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$21 9 billion or 28.5 peneent of the defense expendlture The presen't annual cest .
of the Vietnam war is estimated to be from $25-to $30 billion. - «

The impact of the Vietnam war can also be measured by year~to-year changes
ini defense spending. Whereas between 1966 and 1967 defense spending would
have edged down 1.5 .percent in the absence of Vietnam; mstead it Tose 21.9 per-

" .cent. Between 1967 and the January estimate for fiscal 1968, ‘the ‘increase in - :

defense qpendmg without Vietnam would hayve been 6.0 percent. With Vietnam
included in the January estimate, plus a $4 billion addltlonal ‘war- expe:ndxture o
since- then, however, tobal defense spending in 1968 is 13.5 percent above 1967. -
The war fraction is now 32 percent of total defense: outlay.” . )
There can be no question that defense costs, the bulk of whljzh are devoﬁed to :
missions other than Vietnam, are very substantial and represent & tremendous
burden for the country. On the other hand, as this discussion. has developed, the
sharp increases in nondefense expendltures not only are having a poi eﬂ?eet
on budgetary problems but’ they are in dange-r of lbemg absour b;y 4
directed to defenge-expenditures alone: - e
Federal employment.~—While not a sepanate buﬂget category, it ds. interestlng s
to look at the data for federal employment Pederal civilian emplbyment rose
from 1.6 million in 1950 to 2,6 million in 1966 while the average compensation
of federal employees increased from: $3,504 to .$7,115 per year This represented
:'a 62.5 percent increase in federal jobs and & 103 percent hike i wages over this
. ‘sixteen-year period. By way of comparison total government employment, ‘in-
- -eluding st:ate and local, was at 60 million in 1950 and 109 m;lllon in 1966,

CON GLUSION

As noted at the outset we have limited this memorandum { iew of past, =
and present expenditures. A 1ook at the future would eall for detailed .analyges of =
~‘each program of a type not attempted here. Further, it would réquiré—on

basis of the record-—some maJor as&ﬂmption@ as to the growth in present pro-.
grams and the scope and number i ] id: Unless:
". both'the philosophy and fiscal control pr € S

change drastically, the numbers can only grow larger W1th all thi :
" terms of the. red rectlon of re*so rees and the resultmg shlft m “benefits and’

- burdens.
Mr. HERLONG Thank you very much Mr Stewart »f' ryour th@ught—
o fful presentation to the commttﬁee i , S
- Arethere questions ‘ e
Mr. Byrnes. Mr. Chalrman. _
‘Mr. Herrone. Mr.Byrnes. : e
Mr. Byrnus. I 'want to compliment Mr. Stewart f T the study tha,t“
‘the Machinery & Allied Products Institute has made in this i
- There is no question but what it is a very valuable doeumen: :
the committee and the various Government, agencles——and articular- -
ly the Commerce Department—-«whlch are trying to admlmster thes‘.
- President’s program. : .
I don’t know where they are going to end up. They mwht get some
~ very fruitful information from the study you have prepared and I
* would hope they would pay some attention to it.

- 'Mr. Stewart. Thank you. We would be glad to make it a,vaa,lable
Mr. HerroNe. Mr. Curtis: -
Mr. Currts. I want to join in Mr. Byrnes? »ommendataon for they.,_

‘work that has been done here. W 5 g 2
Mr, Stewart. Thank you, sir.- e e
Mr. Curtis. I have had a chance to go over thls anél my feelmg i

stml){ng because I agree so basmally w1th the : mam pom y hat you:are -

‘making. , :
Let me ask What has your organmtlon ~done to pu 1clze,t,hese ,

views? It is. 1mp0rtant to presenit them here before the committee, be-
~cause this is representatlve gavemment We are & comm'f eof the ]




