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PREFACE

The State of Connecticut (and our nation generally) is faced with a monumental
dilemma—war or peace. As we contribute to preparation for war we edge closer to
nuclear cataclysm. The alternative of war is certainly unappealing to all mankind. And
yet, if peace were to break out the State of Connecticut would face an economic crisis
of unprecedented proportion.

Connecticut is more dependent on Defense Department contracts than any other
state. We rank first in per capita defense contracts and in total the state is in fourth
place with only California, Texas, and New York having greater defense dollar amounts. )

With such economic dependency on military contracting it is understandable that
Connecticut’s manufacturers and workers, with an albeit short-sighted perspective,
perceive their well-being tied to continued military build up. We must move our state
to recognize the high economic risk of defense dependency and be prepared for alter-
native production which can more effectively produce jobs while at the same time
addressing important social needs such as housing, mass transit, and the environment.

Marta Daniels is to be commended for her timely and comprehensive study. If we
are to prepare for alternatives we must have the thorough compilation of data she has
provided. Much of the impulse in Marta’s study is understood in recognizing that
most of her life has been given over to building a world worth living in.

The present study is all the more valuable when combined with the comprehensive
report Defense Dependency in Connecticut now being released by the Department of
Economic Development. The Department report was assembled in response to Public
Act 79-230, which I was pleased to submit and which was passed by the General As-
sembly without a dissenting vote. The clear thrust of the state report is to develop
planning to minimize the lay-offs and economic dislocations which would result from a
cut-back in Connecticut’s Defense Department contracts. Included in the official report
is a recommendation for initially modest steps which would comprise a “‘Defense
Readjustment Act of 1980”".

In recent months we have seen an erosion of the limited but crucial progress toward
disarmament and detente. The anticipated ‘“boom cycle” in defense contracts should
not lull us away from planning—for a reassertion of progress on the long path toward
peace and cooperation while at the same time avoiding the economic disasters which
would presently accompany the outbreak of peace.

Rep. Irving Stolberg

D-93rd District, New Haven
Connecticut House of Representatives
Chairman, Finance Committee



INTRODUCTION

Connecticut has the highest per capita military spending in the nation. At least
100,000 people in the state depend directly upon the Pentagon for their jobs, and 25%
of the state’s industrial capacity is geared exclusively to serving the needs of one interest—
the military. This extraordinary dependence has created a unique vulnerability for the
Connecticut workforce. This Study attempts to investigate that vulnerability. A look at
the boom or bust spending cycles over the last 20 years reveals the extent of past eco-
nomic dislocation, and points to the impact in the future if high levels of military
dependency continue.

There is no doubt that Connecticut’s giant corporations, General Dynamics and
United Technologies have poured billions into certain sections of the state’s economy,
and have provided good jobs for thousands of Connecticut workers, when times were
good. The overall effect, however, has been to discourage industrial diversification
and thereby increase the economic impact when times were not good.

The principal idea outlined in the following pages is that military spending has had
a negative effect upon the U.S. economy in general and for the Connecticut economy
in particular. The Study reveals, for example, that while the state currently has the
greatest Pentagon income in its history—3$3.5 billion in FY *78—there has not been a
corresponding increase in jobs; rather the opposite has occurred. 1t shows further, that
dollar for dollar, spending in the military sector provides the least number of jobs than
any other kind of spending.

If the goals of reducing inflation, unemployment, and high taxes are to be met, mili-
tary spending must be curtailed. If we are to combat poverty and utilize our resources
to meet vital human needs, the work to direct the economy away from military spending
towards civilian-based production must begin. This process is called economic conver-
sion. It means the transfer of production machinery, skills, workers, resources and
plants from manufacturing for the military to manufacturing for peaceful purposes.
Conversion is the sensible and humane way to get workers and communities off the
hook of defense dependency.

Conversion is more important today than ever before. The Boston Globe reported
recently that between 1960 and 1976, over 65% of the average American family’s federal
income taxes went for military-related expenditures. This means that about 30% of
federal tax revenues were left to meet all our economic and social needs. We cannot eat
F-16 fighter bombers; we cannot cure cancer with Trident submarines; and we cannot
educate our children with XM-1 battle tanks. Skyrocketing federal debts and deficits
which feed inflation are not the result of social needs programs. They are the result of
three decades of high military spending.

If the United States is to be assured a continuing supply of raw materials, U.S. for-
eign policy must be reoriented away from the Nixon/Carter Doctrine of arming re-
pressive regimes in order to maintain vested economic interests. Connecticut’s nickname,
“the warfare state,”” reflects its investment in the world arms trade—more than a billion
dollars a year—which represents 10% of total U.S. arms exports. In smail arms, Con-
necticut contributes 60-70% of the U.S. trade. This Study reveals that the recipients of
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these arms make Connecticut manufacturers the principal merchants of repression
around the globe. The uprising in Iran, the overthrow of the Shah and the anger towards
Americans expressed by the takeover of the American embassy and the kidnapping of
50 Americans, is the end result of a foreign policy that arms dictatorships. As indigenous
populations rise up against repression and exploitation (made possible by U.S. arms
and aid) the U.S. will find itself in more confrontational situations. The answer is to
create a just foreign policy based on the right of self determination, and adequate
compensation for the raw materials we extract globally, instead of spending U.S. tax
dollars arming dictatorships to assure the flow at any cost. )

Unfortunately, the response to the developments in Iran and the Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan was a call for more U.S. arms and more money for the military. Prelim-
inary reports forecast a boom in tanks, small arms, amphibious assault helicopters,
and fighter bombers—all of which will affect Connecticut corporations. But this new
surge of militarism will be a temporary shot in the arm, represent a fleeting increase in
employment, create a sharp economic glitch in the graph of military spending, and
eventually plummet when foreign policy changes. Those communities with the most
dependency will be held hostage once again to the boom and bust cycle. Speaking out
against this and the Carter military budget in January, 1980, Lou Kiefer of the Inter-
national Association of Machinists and Aerospace Workers spoke for defense workers
in Hartford: *“We have been down this road before. We have seen defense money come
and go. We go to the end of an unemployment fine when a contract folds. If you work
Jor a defense-related industry, you are blackmailed into believing that job security de-
pends on foreign conflict, increased threats of war, and a macho defense posture.”’

Military spending in the state not only increases our economic problems but also poses
a threat to the welfare of every citizen. We already have enough nuclear weapons on
hand to kill everyone in the world 12 times. A shift in economic resources out of the
military sector is a prescription to create a healthy national and local economy. Com-
mon sense demands we begin to direct our energies to the re-development of our Con-
necticut economy.

This Study was written as a reference text for workers and labor leaders in the state,
as well as for legislators, teachers, peace activists, and news media personnel, and for
all citizens who are interested in learning about the extent and impact of military spending
on the state’s economy.

Marta Daniels
January, 1980
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Percentage of defense-oriented employment
in New England’s total employment

Source: Council on Economic Priorities

and employment in Connecticut. Using the Commerc
Department’s ‘‘Shipments of Defense-Oriented Industries’
list, the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, and their owr
independent research and analysis, the Council estimatec
that 70,624 workers in the ‘‘defense-oriented’’ industrie:
were directly employed doing DOD contract work, or em
ployed by the DOD itself in Connecticut. Thus, 5.3% o
total employment in Connecticut, and at least 15.6% o
employment in manufacturing industries was directly de
pendent upon military spending for jobs and income.® (Se
Table 1.)

Table 1 lists the main employment categories for Con
necticut. If the 70,624-plus defense-dependent workers are
counted as a single category, they would rank third ir
the Connecticut labor force. And if the transportatior
equipment workers who are employed on DOD contrac
work are omitted from the transportation category, defense.
dependent employment becomes number two.

do non-military work as well, These industries ship to the
DOD, ship to other Government agencies, and ship to the
private sector. Much of the employment in these industries
is nmot necessarily dependent upon defense contracts, al-
though a large portion is. It is important to understand the
27.7% figure as a reflection of potential vulnerability, nof
specific dependency or direct emnployment.

Not since 1969 has there been any official state study
done to assess the total direct defense employment depen-
dency in Connecticut. In 1969, the Connecticut State Plan-
ning Council reported that as of June, 1968, 126,000 man-
ufacturing jobs—or one-fourth of the Connecticut factory
workforce—had jobs directly attributable to defense ex-
penditures, which amounted to $2.4 billion at the time.’

Over the decade, state industries experienced fluctuation
in contracting and military-related employment. A new state
study is very much needed to officially assess the present
numbers of Connecticut workers actually dependent on
military contract work. The study would also help describe
the potential vulnerability such dependency implies, and
aid in the preparation of alternative economic planning for
industries with large D.0O.D. contracting.

In an attempt to fill this information gap, and to make
Congressman Dodd’s study more meaningful and specific,
the Council on Economic Priorities (CEP) in October, 1979,
provided another economic profile of defense spending

Table 1

Connecticut: Major Employment Categories, 1977

Retail Trade 185,113
*Transportation Equipment 75,325
Defense Dependent Employment 70,624
Health Services 69,109
Wholesale Trade 59,224
“Machinery, except electrical 52,010
Eating and Drinking Places 46,927
Contract Construction 39,567
*Aircraft engines and parts 39,137
Textile mill products, apparel,
and other textiles 21,557
Printing and Publishing 20,292

*Each of these categories overiap with that of the Defense
Dependent Employment to a considerable but indeter-
minate degree.

Sources: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census,
“County Business Patterns 1977, Connecticut”, and U.S. Depart-
ment of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, “Shipments of Defense-
Oriented Industries, 1977".

But the Council (using 1977 data, the latest available for
official use) pointed out that these figures were basenren,
estimates onfy, and seriously understate the real military
employment and manufacturing dependency, because the
data omitted relevant and important categories altogether.
The omissions include: large numbers of subcontract firms,
non-durable manufacturing industries with military con
tracts, all research and development industries, nucleai
weapons contracts (let by the Department of Energy), NASA
space contracts with military application, all unemploye¢
defense workers, and all indirect job spin-offs in defense
plant communities. Even more importantly, the latest CEF
study does not include the number of jobs generated by
non-DOD military work that state industries do in direc
commercial arms export sales, a substantial part of Con-
necticut’s economy. {Commercial arms exports are licensec
through the State Department and the data is not public



information, unlike DOD contracting, thereby excluding it
from the CEP study.)*

SUBCONTRACTING

As with Commercial Arms Exports, there is no fool-
proof method of gathering information on subcontracting
employment. There is no data currently compiled or re-
quired by the Pentagon or by state or local agencies on a
defense industry’s subcontracting firms. Therefore, there is
no accurate way of assessing the total military employment
picture. According to the Pentagon, at least 50% of its
annual procurements are subcontracted out by the prime
contractors.

