1961, but the other three representatives 

were only rank and file members. However, with a mean 

value of $174 for "Per Capita Contract Awards," Texas ranked 

fifth on this variable among the states with high levels of 

representation on the variable "Democrats, House Armed 

Services." Like Georgia, Texas had a valuable combination 

of other kinds of representation and influence to produce 

higher levels of contract awards during this period. For 

one thing. Congressman George Mahon was Chairman of the 

Defense Appropriations Sub-committee of the House Committee 

on Appropriations, during the entire period. Form other 

155 studies, we know that this kind of representation has 

been important in getting high levels of defense contract 

awards for the district—and therefore the state—which is 

represented by the Chairman of this powerful sub-committee. 

Finally, there cannot be much doubt but that Texas gained 

from the influence of Lyndon B. Johnson, who served as 

Senate Majority Leader, Vice-President, and President of 

the United States during this ten-year period. Surely, 

Texas had more favorable opportunities to get defense con

tract awards because of Johnson's presence in high public 

office. 

C e r t a i n l y , no s t a t e had a b e t t e r combination of 

155g^^ p a r t i c u l a r l y Rundquist, "The House Sen ior i ty 
System." 
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influence by Democrats on these key congressional committees 

and in the Executive Branch than Texas. Yet, there were 

many states which did better on defense spending on a per 

capita basis than Texas. One of these states, Massachu

setts, had a combination of influence upon defense spending 

which was similar to that of Texas. Massachusetts had 

only one Democrat on the House Committee on Armed Services, 

Congressman Philip J. Philbin, who served on the committee 

during the entire period and was the second ranking Democrat 

from 1965 through 1968. Also, Massachusetts was fortunate 

enough to have John F. Kennedy President of the United 

States for almost three years, from 1961 through 1963. 

Massachusetts had a higher level of "Per Capita Contract 

Awards" than Texas, and Massachusetts also had a high level 

of representation by Republicans on the House Committee on 

Armed Services--which was discussed above, and on the 

House Committee on Appropriations—which will be discussed 

below. 

Before we move on to discuss the states with the 

higher mean representation by Republicans on the House 

Committee on Appropriations, we should note that California 

had a mean representation value of two on the variable 

"Democrats, House Armed Services." Once again, California's 

level of representation was the result of the number of 

representatives rather than the seniority of representa

tives. California had five rank and file Democrats serving 

OD this committee during this period, yet California had. 
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by far, the highest level of mean defense contract awards 

of all the states included on the measure, "Democrats, 

House Armed Services"—a mean value of $323 per capita. 

This makes it even more clear that representation by 

Democrats on tne House Committee on Armed Services is not 

as important as representation by Republicans on the same 

committee. 

Looking at the correlation for "Republicans, House 

Appropriations' and "Per Capita Contract Awards," in Table 
2 

13, we found an R coefficient of .80—which was the second 

highest coefficient in the table. To have Republicans 

on the House Committee on Appropriations is a much better 

kind of representation, than to have Democrats on the House 

Committee on Armed Services, for states which seek higher 

levels of defense contract awards. However, this is not 

nearly so valuable as representation by Republicans on the 

House Committee on Armed Services. 

The quality of representation for states v/ith high 

levels of mean representation on the variable "Republicans, 

House Appropriations," is clear evidence that seniority 

on this committee, alone, does not provide for better 

benefits from defense spending. The two states with the 

highest levels of m.ean representation on this variable. 

New York and Ohio, both gained their level of representation 

from seniority rather than numbers. Congressman John Taber, 

of New York, was the Ranking Minority Member of the House 

Committee cn Appropriationo from 1959 through 1962. 
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Congressman Frank T. Bow, of Ohio, served as Ranking Minor

ity Member of the committee from 1965 through 1968. Of 

course. Congressman Bow gave Ohio a high representation 

value on the committee, through his seniority, even before 

he rose to the highest minority rank in 1965. Also, both 

states had other Republicans on this committee at various 

times during this period. But, the seniority which gave 

New York and Ohio their high rank on this representational 

variable was not adequate to give them a commensurate rank 

on "Per Capita Contract Awards." 