In some cases, the subcontractors are over 70% depen-
dent upon the prime contractor for their existence. This is
true, for example, of American Too! and Machine Co. in
Windsor, whose sole customer is Pratt and Whitney Air-
craft Co, (P & WA), a division of United Technologies and
the largest defense plant in the state. The Hitchner Manu-
facturing plant in Wallingford is about 20% dependent on
P & WA in general subcontracting and 80% dependent on
defense-related subcontracting.’

The purchasing chief of Pratt and Whitney, Raycroft
Walsh, maintains that his company *‘has long had a policy
to subcontract out fifty cents on every sales dollar we make.
It is to everyone’s advantage to spread the effects of the
cycle over as much geographical area as possible.’”! It is
likely that other major defense contractors in Connecticut
follow the P & WA example. Research conducted by Con-
gressman Christopher Dodd established that in the 2nd
Congressional District of Connecticut there are over 250
subcontractors with whom Electric Boat contracts.” This
underscores the point the total employment/manufacturing
dependency is much higher than the figure of 70,624 esti-
mated in the Council’s latest study.

THE RIPPLE EFFECT

Any assessment of the full dependency and the real vul-
nerability of Connecticut’s people must also include all
non-military employment creared dircctly by the presence
of military contract employment: all the goods and ser-
vices needed by a large factory population. This is the
“ripple” or “‘spin-off’” or “‘multiplier’” effect. The “‘mul-
tiplier” is defined as the number by which a change in de-
fense employment must be multiplied in order to present
the resulting change in total employment, The Office of
Economic Adjustment at the Pentagon estimates that civilian
payrolls connected to defense facilities can have a multi-
plier effect as high as three to one.'® If military contracting
is concentrated in certain areas, then the ultimate impact is
much greater for large sections of the population.

*Military employment figures used by the CEP are based on the Pentagon’s
list of its prime contractors and their employees in Connecticut, as listed
by the Commerce Department, The figures do not reflect the amount of
non-Pentagon military work that state industries do in direct commercial
arms export sales. These contracts are nepotiated directly hetween the
company and the foreign buyer, and the U.S. Office of Munitions Con-
trol in the State Department issucs the license. Total U.S. Commercial
Arms Exports amount to aboui 82 billion, with another $4 billion in
Technical Services Transfers, precluding any Pentagon relationship, and
therefore excluding pertinent data from official Connecticut asscssments.
Since Connecticut is substantially involved in the arms sales business
(see chapter 4), the figures reflected are, again, greatly understated.

MILITARY SPENDING
CONCENTRATED

Military contracting in Connecticut is concentrated in
the state’s most significant metropotlitan areas: Hartford,
Bridgeport, Fairfield and New London. These areas re-
ceived 96% of the prime contract awards in 1978, measured
by dollar amounts.* Hariford County alone received 50%
of the awards, and one city, East Hartford, received 45%
(or $1.5 billion) of the dollars awarded to the entire state.
The reason for such extreme concentration is that a single
company, United Technologies, received 59% of Connec-
ticut’s prime contract dollars (or $2.1 billion), divided
among twelve separate divisions in the state. The second
larg~-t contractor, General Dynamics, received 28.5% of
the 1ite total (or $1 billion) all in Groton, in New London
County."’

Such distribution makes some areas of Connecticut far
more defense-dependent than others. According to the
Council’s 1979 study, the New London County area con-
tained almost 25,000 defense workers, 23,000 of whom
worked at the General Dynamics/Electric Boat shipyard.
According to the Council’s conservative estimates, 26-31%
of all employment in that area is defense contract employ-
ment.'? Other independent studies have placed it as high as
40%.'* All in all, the potential negative impact of such
military dependency in large, heavily populated urban
areas of Connecticut is enormous. (Sec Table #2.)

*In the Council's first siudy, concentration was measured in terms of
defense-oriented manufacturing employment by county. Congressman
Dodd issued the study in August, 1978, listing the following upper limits
of employment dependency in defense-oriented manufacturing:

Hartford—380.,7% New London—381.8%
New Haven—67.9% Fairfield-—69.7%

These were the highest, most concentrated arcas of the stare, which aver-
aged 72.1%, the percentage of Defense Employment o Total Manufac-
turing Employment. These figures overstate the degree of dependency,
since workers in these industrics work on commercial items as well. But
they can serve as an indicator of potential vulncrability.



Table 2

Defense Contract Employment by Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Area, Connecticut 1977°

SMSA

Bridgeport
Bristol
Danbury
Hartford
Meriden

New Britain
New Haven-
West Haven
New London-
Norwich-CT-RlI
Norwalls
Stamtord
Waterbury

Total
Employ-
ment?

167,094
29,731
68,015

322,625
22,973
63,358

177,231

95,784

58,770
101,543
96,482

DOD Contract
Employment

5,100
less than 100
900
14,800
less than 100
1000 to 1900

2,000

25,000
to 30,4002
1,300
500 1o 900
200

DOD Contract
Employment as a
% of Total

3.1%
less than .4%
1.3%
4.6%
less than .5%
1.6—3.0%

1.1%

26.1%
to 31.7%
2.2%
5% to .8%
2%

'Figures for defense contract employment by SMSA are taken directly
from Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Shipmenis
of Defense-Qriented Indusiries (MA-175) for 1977, Because of the in-
corporability ot data organized by county and by SMSA, CEP could
not apply its estimating procedure to SMSAs. Therefore, an addi-
tional 6,243 defense contract employees in Connecticut revealed by
the CIC estimating procedure are not distributed by SM3A in this

Table.

2From U.S. Department of Commerce, National Technical Information
Service, State, County and Selected City Employment and Unem-
ployment—1977, April 1979.

Source: Council an Economic Priorities, Oct., 1979

“Nothing can be more
dangerous for a society —
particularly a democratic
society—than a capacity
to plan for war that out-
runs its capacity to plan
for peace.”
Walter P. Reuther,

former President,

United Auto Workers

December 1, 1969

CONVERSION, DIVERSIFICATION
NEEDED

It means that Connecticut is most susceptible to change:
in national and international military policies, and mos
vulnerable when those changes diminish arms contracting
It makes workers and whole communities hostage to a for
eign policy and an arms race that they have very little con
trol over. It automatically places a burden upon the electec
representatives, along with labor groups and communities
to plan for economnic alternatives so that workers and thei
families will not be victimized by the exigencies of the
feast or famine arms cycles. As the next chapters will detail
these cycles have long been a part of Connecticut’s eco
nomic history.

Of all the states, Connecticut would be most served by
broad diversification efforts, as well as alternative use
planning and conversion of its major military industries
Commenting on the nature of the state’s feast or famine
economy, Congressman Dodd from the Electric Boat distric
said after 3,000 workers had been laid off at E.B. withou
notice in 1977: “We have seen the handwriting on the
wall, . .We must find better ways of dealing with the prob
lem than holding emergency meetings two days after thou
sands of people have been laid off and then deciding tha
one of the main things we can do is help them write resume;
with which to find jobs in other parts of the country.””"*




Chapter Il

MILITARY SPENDING AND ECONMYMIC
SECURITY IN CONNECTICUT

The Commissioner of Connecticut’s Department of Eco-
nomic Development, Edward Stockton, formerly an econo-
mist for Rockwell International and a stockbroker for
United Technologies, has acknowledged that the degree of
Connecticut’s dependency on military contracting is dan-
gerous and that the defense business is neither stable nor
secure. Stockton warned in 1978 that “‘any state with the
defense business we’ve got has to understand there is some
clear and present danger. The defense business is not a
growth business and will be damn lucky to be a stable
one, . .I think you will find defense spending has been on
a long-term decline. UT employment in the state has de-
clined.™”

The histery of Connecticut’s military spending cycles
shows the truth of Stockton’s words. When plotted on a
graph, (as in Table #4} the fluctuation in military spending

over the years looks like a view of the valleys and heights
of the Himalayas.

HISTORY OF BOOM OR BUST
CYCLES IN CONNECTICUT

In 1966, state industries received $2.1 billion in defense
contracts, which rose to $2.4 billion, a high for the decade,
in 1968, which was also the height of the Vietnam War. By
1970, contract receipts plummeted more than a billion
dollars to $1.3 billion two years later, remaining at this
level til 1974 when another upsurge (Foreign Military Sales)
brought the figure to $2.6 billion which remained fairly
steady until 1977 when it plunged 3.8 billion to $1.9 billion
and then jumped again, a year later to $3.5 billion, an
all time high for Connecticut.?

Mitlions
$3,500

3,000

2,500

2,000

1,500

1,000

500

Table 4

MILITARY SPENDING IN CONNECTICUT, 1960-1978

! IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIITSI"III

1960 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 78 79

Source: Department of Defense, as reported in “After Vietnam:; Cannecticut's Readiness toc Meet the Impact of Reduction of Defense
Expenditure" {up to 1969); and from 1970 to '74, “Leading the Mation in Contracts for Defense,” Jehn Finney, New York Times, Feb. 6,
1977; DOD Prime Contract Awards to State, 1977 & 1978.




As military spending rose and fell, employment patterns
in the state followed suit. With so much industrial capacity
geared to production for the military, Connecticut was
among the states which suffered the most from the de-
crease in contracts at the close of the Vietnam war. Between
1968 and 1971, the state’s war income took a dramatic
40% drop. A study done by the Connecticut State Planning
Council in 1969 found that 42,000 factory workers were
directly employed by Vietnam-related work as of June 1968
and would be adversely affected by the decrease.’ Such
losses indicate the historic problem of economic dislocation
associated with a ““militarized’’ economy, e.g., an economy
with substantial defense production capacity which is then
highly vulnerable to the boom or bust cycles of military
spending,

While the graph (Table #4) shows great economic fluc-
tuation, the line also reveals a gradual, overall increase in
military spending spanning two decades. In fact, by 1978,
defense contract money was at an all-time high even sur-
passing Vietnam spending years, indicating that Connec-
ticut is once again in a ‘‘feast’’ stage of the cycle, However,
despite the current record levels of military spending, there
has been no corresponding increase in jobs, and in fact, a
gradual decline in defense industry jobs has continued
from the peak Vietnam war years.

»Within the aerospace industry in Hartford, for example,
which is heavily defense-dependent, a peak employment
of 80,000 was reached in 1967, By 1976, employment had
fallen 30% to about 47,000 despite the fact that Pentagon
contracts were higher than in 1967.¢

sSikorsky Aircraft in Bridgeport, whose employment
dropped from a high of 10,700 in the late 1960°s to 6,200
by 1976, had been able to rechire only 2500 workers by
1978, despite a boom in the helicopter business including
$4.5 billion worth of new military contracts to last through
the early 80’s which equals and surpasses income during
the Vietnam years.’

o#The General Dynamics/Electric Boat Shipyard in Groton
has had a 30% increase in Pentagon contract dollars over
the last two years, and within this same time period, it has
laid off over 7,000 workers.®

The explanation for this seeming contradiction is the in-
creasingly capital intensive nature of military items, es-
pecially in the sophisticated aerospace industry which re-
quires more and more money for machinery and materials,
providing fewer and fewer jobs. The capital intensity of
military contracting accounts for the fact that fewer jobs
are created in defense production than in any other sector
of the economy. (See page 10, “Jobs: A Casualty of Mili-
tary Spending”.)

In Connecticut, there are additional reasons for military
job loss. United Technologies, which is the source of a
majority of defense jobs in the state, is a giant conglom-
erate with growing overseas tentacles. The foreign interests
of U.T. have resulted in major co-production agreements
with NATO nations to build the F-100 engines for the F-16
plane, resulting in job creation in overseas nations and job
losses for Connecticut workers.

Nearly ten thousand jobs have been eliminated during
the past ten years in District 91 of the Machinists Union
{IAM), which represents workers in all the U.T. plants,
even as the list of work back orders have steadily increased.
In 1967, U.T. had a backlog of work (which includes sub-
stantial defense contracts) amounting to 33 billion, with
29,227 District 91 1AM workers on the payroll. By 1979,
with a tripled backlog of $9.2 billion, District 91 had dimin-
ished to 19,750 workers, a loss of 10,000 jobs.’

According to Lou Kiefer, District 91 organizer, the prob-
lem has been exacerbated by the corporate predilection for
exporting jobs even within the country, most recently to
Maine, where labor is cheaper, and importing parts at less
cost from as far away as Mexico.*

In District 91 of the IAM
10,000 jobs have been lost
since 1969. ..






FUTURE PROGNOSIS

FUTURE PROJECTIONS. As the population of Southeast
Connecticut and its economy was struggling to recover from
the loss of 7,000 jobs, fears were once again raised in 1979
after the release of a draft Pentagon report projecting cut
backs at the workforce of 12 shipyards in the country by
30% or more by the mid 1980’s. The EB shipyard would
be affected by the called for reduction in numbers of 688
Fast-Attack submarines produced in Groton (from 3 to §
over the next five years) and a drop in production of the
Trident (from 6 to 3)."* Congressman Christopher Dodd
from the EB district believes 50% of the EB workers could
be affected by 1985.

HARTFORD AREA AFFECTED. The report, as quoted in
Aviation Week and Space Technology Magazine in August,
1979, also said that the D.O.D. planned to terminate the F-14,
and F-15 Fighter plane programs after FY 1982 and cut
back production of the F-16 fighter and halt procurement
of the EA-6B electronic warfare aircraft at the end of FY
1980.'* All the planes are powered by engines manufac-
tured by the Pratt and Whitney division of U.T.

Another division, Sikorsky, would also be hit by reported
reductions in production targets for the Army’s Blackhawk
troop-carrying helicopter which Sikorsky manufactures.'*
While the effects of the proposed D.O.D. cutbacks on U.T.
were not estimated, the F-14, F-15, F-16 and Blackhawk
programs are among the largest defense contracts the com-
pany has ever won.'®

In a major address to labor, community and state
government leaders in August, 1978, Congressman
Dodd outlined what he saw for the future of military
spending in Connecticut. At a Conference on ‘‘De-
fense Dependency and New England,” Dodd said:

The prospect of reduced defense spending should
be taken very seriously. There are strong indications
that there will occur over the next 10 to 15 years an
absolute decline both in defense spending and em-
ployment, The trend over the past 10 vears shows a
steady decline. In 1968, 43.3% of federal spending
went for defense. However, by 1977, federal spending
for defense had dropped to 23.8%. In the absence of
war, there is no reason to expect that this downward
trend will not continue.

In New England, and especially Connecticut, the
aerospace industry is one of the foundations of defense-
related production. A study prepared jointly by the
Department of Defense and the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget predicted that aircraft production
in the year 1990 would not even approach pre-Vietnam
levels of the early 1960s—even if the President and
Congress approved all military requests for aircraft,
Furthermore, the study predicted that the utilization
of military and commercial aircraft plant capacity
would decrease and remain at 35-40% for the next
five years, and then increase to only about 50% in
the 1980s. If this DOD/OMB study is correct, then
our aerospace industries face hard times ahead.

Despite a recent return to the Cold War between Russia
and the U.S., with the predicted immediate up-turn in
military orders for fighter planes, amphibious assault ships,
helicopters, tanks and M-16 rifles (ail of which will affect
Connecticut companies) the future of military spending in
Connecticut is by no means secure. The new Cold War
production activity will represent another flurry of indus-
trial activity, add another sharp peak to Connecticut’s mil-
itary spending graph, and pick the employment rate up
temporarily, only to let it down again. When foreign policy
changes again, and contracts diminish, the communities
with the greatest defense dependency will cope once again
with the greatest economic dislocation, as demonstrated in
Southeast Connecticut after its massive layoffs in the mid
*70s, and before that by Connecticut as a whole after the
Vietnam war ended. As the following pages will document,
short term interests may spell long term disaster. A return
to another Cold War should serve as a reminder that those
communities with the greatest defense dependency will need
to make the greatest efforts to diversify their economies
before major dislocations occur.

THE MYTHS OF MILITARY SPENDING
IN CONNECTICUT

MYTH #1: Military Spending Creates Jobs

Since World War II, Connecticut citizens have been told
that military spending creates jobs, lowers unemployment
and is good for the economy. Over the last thirty years,
however, while Connecticut has been first in per capita de-
fense spending, the state has consistently had one of the
highest unemployment rates in the nation (with the excep-
tion of the Korean and Vietnam War peak periods)*.!” Ac-
cording to Department of Economic Development Com-
missioner Stockton, ““‘Connecticut’s unemployment rate
has been higher than the national average for all of the
7035.9’|3

Why, if Connecticut has been the home to so many miti-
tary projects, the source of many thousands of jobs, did
unemployment always remain high? New evidence suggests
that military spending is not only the least effective way of
generating jobs, but is in fact, the cause of much unem-
ployment in Connecticut and the nation.

A 1975 study by the U.S. Department of Labor’s Bureau
of Labor Statistics shows that for every billion spent in
military contracting, that same billion, if spent in the com-
mercial, civilian sector, would have created 20,000 more
jobs on the average. Depending on which job category, the
number is much higher, '

The Labor Department’s study shows that for every
billion dollars spent in the defense sector, approximately
75,000 jobs (direct and indirect) are created. In contrast,
the same billion dollars if spent by state or local govern-
ment would create 87,000 jobs; if spent in transportation,
92,000 jobs; in cducation, 187,000 jobs; in health and sani-
tation, 139,000 jobs.? (See Table #5.)

*In 1978, for the first time in a decade, the state’s unemployment rate
dropped below the national average of 6.1%, due, according to Stock-
ton, to the attraction of foreign and domestic (Sun Belt) businesses in
the civilian sector,



The report concluded “‘If the goal is to provide jobs and
employment opportunities, then almost any category of
civilian employment will produce more work for one billion
dollars than does defense production.”

This is why unemployment has been high and why, with-
in the state, the areas most heavily affected by military
spending are among those with the highest unemployment.
Connecticut has designated 18 so-called *“distressed’’ (high-
unemployment) areas of the state. Not surprisingly, these
include Bridgeport, Hartford, New Britain, New London,
Norwich and New Haven.?' This is a startling list since
these very areas are highly impacted militarily. Despite the
recent Connecticut ‘‘boom’’ in the spending cycle, these
towns in general continue to reflect higher unemployment
rates than the national average.

Another explanation for this apparent contradiction has
to do with the nature of military work. Although while
generating a small number of jobs, the high capital inten-
sity of military production requires highly skilled and semi-

“If the goal is to provide jobs and employment
opportunities, then almost any category of civil-
ian employment will produce more work for one
billion dollars than does defense production.”

(Source: U.S. Dept. of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics Report,
“Structure of the U.S. Economy in 1980 and 1985, 1975.)

skilled workers who earn wages well above average.** The
aerospace industry in particular demands a larger propor-
tional number of educated workers, which leaves the unskilled
labor force in the area either jobless or very limited in job
prospects. This has the effect of discouraging non-military
industries in need of skilled labor {(and who cannot compete
with defense industry salaries) from settling in the same
area, and thereby diversifying the region’s economy..

but $1 billion spent on
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MILITARY SPENDING COSTS JOBS

$1 billion of military spending creates 75,710 jobs,

Source: Figures from bureau of Labor Statistics, Structure of the U.S. Economy in 1980 and 1985.

creates 92,071 jobs

creates 100,072 jobs

creates 138,939 jobs

creates 187,299 jobs




For example, a 1973 Fantus Corporation report, com-
missioned by the Hartford Chamber of Commerce, concluded
that the region of Hartford was geared almost exclusively
to production of military goods, and recommended diver-
sification soon, into clusters of industry, including optics
and printing,** At the time of the report, the unempioyment
rate in Hartford was 10%. The recommendations of the
report have gone unimplemented and unemployment among
unskilled workers has not changed in Hartford. In fact, it
has increased in some areas, such as the North end which
now has an unemployment rate of 34% among the Black
population.

A heavy disproportion of military production, such as in
the Hartford area, tends to concentrate power and Mmoney.
While there is no way to prove the theory, big defense in-
dustry does not usually welcome competition for its skilled

labor force. United Technologies, headquartered in Hart-
ford, is a good example of concentrated power and wealth,
resulting from huge military business. At the time of the
Fantus report, UT’s officers were directors of the largest
commercial bank in Connecticut, the Hartford National
Bank and Trust. UT had three director interlocks with
both the Aetna and the Travelers Insurance groups, thus
giving the firm sizeable interest in one of the most powerful
insurance blocks in the country. Hartford National, in turn,
had a number of its directors on each of the Aetna and
Travelers boards and held 9.6% and 6.4% respectively of
their common stock.?* All of this adds up to a controlling
interest over the financiai/industrial scene of Hartford,
which continues to be geared to military-related work,
and which has not created industry in the area whose jobs
would be competitive with those at UT.