California and Massachusetts had a mean representa

tional value of one on the variable, "Republicans, House 

Appropriations." Of course, they both had a much higher 

level of benefits from defense contract awards than New 

York and Ohio. Clearly, representation by Republicans on 

the House Committee on Appropriations is not as valuable, 

for getting defense contract awards for a state, as repre

sentation by Republicans on the House Committee on Armed 

Services. Once again, however, we may assume that it is 

the combination of different kinds of committee representa

tion—in this case, the combination of Republican repre

sentation—which gives the more fortunate states their 

advantage on defense contract awards. 

Even with the assumption that certain kinds of 

representation or influence work in combination to provide 

states with the higher levels of benefits on these measures 

of defense spending, it is important to note that the states 
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which tend to get the highest benefits from defense contract 

awards are those which are well represented by Republicans 

on the House Committee on Armed Services. If a combination 

of influential positions is important, then it is necessary 

for a state to have a high mean value on "Republicans, 

House Armed Services" as a part of their combination of 

influence. In any event, we are still safe in our previous 

assertion that the most valuable kind of committee repre

sentation is that by Republicans on the House Committee on 

Armed Services. 

Looking at the relationships between these committee-

party-house variables and the variable, "Per Capita Military 

Payroll," we find virtually the same picture as that dis

cussed above for the relationships with "Per Capita Contract 

Awards." In the first place, state representation on these 

committees does not change when we correlate it with the 

different defense spending variables. But, what is impor

tant here is that the states keep, substantially, the same 

rank on the level of benefits on "Per Capita Military Pay

roll" that they had on "Per Capita Contract Awards." One 

important exception is that South Carolina gets more bene

fits from military payrolls, as a per capita measure, than 

any of these states which we have been discussing as having 

the better benefits on contract awards. Evidently, Con

gressman Rivers was putting all of his "eggs" in the 

military installation "basket." Of course, this fact shows 
2 

up in Table 13, where there is a relatively high R 
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coefficient between "Democrats, House Armed Services" and 

"Per Capita Military Payroll." South Carolina's level of 

benefits from military payrolls was important in producing 
2 

this R of .66, which is the fourth highest coefficient 

in the table. 

Other than this, there was very little difference in 

these relationships. The primary difference was, of course, 

that the per capita value of each state's share of military 

payrolls was much lower than that for contract awards—at 

least this is true for the states which had higher mean 

representation values on these committee-party-house 

variables. 

Similarly, for the relationships between these 

committee-party-house variables and "Per Capita Civilian 

Payroll," the most important change--from the relationships 

with "Per Capita Contract Awards"—is the lower per capita 

value of state benefits from civilian payrolls. However, 

since none of the states with high mean representation by 

Republicans on these House Committees have a very high per 

capita amount of benefits from civilian payrolls, the level 

of benefits for states with the higher mean representation 

on the variable "Republicans, House Appropiiations," are in 

a better position than states with other kinds of repre

sentation. In other words, even though California and 

Massachusetts still have higher per capita levels of 

civilian payrolls, they are not that much higher than 

New York and Ohio which have the highest levels of 
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representation by Republicans on the House Committee on 

Appropriations. States with higher mean representation on 

the variable, "Republicans, House Appropriations" were 

able to get higher levels of benefits from civilian defense 

payrolls, while states with higher mean representation on 

"Republicans, House Armed Services" lost ground on this 

measure relative to their level of benefits from contract 

awards and military payrolls. 