Job creation and job security are not enhanced by
military spending. A rise in military spending would
create jobs but significantly more jobs would be cre-
ated if the money were spent elsewhere. A fall in mil-
itary spending by itself would result in a loss of jobs,
but if the cut in military spending were offset by a tax
cut, or an increase in revenue sharing, or by an in-
crease in government spending in other areas, then the
net effect would be an increase in the number of jobs.*

There is a growing body of research exploring the op-
portunity costs of military spending. The following
are some examples of this research.

®In 1975, Roger Bezdek, then an economist with the
U.S. Department of Commerce, traced the effects
over live years of three different levels of military
spending. He found that employment and net cutput
was 2.1% higher with a defense budget cut than with
normal growth; employment and net output were
1.3% lower with the highest military budget than
with normal growth. And the highest level of defense
spending resulted in the lowest level of employment
and output.?*

*(Chase Econometrics, under a contract from Rock-
well International Corp. performed an econometric
analysis of the impact of the cost of the B-1 bomber
program. Using a large and sophisticated model of
the economy, Chase compared the effects of the B-1
expenditures with a tax cut and a public housing
program of equal dollar amounts. Both the tax cut
and housing program produced more jobs than the
B-1 program. Over five years the tax cut yielded
30,000 more jobs and the housing program 70,000
more jobs than the B-1.**

*Source: This research has been excerpted from testimony
of David Gold, Director, Conversion Information Center,
Council on Economic Priorities befcre the Joint Committee
on Federal Financial Assistance of the Massachusetts
State Legislature, April 5, 1979.

JOBS: A CASUALTY OF MILITARY SPENDING

*Marion Anderson, now of the Employment Research
Associates in Lansing, Michigan, studied the em-
ployment effects of military spending in 1974 for the
Public Interest Research Group. Anderson, building
on a model created by Professor Bruce Russett of
Yale University and working with data for the 1970-74
period, has estimated that every billion dollars spent
in the military sector resulted in a net loss of 14,000
jobs as compared with spending the billion dollars
in the private sector, and a net loss of 30,000 jobs
as compared with spending money in the state and
local government sector. Anderson estimated that
907,000 jobs were lost in the economy as a whole
between 1970 and 1974, with Connecticut losing
3,600 jobs because of the opportunity costs of mil-
itary spending. (See table below.} The repori con-
cluded that 60% of the U.S. public live in states
which suffer a net loss of jobs every time the mili-
tary budge. ,oes up.”’

Mumbar Number

of of
civilian military Mal job
joba 1o gan or
Component of GNP foregone created loag

SONNECTICUT

Ourable goods ~20.200 +53.800 +33,500
Nondurable goods -3.150 +300 -2.850
Residentinl conatruction -3.500 +350 -3,150
o iadints construchon -2.450 50 ~2.400

Services -21.050 -
-15.650 -

+B.050

-21.050
-15.650
+8.030

-3.550

Stats & local government
Military personnet

TOTAL

eMarion Anderson has also just completed a study

for the Machinists Union, which is heavily involved
with defense industry, and whose membership is
large in Connecticut. She found that with an over-
all Pentagon budget of $124 billion, 120,000 civilian
jobs were lost for the Machinist members. When
the 85,000 jobs generated by this level of military
spending are subtracted, the net jobs lost to the
union is over 35,000 a year.?®
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Table 6

Where Do Your Taxes Go?

You work hard for your money. But much af your tax doilar
goes to pay for wars—past, present and future: 53% of the Fiscal
Year 1979 budget proposed by the Administration.

in fact, the U.S. has spent $1,800,000,000,000 ($1.8 trillion) on
the military since the end of World War i1,

The Administration asked Congress for $364 billion in Federal
funds for Fiscal 1979. Of this amount:

Military . B3%-36% of the budget is earmarked for current mili-
tary expenditures and 17% for the cost of past wars. {Of the costs
of past wars: 6% is for veterans benefits, and 11% for interest on
the national debt, three-fourths of which can be conservatively
estimated as war-incurred.)

Human Resources (education, manpower, social services, health,
income security): 24%

Physical Resources {agriculture, community and regional develop-
ment, natural resources, commerce, transportation, environment,
energy): 15%

Aff Other (international affairs, justice, space, general govern-
ment, revenue-sharing, and one-fourth of the interest on the
national debt}: 8%

The figures above have been compiled by the Center for Defense
Information, Washington, D.C.

Administration Budget

The Administration, however, presents a far different picture of
federal spending priorities. It claims that the federal government
will spend more money on “human resources” than on the mili-
tary. This claim is based on a change in budget accounting, made
in 1968, whereby tax revenues from income, inheritance and ex-
cise taxes are placed in the same pot as receipts from trust funds
such as Social Security, Railroad Retirement and the Highway
Trust Fund.

These trust funds were set up years ago to provide specific bene-
fits. They are financed by separate taxes. For example, you pay
social security taxes now and receive benefits when you retire.
The federal government merely acts as caretaker for these funds.
Neither Congress nor the President can spend the money in the
trust funds, except for earmarked purposes. Therefore, if you

24%
for
human

resources

 b3%
- for. the

- military
and past wars

15%
for
physical

resources

8%
for
all other
cosis

want to know what happens to your tax dollars which the federal
government can spend, the trust funds should be considered as
separate cookie jars, not as pert »f the federal pie.

The accounting and the rhetoric have changed, but not the reality.
Fifty-three per cent of the Federal funds budgeted for Fiscal Year
1979, controllable by the President and the Congress, will go to
pay for military-related programs.

Based on these budget figures, and an estimated 74 million house-
holds in the U.S. today, the cost to the average American house-
hold for proposed military outlays during Fiscal 1979 is $2,350.
This compares with $73 for agriculture, $67 for law enforcement
and justice, and only $39 for health research. Is this how you
want YOUR money spent?

figures).*® So Connecticut on the whole is paying out much
more in taxes than it is getting returned in military con-
tracts and/or federally funded social programs together,

Since military spending absorbs 53% of all our tax dol-
lars (and has for many years), the average family pays
twice as much for military programs than for programs
which meet human needs. (Table # describes this break-
down in detail.) This has meant that while the nation (and
Connecticut) have been #1 in military might, we are 15th
in literacy, (Connecticut ranks 48th out of the 50 states in
the amount spent on education®'}, 17th in infant mortality,
16th in per capita public expenditures for health, 21st in
doctor-patient ratio, while 30 million Americans live below
the poverty line.*? The U.S. and South Africa are the only
two industrialized nations in the world without a national
health care plan.
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*THE UNDERMINED ECONOMY. The preeminence given
to military industry and technology over the past three
decades, instead of increasing overall economic growth, has
caused a nationwide stagnation with a serious negative impact
upon civilian industrial efforts. In stark contrast to the
enormous sums allotted over the vyears to military tech-
nology, civilian technology has been starved for capital
and thus for talent. This has caused technical retardation
in the commercial sector, a lowering of U.S. productivity
levels, less competitive U.S. products and a loss of foreign
markets, a weakened U.S. currency and an undermined
economy overall.

The Brain Drain: Congressman Christopher Dodd, testi-
fying before the California Senate Select Committee on
Investment Priorities and Objectives in November, 1978,
said: **A number of thoughtful economists have long been



telling us that defense spending does more economic harm
than good. . . .military technology has become the cutting
edge of much of our most sophisticated technology. Some
of our best scientists and technicians work for the defense
industry, denying their skills to the civilian sector.’’*

In fact, from one-third to one-half of the American
scientific and engineering force works on military-related
programs,* and over 60% of the entire federal Research
and Development budget goes to the military. {See Table
#7.) This has meant that this great pool of talent and
money has not been available to work on new civilian com-
mercial designs and applications of new technology. This
in turn has created retardation in civilian manufacturing
capabilities, reduced the flow of new processes and equip-
ment oriented to increasing the efficiency of production,
thereby lowering productivity levels. Taken together, this
makes American companies less competitive in the world
market, and sends them overseas for parts and equipment
{(where innovations are taking place), which increases our
foreign imports and decreases the jobs available domestically.*

Table 7
U.S. Federal R&D Spending:
$21.7 Billion in 1976

Many Priorities — One Big Winner

Energy
52.8 Bilhon

Heaith
Education
and Welfare
$26

Bilhen

Military
and
Space

$13.4
Bilhion

All other
£2.9
Bilhon

Source: National Science Foundation

While Japan, Germany and Sweden, whose scientists
and engineers are virtually all working on civilian tech-
nology, have been modernizing and upgrading basic in-
dustries, and have pulled ahead of us in steel, machine
tools and electronics, America has become increasingly
non-competitive. The U.S. can produce the most sophisti-
cated and advanced missiles on earth, but in production of
electronic goods, televisions, radics, typewriters, machine
tools, shoes, clothing, automobiles and other manufactured
items, the U.S. has become increasingly vulnerable both in
world markets and our own.*®* When a comparison is made
between the economies of the U.S. and Sweden, Japan and
Germany, it is clear that the latter three have very strong
economies and low military budgets. They have full em-
ployment, trade surpluses, stable prices and strong cur-
rencies.
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U.S. Productivity Rate: The U.S. has the lowest pro-
ductivity growth rate of any Western nation.*” As the pro-
ductivity of our trade rivals rises while ours stagnates,
the cost of our goods, but not their quality, rises. Without
improvements in production and without a diversification
in production, it has become increasingly difficult to offset
the rising costs of fuel, labor, materials and thereby to
keep product prices down. Consequently the higher costs
of labor, fuel, etc. are tacked onto the prices and passed
along to the customer. The result has been a powerful on-
going inflation as well as increased unemployment. **

As rising prices make U.S.-produced goods less compet-
itive than foreign goods, foreign and domestic markets are
lost, with resulting unemployment in the U.S. The indi-
cators of a technologically advanced society—energy, com-
munications, and transportation—have all become flawed,
inefficient and stagnant. Research and development in
these areas is at a virtual standstill. Long gas lines, the pol-
luted environment and inadequate public transportation are
all indications of the severity of the problem.*’

The magnitude of investment in the Pentagon in relation
to other investments in the society is not readily known.
During the 1960’s and 1970’s, the Pentagon spent more
money than the after tax profits of all U.S. corporations
combined. This includes ATT, ITT, General Motors, Ford,
Sears—all of them.*® This is where our taxes have been
going, and the results have been the deterioration of American
industry creating both inflation and unemployment,

“HE'S ON A SPEQIAL. DIET"

This chapter has briefly described some of the conse-
quences of concentrated defense dependency, outlined the
history of Connecticut’s past vulnerability, detailed the
myths of prosperity and high military spending, and pointed
to the potential dislocation and instability the future may
hold as the state continues its military contract dependency,
especially with a return to the Cold War and increased
military production. Looking at political and military de-
velopments at the national level, it is useful to describe
the present contribution of Connecticut’s manufacturers to
the U.S. arms stockpile.



Chapter lli

CONNECTICUT: THE WARFARE STATE

MILITARY PRODUCTS: WHAT, WHO
& HOW MUCH

A highly industrialized state, Connecticut has historically
been deeply involved in the manufacture of military hard-
ware for both the strategic and tactical defense postures of
the United States.

Presently, Connecticut ranks first among the states in the
production of jet engines, propellers and aircraft parts,
subrmarines, helicopters and tank turbine engines: its major
products. Small arms, ammunition, missiles, grenade
launchers, fuses and other weapons-related items come next
in the major products list. All three branches of the Armed
Forces, as well as the Defense Logistics Agency purchase
from Connecticut industries for their own supplies, as well
as for filling orders for foreign governments.

Despite the size of the aerospace industry in the state, it
was not the Air Force, but the Navy who was the largest
buyer in 1978, purchasing submarines, as well as logistical
support aircraft from Connecticut manufacturers, (See
Table #8.)

In Connecticut, there are 14 corporations (with several
divisions, like United Technologies) which have received $5
million or more in DOD contracts in 197§. (See Table #9.)
Sixteen companies and one university received more than
$2 million, but less than $5 million. (See table #10.)'

About half of Connecticut’s 771 prime DOD contrac-
tors received contracts in the half-million dollar range. The
balance, (about 370 firms) received less than $100,000
apiece.’ The vast majority of these firms are relatively
small industries which rely heavily on the large aerospace

Table 8

Net Value of Military Procurements
in Connecticut By Department

U.S., Navy $1,648,901,000
U.S. Air Force $1,454,154,000
U.S. Army $ 325,799,000
Defense Logistics Agency % 58,367,000

Source: Department of Defense Prime Contract Awards by State,
FY 78, Table Il
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and submarine construction business for income, and their
DOD contracts are mainly connected to these two manu-
facturing endeavors. Some have become highly dependent
and specialized, while others use military contract work
to augment their commercial interests.

While aerospace is the dominant industry for large and
small companies alike throughout the Connecticut River
valley and southwestern Connecticut, the submarine busi-
ness ranks a close second, providing a substantial income
for at least 130 small industries in the southeastern section
of the state.® All are Navy prime contractors.

Ranking a distant third (in dollar amounts} is the small
arms business, a business that is hard to trace, since most
of its sales are done commercially with other nations, and
not through the U.S. DOD. Nevertheless, Connecticut is
unquestionably home to the giants of the small arms in-
dustry, and the business is a significant part of Connecticut’s
economy, involving over 30 firms statewide. (See Table #16.)

The military reaches into every corner of Connecticut’s
industrial sector, as well as into its universities and even its
prisons. There is hardly a segment of the society that the
Pentagon does not touch, directly or indirectly affecting
individuals as well as the economy of the state as a whole.
As the following details will show, Connecticut has earned
its nickname, **The Warfare State.”’






Connectic

(Who Received More than $2 Miilion, but Less Than $5 Million from the DOD)

Corporation & Location

15. Data Products Corp.
Wallingford

16. Ensign Bickford Co.
Simsbury

17. A.UU. Rogers J. & Son
Rogers

18. Key Book Service, Inc.
Bridgeport

19. National Eastern Corp.
Plainvifle

20. Kamatics Corp.
Bloomfield

21. Remington Fire Arms Co.
Bridgeport

22. Analysis & Technology, Inc.
Stonington

23. L.F.E. Corp.

(Laboratery for Electronics)

Hamden

24. Bick Com. Corp.
Groton

25. Electro Methods, Inc.
South Windsor

26. Traitaros Painting Corp.
Stratford

27. CGonn. Engineer & Instrumant Corp.

Norwalk

28. Yardney Electric Corp.
Pawcatuck

29. Pioneer Parachute Co., Inc.
Manchester

30. Colt Industries Operating Corp.
Hartford

31. Yale University
New Haven

Seurces: Department of Defense Prime Contractors, Connecticut, Awards over $10,000 by Town and Gity, FY '78; DMS Contract Quarterly,
July '77-June '78, and Moody's Industrial Manual, 1978,

Table 10
ut’s Middle-Range Military Contractors FY 78

Product Total DOD Contract Amount
Naval weapons communications $4.7 million
equipment; aircraft communications
equipment.
Munitions, fuses, mine parts; weapon $4.1 million

technology; aircraft ordnance; prac-
tice rockets, detonators.

Missile components. 34 miltion
Printed materials for military services: $3.9 million
weapons manuals.

Cartridge cases. $3.8 million
Aircraft rotor systems; aircraft bear- $3.6 million
ings; parts.

Rifles; cartridges; automatic pistols $3.6 million
and machine guns; traps, targets.

Sonar systems; submarine fleet oper- $3.3 million
ations analysis.

Guidance and remote control systems $3.2 million
for missiles; cocler units, components

for missiles.

Product unknown. $2.8 million
Aircraft engine work; aircraft com- $2.8 million
ponents and spare parts.

Product unknown. $2.8 million
Optics, radar, microfilm, photographic $2.439 million
equipment.

Batteries; undersea weaponry in- $2.432 million
vestigation.

Parachutes and accessories, aircraft $2.428 million
parts and spares.

Firearms, aircraft parts, maintenance. $2.2 million
Misceltaneous research for all three $2 million

branches of DOD and ERDA.

ployer with 56,000 workers. Of the $3.5 billion in total
DOD procurements to Connecticut, U.T. received an ag-
gregate total of $2 billion {$2,092,459,998), shared among

THE AEROSPACE INDUSTRY
AND MILITARY SPENDING

V3

United Technologies Corporation

The largest military contracts in Connecticut for FY *78
went to United Technologies, (U.T.), the third largest mili-
tary contractor in the nation, and the state’s largest em-

12 divisions in the state.* (See Table #13.)






SIKORSKY DIVISION. U.T.’s second largest Connecticut
division is Sikorsky, with plants in Stratford and Bridgeport.
It is an international leader in the development of medium
and heavy-lift helicopters flown by the military worldwide
for troop and logistics transport, search and destroy, search
and rescue, and naval anti-submarine patrol.’*

Sikorsky manufactures the Super Stallion heavy lift
helicopter for the Navy and Marine Corps; the Light Air
Multi-Purpose (LAMPS) anti-sub copter for the Navy, and
the Black Hawk utility helicopter for the Army. Sikorsky’s
Super Stallion is the western world’s largest and most power-
ful helicopter, while the Black Hawk, according to U.T.,
will be ““the Army’s workhorse utility transport helicopter
for the balance of this century.”'®

Sikorsky won the contract for building this new generation
of 1,100 Black Hawk's in 1977, worth $3 billion over the
next ten years.'” In FY 1978, Sikorsky received $398,967,000
in military contracts for DOD work, up 20% from 1977.'¢

The company is experiencing a ‘‘boom’ because U.S.
military plans, both strategically and tactically are structured
around the helicopter. In addition, Sikorsky helicopters
are a popular item in Foreign Military Sales (FMS) and are
now used by the military services of 31 countries.**

Table 12
Major Sikorsky Military Contracts, FY ’'78

3-61/SH-3 Helicopter for U.5. Navy
8.65/CH-53E Helicopter for U.S. Navy
UH-60A Utility Tactical Transport System for U.S. Army

Light Airborne Multi-Purpose System Helicopter for U.S. Army
also known as the Black Hawk

Source: DMS Market Intelligence Report, Aerospace Companies,
United Technoiogies, FY '78, October, 1978.

HAMILTON STANDARD DIVISION, U.T.’s Windsor Locks
plant is the aircraft industry’s leading supplier of hydro-
mechanical and electronic engine control systems. The
Division produces aircraft parts, environmental control
equipment for the F-16s, electronic controls and turbine
fuel pumps for the P & WA F-100 engines.?*

The Hamilton Standard Division is also the nation’s
leading manufacturer of propellers for large military air-
craft, including the U.S. Air Force’s Lockheed C-130 Her-
cules transport plane, and the U.S. Navy’s Lockheed P-3
Orion anti-submarine warfare aircraft.*

Along with P & WA, Hamilton Standard in Windsor
Locks is heavily involved with the European co-production
efforts on the F-16, making heat-exchangers tor the plane.?
In Fiscal Year 1978, the Hamilton Standard Division re-
ceived $64,086,000 in military contracts.?’

HAMILTON

\l//#/, Division of

STANDARD ¥ YiciNovoies

NORDEN SYSTEMS. Norden Systems in Norwalk, is
U.T.’s military electronics division. Norden manufactures air-
born and shipboard radar, military computers, air traffic con-
trol equipment and related devices. Norden has the contracts
for the radar components of the Navy A6-E Attack and
EA-68 Aircraft, and the F-111 fighter bomber.* The com-
pany’s Annual Report says the advanced radar system
‘““displays, tracks, and directs weapons to selected targets.
It also provides information to guide the aircraft at low
altitudes over varying terrain.”’

The Norden Division of U.T. is exclusively geared to
military production. 100% of its contracts are for military
items. Norden designed and built the advanced computer-
equipped consoles for the Pentagon’s National Military
Command Center and an artillery-battery computer for the
U.S. Army. Its Battery Computer Sysiem contract with the
Army will run into the 80’s. The system “‘can direct fire
from as many as 12 artillery pieces. It automatically com-
putes firing data and displays fire commands at each weap-
0n.7’25

Norden is also heavily involved in developing laser sys-
tems for use in infantry weapon targeting.?® Its DOD mili-
tary contracts for FY 1978 totalled $40,873,000.%

NORDEN y Swsdeva
SYSTEMS "W iiiiiowans

Table 13

Military Contract Awards to CT Divisions
United Technologies, FY 78

Division Location DOD Contract Awards
UTIP & WA East Hartford $1.581,284,000
UT/Sikorsky Stratford 389,950,000
UT/Hamilton Standard Windsor Locks 64,086,000
UT/Norden Norwalk 40,873,000
UT/Sikorsky Bridgeport 9,017,000
UTIP & WA Southington 5,430,000
UT/Power Systems South Windsor 605,000
UT/Headquarters Hartford 346,000
UTIP & WA Middletown 340,998
UTTurbo Power & Marine Farmington 265,000
UT/Unnamed Norfolk 152,000
UT/Otis West Hartford 11,000

Scuwrce: Department of Defense Prime Contractors, Connecticut,
Awards over $10,000, by Town and City, FY '78.