Finally, this study has demonstrated two main points 

and we can briefly review them here. First, and most impor

tantly, we have found that the most important kind of 

influence upon the distribution of defense spending is to 

be found among Republican Congressmen who serve on the House 

Committee on Armed Services. States with Republicans on 

the House Committee on Armed Services tend to do better on 

our measures of per capita defense spending. Of course, 

there is one exception to this. States with Republicans on 

the House Committee on Appropriations tend to get more from 

"Per Capita Civilian Payroll," but this is a relatively 

insignificant measure of defense spending—especially when 

compared to the combination of contract awards and military 

payrolls—and we can assume that, at best, this would be the 

second most influential kind of committee representation. 

In looking at the specific levels of defense spending, for 

various states, we found that there were exceptions to these 

tendencies. In fact, there were some very important 

exceptions—like Alaska, which never had any measurable 
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representation on the committee-pari:y-house variables, but 

which had exceptionally high levels of per capita benefits 

on all of the defense spending measures; and like South 

Carolina, which had a high level of representation on the 

variable "Democrats, House Armed Services" and considerably 

outdistanced the states with the valuable Republican repre

sentation on the measure of military payrolls—but we can 

read these only as exceptions. Even with these exceptions, 

our conclusions are, all the more stronger, that representa

tion by Republicans on the House Comjnittee on Armed Services 

carries the most influence upon the distribution of defense 

spending. 

Secondly, we found through this analysis that senior

ity is not the only quality of representation which is 

important as an influence upon congressional policy. 

Instead, a large number of the same kind of representa

tives—in this case Republicans, especially on the House 

Committee on Armed Services—is an equally valuable quality 

of representation for states seeking to iniluence con

gressional policy. The example of California certainly 

makes this conclusion true for defense spending policy, 

at least. In fact, we found that the states with more 

seniority, as opposed to more representatives, tended to 

do poorly on defense spending, in general. These states 

tended to benefit mainly from military payrolls. It is 

possible that congressmen with the greater seniority on 

these key committees tend to seek military installations, 
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which produce military payrolls, because these are a highly 

visable kind of defense spending. The voters can see air 

bases, naval shipyards, and army training camps, and they 

will know that this kind of installation represents govern

ment spending. By the same token, a new kind of defense 

weapons system is newsworthy and visable to the public, and 

some of these lucrative contracts will go to the home dis

tricts and states of the more senior committee m.embers. 

However, it is the kind of defense production that goes on 

day-to-day, and year-to-year that is most valuable to local 

economies over the long-run. And, this is the kind of 

contract awards which the Republicans on the House Com

mittee on Armed Services were able to get for their home 

states during the period studied here. 

Today there seems to be a growing criticism of exces

sive amounts of defense spending. This criticism comes from 

persons in Congress, in the Executive Branch of government, 

and from the public at large. For the most part, all of 

this rhetoric tends to be directed at the more visable 

kinds of defense spending, such as cost over-runs on big 

defense contracts, the proliferation of military bases, 

and the "glamorous" kinds of new weapons which are pur

chased by the military. There can be no doubt that these 

are the kinds of spending which produce excesses in the 

defense budget. However, taken individually, these are 

but exceptions to defense spending in general. 

We know, from this study, that the real "fat" in the 
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defense budget is not to be found in the form of military 

bases, and it is not to be found in the home districts and 

states of the chairmen or other senior members of these 

committees. Yet, this is where the public's attention is 

being diverted. Instead, the excessive spending on defense, 

if any exists, is to be found in the home districts and 

states of the Republicans on the House Committee on Armed 

Services—and to a lesser degree, in those of Republicans 

on the House Committee on Appropriations—because there is 

where we find the excessive levels of defense spending. 

These representatives are evidently able to play the game 

of "pork barrel" so well that they are able to get, and to 

keep on getting, defense contract awards and military 

installations far in excess of what their proportional 

share of the national population and productive capacity 

would warrant. And, these Republicans are able to get 

these superior benefits even in the face of strong demands 

to the contrary made upon the defense budget by other 

committee members with greater power and seniority in 

Congress, and against a combination of interests which 

included the President during the ten-year period studied 

here. The point is, simply, high levels of defense spend

ing cannot be lowered by attacking only those kinds of 

spending which are highly visable or glamorous. For one 

thing, it may be too easy to gain public support for the 

more visable kinds of defense spending, and it is certainly 

possible that these will ordinarily have the support of 
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the more powerful members of Congress. 