AVCO/iLycoming Corporation

Another major military aircraft manufacturer in Con-
necticut is AVCO of Stratford. AVCO’s Lycoming Divi-
sion is a leading producer of high-quality gas turbine engines
for military aircraft. It also produces engines for marine
and vehicular applications. Vehicles powered by Lycoming
engines include the Army’s Bell ‘‘Huey” and Boeing
“Chinook”’ helicopters, interdiction boats for coastal
patrols, and the Army’s main battle tank.*

In 1977, AVCO/Lycoming was selected to build a mini-
mum of 3,754 vehicular turbine engines for the Army’s
M1 Battle Tanks. Sixty million dollars a year through the
1980’s is expected to flow into the company from this con-
tract alone.”

AVCO/Lycoming also currently produces the engines
for Bell’s 206 Jet Ranger helicopter and the turboshaft
engine for use on the Navy’s HXM helicopter. AVCO’s
total DOD contracts amounted to $64,301,000 in FY "78.°°

AV CO

LYCOMING DHVISION

MILITARY AIRCRAFT SPARE PARTS
BUSINESS IN CONNECTICUT

The business in aircraft spare parts is hig business in
Connecticut. For military aircraft alone, not counting in-
state maintenance, repair or overhaul parts work, the contracts
for aircraft spare parts amount to over $50 million a year,
involving several hundred companies. Counting all parts
(not just spares) the business comes to $100 million, and is
a direct offshoot of military contracting.*!

United Technologies’ four biggest divisions are the largest
beneficiaries, with $38 million worth (from July 1977 through
June 1978), while Kaman Aerospace of Bloomfield and
Moosup, {with approximately $6 million a year,) and
AVCO/Lycoming, (with an annual $3 million), follow as
a distant second and third. (See Table #15.)

Table 15

Military Aircraft Spare Parts Contracting
{July '77-June ’78)

UT/Norden $10,777,542
UT/IP & WA 10,528,962
UT/Sikorsky 9,100,042
UT/Hamilton 8,317,737
Standard $38,724,283 (UT Total)
Kaman Aerospace 6,073,215
AVEO/Lycoming 3,556,131

All other 7,883,593 17,512,839

$56,237,222  $56,237,222 TOTAL

Source: DMS Contract Quarterly, Connecticut, July '77-June '78.
Author's computation. The DMS is not a definitive report of DOD
contracts, so figures are approximate amounts. (See Footnote #12,
Chapter 3).

Table 14
Major AVCOiLycoming Military Contracts, FY °78

AGT/1500 Turbine Engine for Army M1 Battle Tanks

LT S101 Turboshaft Engine for Bell's 206 Jet Ranger Helicopter
PLT-27/T405 Turhoshaft Engine for Navy's HXM Helicopter
ADTE Engine for Army

GAT Turbine for Navy Magnetic Sweep (LMS)

APU Engine for Air Force

TF 25TF 35/TF 40 Marine Turbo Shaft Engine to power Aero-
jet prototype entries for the Navy's Amphibious Assauft
Landing Craft.

Small Turbine Advanced Gas Generator for the Army ALFs-
2IF102 Turbofan

Source: DMS Market Intelligence Repert, AVCQO Corp., April, 1978

THE SUBMARINE BUSINESS

General Dynamics Corp.

ELECTRIC BOAT. The second largest military contracto
in the state is General Dynamics/Electric Boat shipyard ir
Groton. General Dynamics ranks #1 on the list* of the tof
100 Pentagon contractors,’? and is the state’s second larges
employer, with over 18,600 workers at the Groton plant.

General Dynamics is also the Navy’s biggest contractor
Electric Boat is the leader in the design, construction, over
haul and conversion of U.S. nuclear-powered submarines
and the only shipyard dedicated solely to the design anc
construction of high-technology nuclear subs for the U.§
Navy. Its contracting is exclusively military.*

“The Boat’’ has contracts to build 18 688-class Ias
Attack submarines, the largest contract in EB history
worth $1.2 billion to the company.** In ’78, the compan;
received $265 million in contracts for the 688's.*

While it shares 688-class work with Newport News Ship
yard in Virginia, E.B. is the Navy's sole contractor for th
construction of the Trident submarine, the largest am

*General Dynamics replaced the McDonnell Douglas Corp. at the tof

of the list in 1978. McDonnell-Douglas drepped to #2. The value of th
detense contracts to General Dynamics in FY 78 was $4.15 billion
259 of that was contracted in Connecticut.



GENERAL DYNAMICS
Electric Boat Division

most sophisticated undersea vessel ever built. In addition
to the $1.354 billion alreadv awarded for the first five
Tridents*®, Electric Boat received $699 million more in
contracts in 1978 to build two more (the sixth and seventh
ships of this class).*”

An additional $300 million was paid by the Navy in cost-
overruns for construction of the Fast Attack 688 subs built
at E.B.,* whose total construction costs have mounted to
$9.5 billion for 18 subs, almost double the original esti-
mate.”* Each Trident will now cost $1.2 billion, exclusive of
nuclear reactor or missiles.

In addition to construction of the submarine bodies, the
corporation did $10 million worth of strategic nuclear
weapons development work on SLBM** missiles and sub-
marine weapons systems. This work included launcher
capability, maintenance, technical services, and handling.*

General Dynamics/Electric Boat Shipyard received $1
billion ($999,918,000) in military contracts in FY ’78.4
Unlike United Technologies, the General Dynamics Corp-
poration nationwide had contract work in 1978 which was
almost 100% dependent upon the DOD,*

Increasing the Arms Race

The Trident is the third leg of the U.S. Strategic Triad
system, replacing the Poseldon/Polaris Subs. Its role in the
nation’s defense is underscored by the Navy and the cor-
poration. But Trident’s new technological advances shatter
the traditional concept of “‘deterrence,”’ the official U.S.
nuclear policy based on retaliatory (defensive) Mutual
Assured Destruction. The improved accuracy of Trident
missiles, particularly Trident I1 missiles, which can come
within a few feet of a target, threaten the invulnerability of
Soviet missile silos and introduce a counter-force, first-
strike capability to the U.S.’s strategic posture, Assuredly,
the Soviets will respond with their own version of Trident,
decreasing once again the levels of international **security”’.
Despite the Trident’s own acclaimed invulnerability, the
submarine has added a new dimension to ‘‘the balance of
terror,”” escalating the arms race immensely.*? Tt is doubly
ironic that the short-sighted economic well-being of South-
east Connecticut where the Trident is built, is based upon
an even greater short-sighted concept of national security,
“‘Mutual Assured Destruction.”’

* In June, 1978, the company came 10 terms with the Navy over a long-

standing dispute on contracts to bhuild 18 688-class subs. G.D. will take
write-offs of $359 million in cost growth through 1984, the Navy will
take $125 million and will split the balance evenly with the company.
G.D. got a lump sum payment of $300 million covering most of the
$345 million in unreimbursed costs to date. The other $45 million will
be used against the firm's $359 million loss commitment,

**Submarine Launched Ballistic Missiles.

THE NUCLEAR CONNECTION

RAYMOND ENGINEERING. Both the aerospace and sub-
marine industry in Connecticut are providing delivery ve-
hicles for nuclear weapons, and doing research and devel-
opment on strategic nuclear missiles, like the Minuteman II
ICBM (U.T.) and the Trident SLBM (G.D.). Yet there is
only one company that has been directly engaged in the
production of components for those weapons. This is Ray-
mond Engineering in Middletown, which has made hard
link arming safety devices (locks) for U.S. nuclear bombs,
as well as nuclear warheads themselves,*?

Raymond Engineering is a small company in comparison
with U.T. or G.D., but like other small companies across
the country, it has had a role in the assured production of
three new nuclear bombs every day for the U.S. nuclear
arsenal, an arsenal which now contains over 33,000 nuclear
bombs. For its part last year, (July *77-June ’78), Ray-
mond received $257,000 for nuclear warheads work, and
another $100,000 for the nuclear bomb locks. In FY 77,
Raymond had $200,000 worth of business for making locks
for nuclear bombs.**

Raymond Engineering does other military work for the
Pentagon, including undersea weaponry investigations,
supply of weaponry equipment for non-nuclear missiles,
including remote control systems, communication equip-
ment, research and development, -as well as repair and
maintenance work.* Raymond is the leading industry in
the tactical missile business in Connecticut. (See Table #17).

The company, which ranks 13th in the Connecticut list
of top DOD military contractors, had a total of $5.9 mil-
lion in Pentagon work in FY ’78.%¢

CONNECTICUT’S SMALL ARMS INDUSTRY

In the small arms field, Connecticut firms are famous
for their brand name rifles, shotguns and smaller firearms,
Colt, Remington, Winchester, Ruger and High Standard
are some of the industry giants. They all sell to the military—
either at home or abroad.

In Connecticut, there are at least 44 companies who
do contract work for the DOD in small arms.* (See tables
#16 and #17). According to government contract reports,
the DOD did about $23 million dollars in business with
those companies in FY *78. $14.8 million was in small
firearms and their related parts, ammunition, mines, fuses,
etc., and $8.2 million was in missile parts manufacturing
and research.*’

While there are thirteen fairly large firearms companies
in Connecticut, only Remington and Colt had large DOD
contracts in FY '78. Most others (including Colt and Rem-
ington) make their military sales through commercial chan-
nels where the profit margins are greater. (See Table #16
and next chapter.)

*The definition of “small arms”’ used here includes: firearms, (pistols,
rifles, shotguns) ammunition, fuses, cases, cartridges, mines, muaitions,
ordnance and combat guns, weapans parts for firearms, as well as re-
search work and componentry manufacturing for combat (tactical)
missiles.






Colt Firearms Company in Hartford manufactures auto-
matic pistols, revolvers, grenade launchers, machine guns
and rifles, all of which are found in military service at
home and abroad. DOD contracts last year (July 77—
June °78) for MI16 rifles, gun parts, equipment mainte-
nance and grenade launchers amounted to $3,460,630%
(Colt’s total DOD receipts came to over $13.7 million, the
bulk of it from aircraft parts and maintenance work).*.

Remington Firearms Company, 80% owned by DuPont
and based in Bridgeport, makes automatic pistols and

@ Colt Industries

machine guns, rifles and ammunition. It led the DOD con-
tract list for ammunition (for .22 caliber cartridges for
Standard Long Rifles) with $3.62 million in sales for FY *78.%

Table 17
Connecticut Tactical Missile Makers
DOD Military Contracts—July ’77 to June ’78

Ridgefield

tems for M1M-23 Hawk missiles.