What must be cut, if actual reductions in defense 

spending are to be made, is that kind of defense spending 

which is more easily subject to influence by congressmen 

in-the-know about defense spending. These reductions v/ould 

take more work and study, would produce less "glamorous" 

results in the short-run, and would face a more entrenched 

vested interest at the local level. However, as things now 

stand in the world of defense spending and congressional 

influence, this is possibly the only area of defense spend

ing which is subject to reductions, and it is probably the 

only area that really matters in the long-run. 



APPENDIX A 

MEAN PER CAPITA EXPENDITURE FOR FOUR DEFENSE 
SPENDING VARIABLES—BY STATE 

State Name 

Alabama 

Alaska 

Arizona 

Arkansas 

California 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

Delaware 

Florida 

Georgia 

Hawaii 

Idaho 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Per 
Capita 
Average 
Overall 
Defense 
Spending 

$ 53 

379 

83 

25 

145 

105 

172 

68 

68 

92 

153 

22 

32 

53 

23 

83 

Per 
Capita 
Contract 
Awards 

$ 60 

369 

149 

32 

323 

177 

501 

105 

119 

132 

67 

26 

58 

132 

64 

166 

Per 
Capita 

Military 
Payroll 

$ 36 

570 

66 

29 

54 

88 

8 

81 

55 

89 

209 

36 

21 

8 

3 

67 

» 

Per 
Capita 

Civilian 
Payroll 

$ 65 

196 

33 

14 

58 

51 

8 

17 

31 

54 

183 

5 

18 

17 

2 

16 

181 
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APPENDIX A—con 

State Name 

Kentucky 

Louisiana 

Maine 

Maryland 

Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Montana 

Nebraska 

Nevada 

New Hampshire 

New Jersey 

New Mexico 

New York 

North Carolina 

North Dakota 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 

OrppT)n 

tinued 

Per 
Capita 
Average 
Overall 
Defense 
Spending 

$ 36 

44 

47 

111 

97 

36 

36 

44 

90 

46 

40 

61 

95 

73 

83 

60 

45 

61 

52 

65 

18 

Per 
Capita 
Contract 
Awards 

$ 18 

80 

68 

182 

232 

87 

98 

63 

217 

66 

45 

41 

134 

162 

76 

153 

58 

96 

119 

57 

29 

Per 
Capita 

Military 
Payroll 

$ 64 

40 

62 

68 

28 

11 

7 

50 

29 

62 

57 

94 

55 

29 

98 

9 

63 

76 

10 

65 

12 

Per 
Capita 

Civilian 
Payroll 

$ 27 

13 

11 

83 

31 

9 

4 

18 

26 

9 

18 

47 

95 

27 

75 

17 

13 

11 

27 

73 

12 
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State Name 

Pennsylvania 

Rhode Island 

South Carolina 

South Dakota 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Utah 

Vermont 

Virginia 

Washington 

West Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 

Per 
Capita 
Average 
Overall 
Defense 
Spending 

$ 47 

62 

52 

38 

35 

99 

139 

37 

113 

125 

20 

24 

61 

Per 
Capita 
Contract 
Awards 

$ 95 

86 

34 

57 

72 

179 

252 

102 

119 

250 

55 

63 

113 

Per 
Capita 

Mil: 
Pay] 

$ 

Ltary 
roll 

6 

36 

81 

43 

21 

78 

21 

6 

96 

72 

1 

5 

58 

Per 
Capita 

Civilian 
Payroll 

$ 39 

65 

41 

14 

12 

39 

144 

2 

124 

53 

4 

3 

13 
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APPENDIX B 

MEAN STATE PllPPcESENTATION ON FOUR COMMITTEE-PARTY-HOUSE 
VARIABLES FOR THE COMMITTEES ON ARMED SERVICES AND 

APPROPRIATIONS OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES--BY STATE 

State Name 

Alabama 

Alaska 

Arizona 

Arkansas 

California 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

Delaware 

Florida 

Georgia 

Hawai i 

Idaho 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

Louisiana 

Maine 

Maryland 

Massachusetts 

Michigan 

D. H. 
Armed^ 

1 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

1 

0 

1 

3 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

0 

2 

3 

1 

R. H. 
Armed^ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

1 

D. H. 
Appro*̂  

1 

0 

0 

1 

3 

0 

1 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

2 

1 

1 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 

1 

R. H. 
Appro^ 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 
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APPENDIX B—con 

S t a t e Name 

Minnesota 

M i s s i s s i p p i 

M i s s o u r i 

Montana 

Nebraska 

Nevada 

New Hampshire 

New J e r s e y 

New Mexico 

New York 

North C a r o l i n a 

North Dako ta 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 

P e n n s y l v a n i a 

Rhode I s l a n d 

South C a r o l i n a 

South Dako ta 

T e n n e s s e e 

Texas 

Utah 

Vermont 

VT VP"! n i a 

t i n n e d 

D. H. 
Armed^ 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

4 

0 

0 

3 

0 

1 

1 

R. H. 
Armed^ 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

2 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

D. H. 
Appro^ 

0 

2 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

2 

0 

0 

2 

1 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 

6 

0 

0 

1 

R. H. 
Approd 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

2 

0 

3 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
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APPENDIX B—continued 

S t a t e Name 

Washington 

West V i r g i n i a 

Wiscons in 

Wyoming 

D. H. 
Armed^ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

R. H. 
Armed^ 

0 

0 

1 

0 

D. H. 
Appro*^ 

1 

1 

0 

0 

R. H. 
Appro^ 

1 

0 

2 

1 

^Democrats, House Armed Services 

Republicans, House Armed Services 

^Democrats, House Appropriations 

Republicans, House Appropriations 
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APPENDIX C 

MEAN STATE REPRESENTATION ON FOUR COMMITTEE-PARTY-HOUSE 
VARIABLES FOR THE COMMITTEES ON \RMED SERVICES AND 

APPROPRIATIONS OF THE SENATE—BY STATES 

State Name 

Alabama 

Alaska 

Arizona 

Arkansas 

California 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

Delaware 

Florida 

Georgia 

Hawaii 

Idaho 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

Louisiana 

Maine 

Maryland 

Massachusetts 

Michigan 

D. S. 
Armed^ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

R. S. 
Armed^ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

3 

1 

3 

0 

D. S. 
Appro^ 

2 

1 

5 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

4 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Appro<i 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

3 

0 

file:///RMED
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APPENDIX C—continued 

State Name 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Montana 

Nebraska 

Nevada 

New Hampshire 

New Jersey 

New Mexico 

New York 

North Carolina 

North Dakota 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania 

Rhode Island 

South Carolina 

South Dakota 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Utah 

Vermont 

Vi rt?i nia 

D. S. 
Armed 3-

0 

3 

2 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

3 

R. S. 
Armed^ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

D. S. 
Appro^ 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 

R. S. 
Appro^ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

2 

1 

0 

0 

0 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
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APPENDIX C—cont 

S t a t e Name 

Washington 

West V i r g i n i a 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 

i n u e d 

D. S. 
Armed^ 

1 

1 

0 

0 

R. S. 
Armedb 

0 

0 

0 

0 

D. S. 
Appro^ 

1 

1 

1 

1 

R. S. 
Appro<^ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

^Democrats, Senate Armed Services 
•I-

Republicans, Senate Armed Services 

^Democrats, Senate Appropriations 

Republicans, Senate Appropriations 
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