Company & Location Products Total DOD Contract Amount
1. Raymond Engineering Fuses for Harpoon missile, fuses for $3,867,720
Middietown Shrike missile; safety arming device,
Sparrow missile, guided missile sub-
systems and parts for Hawk missile;
magnetic transport for guided missile;
remote control systems, engineering
development for Harm missiles.
2. Laboratory for Electronics, Inc. Missile guidance for M1M-14 Nike Her- $2,554,960
Hamden cules, missile guidance for M1M-23
Hawk; remote control system for M1M-
14 Nike Hercules and M1M-23 Hawk;
kit compressors, cooler units, blowers,
components, etc. for missiles.
3. Raytheon Co. Tubes for the M1M-14 Nike Hercules $570,000
Stamford missile.
4. Federal Prison Industries, Inc. Launchers for M1M-23 Hawk, launch- $318,000
Danbury ers for XM1M-72 Chaparral, M1M-14
Nike Hecules; spares, electrical com-
ponents and repair equipment for
M1M-23 Hawk missiles.
5. Dynamic Control Co. Missile guidance and missile pro- $116,561
South Windsor grammers.
6. Haydon Switch and Switch safely and arming device: $101,293
Instrument, Inc. Hercules missile repair parts; missile
Waterbury exploders M1M-14 Nike Hercules.
7. Samarius Co. Spares for M1M-14 Nike Hercules; re- $69,182
Shelton pairs for M1M-14 Nike Hercules.
8. Neptune Meter Co. Components for M1M-14 Nike Her- $70,000
Wallingford cules.
9. U.S. Time Corp (Timex) Missile gyroscope rate. $63,880
Waterbury
10. Electro Research Inc. Guidance and remote control sys- $59,000
Stamford tems for M1M.23 Hawk missiles.
11. Anderson Labs, Inc. Remote control and componentry for $57,000
Bioomfield M1M-23 Hawk and M1M-14 Nike Her-
cules missiles.
12. Rogers Corp. Work for Pershing 2 radomes missiles. $54,000
Rogers
13. Torin Corp. Work on M1M-23 Hawk missile. $48,000
Torrington
14. Electro-Flux Heat, Inc. Weapons launcher sysiems. $34,000
Bloomfield
15. TechniPower, Inc. Remote control and guidance sys- $22,000

Source: DMS Contract Quarterly Report, Gonnecticut, July "77-June '78. Computations by author. Alse, Standard and Poor’s Register.
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Chapter IV
CONNECTICUT AND

THE WORLD ARMS TRADE

In addition to military items for the U.S. Armed Forces,
Connecticut corporations also do a booming arms business
with foreign countries. Some of this business is contracted
through the Department of Defense (called Foreign Military
Sales—FMS), and some of it is sold directly to the foreign
country {called Commercial Arms Exports).

Foreign Military Sales are government to government
sales through the Department of Defense, which draws
from its own stocks or contracts with U.S. firms for pro-
duction of the required item. Commercial Arms Exports
are sales negotiated between private U.S. contractors and a
foreign government or arms dealer. Arms sold abroad,
both small and large, DOD or Commercial, are a signi-
ficant part of Connecticut’s economy.

U.S. suppliers provide more than half of the world’s
arms exports. The U.S. share in FY 78 was over $13.5
billion, {(see Table #18) just in Foreign Military Sales.'
Total Commercial Arms Exports amounted to $2 billion,
with an additional $4 billion in Technical Services Transfers.*?

$1 billion worth of defense-related shipments abroad
came from Connecticut in FY *78.° This is 8% of the total
U.S. share of the world arms market. It represents a stag-
gering 33% of all Connecticut exports, generating an esti-
mated 13,000 jobs in the state, including subcontracting,
and represents 5% of the nation’s arms sales-related
employment.*

These arms exports also represent 5% of the Gross State
Product, and constitute 1.5% of Connecticut’s employment.
This is significantly higher than the national average of
.3-.5% employment generated from military-related exports
in other states.’

FOREIGN MILITARY SALES AND
“THE NIXON DOCTRINE”

The growth in foreign arms sales for American business
is a recent development. Substantial increases in arms sales
abroad for Connecticut industries clearly followed the an-
nouncement of the “Nixon Doctrine’” in 1969. This Doctrine
called for arming friendly governments abroad as a sub-
stitute for direct American military intervention (as in
Vietnam). The policy encouraged client nations to purchase
the most sophisticated U.S. arms as a means of maintaining
alliances and strengthening pro-American interests, in order

*Technical Transfer Services include maintenance and repair equipment
and personnel for U.s. military machinery. Connecticut probably has a
substantial role in this area, given the sophisticated parts, engines, equip-
ment and arms it exporis. However, it is very difficult ascertaining
cumulative, accurate figures in this area and thus, the picture drawn
here is incompiete and therefore understated.
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to extend American hegemony without an actual American
presence. The sale of arms was aiso used as the chief Ameri-
can instrument to lower the U.S. balance of payments
deficit.

Before the Nixon Doctrine, most U.S. arms had been
given away under the Military Assistance Program—MAP—
at the refatively small level of $2.4 billion annually. (Ap-
proximately $.5 billion was in actual arms sales.)® Coagres-
sional opposition to these direct military aid giveaway pro-
grams led Nixon to substantially increase arms sales and
institute what is now known as Foreign Military Sales—FMS.
In only 10 years, the FMS program increased from $.5
billion in 1969 to $13.5 billion in 1979.” At the same time,
the Military Assistance Program was decreased eight-fold
to about $228.9 million.*

Foreign Military Sales have risen from an average of $532
million per year in the 1950s and 1960s to an average of
$11.8 billion per year over the past six years {1974-79),
with over 8,000 FMS agreements processed yearly. Total
orders since 1972 amount to $79 billion, or five times the
amount for the preceding 20 years.” And most of these
arms orders are now going to the underdeveloped countries
of the Third World, and particularly to the oil kingdoms of
the Persian Gulf regions. (See Table #19.)

Table 18
U.S. Military Sales Orders from Abroad*

Amount Amount
Fiscal year (in thousands) Fiscal year (in thousands}
1955-1968 $10,547,482 1974 10,740,639
1969 1,183,723 1975 13,938,200
1970 1,155,817 1976 13,233,157
1971 1,388,955 1977 11,341,906
1972 3,065,867 1978 13,534,389
1973 4,430,390 1979 11,962,161 *
1980 14,000,000

*Excluding Caummercial Sales
**Estimated

Sourte: Depariment of Defense
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FMS orders to Third World countries have risen from
$180 million per year in the 1950-65 period, during which
time they comprised about one-third of total U.S. sales, to
$6.7 billion per year by the mid i970’s, when they con-
stituted 80% of all such sales.'®

COMMERCIAL MILITARY SALES

In addition to FMS, commercial sales—direct arms ex-
ports—have been sharply on the increase since the advent
of the Nixon Doctrine: from $100 million annually in the
1950s and 1960s to $930 million in the mid *70s, to $2
billion by 1979."" The State Department’s Office of Muni-
tions Control issues these licenses, and the information is
proprietary—not within the public domain. It is therefore
difficult to assess the actual involvement by businesses in a
particular state. Major military arms sales of 325 million
or more must receive Congressional approval and are nego-
tiated through the FMS program, not through the Com-
mercial Arms Export program. Nevertheless, many major
Connecticut military items fall below the $25 million level.
Research done under the Freedom of Information Act
investigating Commercial Export sales in the small arms
business from Connecticut suggesis there may be a similar
involvemnent by companies selling major weapons systems
commercially from Connecticut.

Such a supposition is undergirded by a number of clear
signs. The Commercial foreign arms sale market and its
related parts business has expanded so much in recent years
that companies across the country and in Connecticut have
been aided and encouraged by the State Department to
seek out this trade on their own. Feature articles and ads
have appeared recently in business journals across the state
explaining how to go after foreign military contracts on
their own through the Commercial Arms Export program.
On page 27 is a sample article, a “How-To-Method’’ for ob-

oy 4

taining foreign military parts contracts. This article ap-
peared in Manufacturers Mart/Connecticut section, May,
1978. It provides some idea of the magnitude of the com-
mercial arms trading for Connecticut manufacturers.

THE CONNECTICUT CONNECTION. Despite the difficulty in
obtaining specific and complete lists of all Commercial and
FMS sales, a recent survey of major U.S. mililary transfers
to Third World countries done by Michael Klare and Daniel
Volman of the Institute for Policy Studies, using thirteen
different research sources, shows Connecticut heavily in-
volved in the increasing world arms trade, a result of the
Nixon Doctrine, Of the 52 countries receiving major U.S.
military items through FMS, Commercial Arms Exports or
outright giveaways under the Military Assistance Program
from 1973-78, Connecticut military hardware was extensively
involved in almost every one. (See Table #24.)

Aircraft engines and accessories constituted by far, the
largest part of Connecticut’s military export sales. Most of
these items are under the FMS program. Exports from
United Technologies” Pratt and Whitney and Sikorsky
Divisions, and AVCO/Lycoming plant exceed $200 million
annually, with United Technologies taking the greatest
share. Of the top 25 U.S. FMS contractors in FY 78, U.T.
ranked 11th with $115,000,000 in official FMS sales.'?

As Tables 20, 21 and 22 show, United Technologies pro-
vides engines for 25 different military planes that are for
sale or have already been exported around the world. These
planes are used for combat, bombing, tactical support,
interdiction, special military missions, transport and utility
purposes.

Table 23 shows the 15 military helicopters or engines
for those helicopters provided by Sikorsky, Kaman Aero-
space, AVCO/Lycoming and U.T./Pratt and Whitney.
These helicopters are also for combat, interdiction, anti-
submarine warfare, troop transport and general military
utility purposes.



Monulactyrers’ Mot/ Connecticn

After Foreign

In addition to the $100 million in
government contract work
available to Connecticut small
businesses (See: "“Want Govern-
ment Parts Contracts? Here's A
Step-by-Step Methed For Getting
Them.” MM/C, April, 1978, p. 14),
there are millions in parts con-
tracts for foreign governments
available for those companies
willing to go after them. This
MM/C report wili give you a step-
by-step method for getting this
business.

The first thing you have to do is
to write to foreign military parts
users and request that your com-
pany be listed as a parts supplier.
Tell them exactly what the
capabilities of your company are
so that when Lhey are in need of
parts. they will know whether Lo
send you a request {or a bid or not.
If you have supplied parts to
original equipment manufacturers
in the aircrafl field be sure to in-
ctude this information. In general

1f and when you are asked to bid on
a parts order, your next step will
be to obtain the blueprint of the
part. There are two reasons for
getting the blueprint. The first is
obvious: vou can't bid on a parts
order without knowing the
specifications of the part. The se-

[t you are the successiul bidder,
vou have one more step to
romplete before you can fill the
order. You ust file tor a State
Departiment license in order to he

MAY 1978

Have You Considered Going

Parts Business?

Here's A Step-by-Step Method
To Help You Start

Actually, the procedure for get-
ting foreign parts contracts is
simplier than the method of get-
ting parts contracts from the U.S.
Government. It invelves no outlay
of money (except postage} until
after a contract has been awarded.
It is also suggested that your bid
include 10 percent more than what
you would bid on a parts job within
the United States. This should
cover your additional costs in get-
ting the parts to their destination

Step 1 -Write To Foreign Military Users

what you are trying to tell them is
what the capabilities of your com-
pany are and what parts you can
manufacture.

Following you will find the
names and addresses of the
foreign countries who are and will
be in the market for parts.
Following each listing, the number
tor numbers; of the aircraft
engine used by that country will be
diven,

Step 2 -If Asked To Bid, Get Blueprints

cond reason is protective: if the
government supplies you with a
print, you can be sure that vou are
not violating anyone's
"“proprietary rights,"

There are two sources for ob-
taining public domain blueprints:

Step 3 -If Awarded A Contract,
Get State Dept. License

ble to fuifill an order received
from & foreign nation, This filing
will put you in compliance with the
International Arms Contral Act.

Table 20
P & WA-Powered Combat Support and Special
Military Mission Aircraft

1. Boeing E-3A Airborne Warning and Control System
(AWACS) plane
Powered by 4 P & W J75 turbojet engines
Most costly and sophisticated electronic aeriai battle-
fietd command center in the world
Exported under FMS—7 to Iran, 3 more on order to fran
In Service Abroad—16 to NATO

2. BeechKing Alr utility and reconnaissance combat sup-
port plane
Powered by P & W twin turboprop engines
In Service Abroad—Algeria (1), Canada, Belgium, Chile
(1}, Indonesia {2), Jamaica (1}, Malaysia {3}, Mexico {2},
Saudi Arabia (2), Thailand (2), Iran, France, Ireland

3. Vought F-4U Corsair fighter aircraft
Powered by P & W Engines
In Service Abroad—EIl Salvador {6), Honduras {10}

4. Lockheed U-2 Surveillance plane
Powered by P & W J57-P-37A turbojet and J75-P-13 tur-
bojet engines
Plane used by the CIA; Gary Powers' Spy Plane
Exported under MAP—6 to Taiwan

5. Lockheed SR-71A Blackbird Fighter
Powered by 2 P & W afterburning J58B engines
Fastest aircraft in the world; developed for clandestine
reconnaissance missions ({replaced the U-2's)
In U.S. Service—39
None sold or offered abroad, but Iran has requested them

6. Boeing B-52 and B-52H Bombers
Powered by P & W J57 gas turbine engines {B-52) and
P & W TF33 turbofan engines (a version of the JT3D)
B-52s are the backbone of the U.5. nuclear bomber force
of SAC
Over 500 produced. 400 in LS. Service

7. Boeing 747 and 727
Commercial Aircraft in Military use abroad
Powered by P & W Engines
Exported under FMS—16 to Iran (used as arial refuelling
tanks—3 {727s) to W. Germany)

Source: Arsenal of Democracy: American Weapons For Export, by
Tom Gervasi, Grove Press, Inc., N.Y. 1977.

Table 24 lists the major military aircraft transfers to the
Third World from Connecticut.* U, T./Pratt and Whitney,
and U.T./Sikorsky lead the way, selling military jet engines
and helicopters to over 50 Third World armies. AVCO/
Lycoming runs a close second supplying 42 countries, '3

*Table 24 was compiled by the author bascd on information gathered by
Michael Klare (**Major U.S. Arms Transfers 1o the Third World, 1973-78""
which used 13 sources) and Tom Gervasi's book (Arsenal of Democracy).
The author first researched what Connecticut companies manufactured
{which engines powered which planes) and then cross referenced that
with the arms transfers listed for each country by Klare and Gervasi.

Lockheed Blackbird

Source: Arsenal of Democracy: American Weapons Available For Ex-
port, by Tom Gervasi, Grove Press, Inc., N.Y. 1977.
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8.

10.

Sikorsky Model S-58/H-34 Choctaw, SH-34 Sea Bat,
UH-34 Sea Horse anti-submarine warfare helicopters.
{Search and strike, cargo transport, amphibious as-
sault, utility service, search and rescue)

Powered by P & W PTE8T Twin Pac set of turbine engines.

Also licensed for production in Britain, France

Used extensively in combat in the Algerian War and in
Indochina

Over 2,200 produced; used in 28 nations

Exported under FMS—119

Exported under MAP—204

In Service Abroad—Argentina (12), Bangla Desh (2), Bra-
zil (13), Brunei (1), Cambodia (3), Central African Re-
public {4), Chad {6}, Chile (15), Ghana (3), Haiti (4), In-
donesia (7), Israel (24}, Irag (12), Laos (4), Nicaragua
{4), Philippines (2), South Vietnam (40), Taiwan (18),
Thailand (20, Uruguay (1) Partial Listing Oniy

. Sikorsky Models $-61A and S-61B, H-3 Sea King anti-

submarine warfare helicopter. Used for search and
strike operations.
Powered by P & W twin turbine engines
Licensed for production in Italy, Japan and Britain
Exported under FMS —11
Exported under MAP—2
In Service Abroad (through all sellers)—Argentina (4),
Brazil (6), Egypt {6}, Indonesia (1), Iran (18}, Israel (12),
Malaysia (16), Pakistan (51), South Korea (10) Partial
Listing Only

Sikorsky Model 8-55/H-19 Chickasaw multi-purpose
transport and utility helicopter

Licensed for production in Japan, France and Britain;
1,700 produced

Used in 26 countries

Exported under MAP—23

In Service Abroad {through ail sellers)— Argentina (11},
Brazil (5), Chile {10), Dominican Republic (2), Ghana
(6), Greece (12}, Guatemala (3), Honduras (3}, Iran {22),
Israel (12), Jordan (6), Kuwait (2), Nigeria (3), Pakistan
(B), Philippines (5), Qatar {2), Taiwan (7), Thailand (13},
Turkey (26), Venezuela {10)

11,

12

13.

14,

15.

Sikorsky 5-61 R/HH-3E Jolly Green Giant multi-purpose
assault transport

Licensed production in italy, spec. for the Export Market

Heavily used in Vietnam

No U.S. Exports; only through Italian production

Sikorsky Modei S-62/HH-52A amphibious helicopter

Licensed for production in Japan

170 produced

Exported under FMS—1

In Service Abroad—India (2), Japan {17}, Philippines (2),
Taiwan (2}, Thailand (2)

Sikorsky Model S-64 Sky Crane CH-54 Tarhe search and
retrieval, special lift helicopter; heavily used in Viet-
nam

Fowered by 2 P & W T73-P-1 turboshaft engines

100 produced

No FMS Exports; 2 “Trangferred to West Germany”

Sikorsky Model S-65/H-53 Sea Stallion, Super Jolly Green
Giant heavy assault transport helicopter, Most power-
ful helicopter ever built

Powered by P & W twin T-73-P-1 turbo engines

Licensed for production in West Germany

550 produced

Exported under FMS—39; West Germany sold 28 to
Israei

In Service Abroad—Austria (2), lran {24), Istael (44),
Japan (2}, West Germany (113), and 110 more pro-
duced by West Germany

Stkorsky Model S-70/UH-60 Black Hawk Utility Tactical
Transport Aircraft System (“UTTAS") and Light Am-
phibious Multipurpose System {(“LAMPS")

Powered by 2 GE T700 turboshafts

Will replace the "Huey" series of transport helicopters

Produced 3 Black Hawks (1100 expected} and 200 LAMPS
(350 to be in service by 1984)

Future sales expected to Jordan and Japan.

Source: ARSENAL OF DEMOCRACGY, American Weapons Available
for Export, by Tom Gervasi, Grove Press, Inc., NY, 1977.

Sikorsky CH-54 Tarhe
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Gabon

Liberia
2
2

Mgrocco
5]
9
24

Nigeria
]
7
3

Sudan
6

Tunisia
4

Uganda

28

EAST ASIA
Brunei
4
2
4
1

Burma
18
12

Indonesia

16

(=2 IS S R

Malaysia
6
5
5
10
6
16
16

Military Product

Lockheed C-130H Transpart Aircraft

McDonnell Douglas C-47 Transport Aircraft
Bell AB 206 Jet Ranger Helicopters™

Lockheed C-130 Transport Aircraft
Lockheed C-130H Transport Aircraft

Bell AB 205 Huey Gunship Heiicopters™
Bell OH-58A Helicopters®

Bell AH-1 Huey Cobra Gunships~®

Kaman HH-43 Huskie Patrol Helicopters”®

Lockheed C-130H Transport Aircraft
Boeing CH-47 Chinook Helicopters
Sikorsky CH-19E Whirlwind Helicopters*t

Lockheed C-130 Transport Aircraft

Bell UH-1H Utility Helicopters

Beli 212 Iroquois Huey Transport Helicopter
Bell AB 206 Jet Ranger Helicopters®
Bell AB 205 Iroquois Huey Helicopter*

Lockheed C-130H Transport Aircrati

Bell AB 212 Iroquois Huey Transport Helicopter

Bell UH-1H Huey Helicopters*®

Bell AB 205 lroquois Huey Transpaort Helicopters

Bell 212 Iroquois Huey Transport Helicopters

Bell 205A Huey Helicopters”
Bell 206 Jet Ranger Helicopters®
Sikorsky CH-34A Choctaw Helicopters”

Bell UH-1H Huey Helicopters
Kaman HH-43 Huskie Patrol Helicopters*

LTV Corsair Atlack Planes™

Lockheed C-140 Jetstar Transport Aircrafl®
BeechKing Air 100 Transport Aircraft
Lockheed C-130B Transport Aircraft

Bell 206B Jet Ranger Helicopters

Bell 204B Iroquois Huey Helicopters™
Sikorsky S-58 Choctaw ASW Helicopters®
Sikorsky S-61A Sea King ASW Helicopters®

Lockheed C-130H Transport Aircraft
Beil 206 Jet Ranger Helicopters

Bell 212 Iroquois Huey Transport Helicopters

Bell 205 iroquois Huey Helicopters®

Sikorsky S-61A Jolly Green Giant Helicopterst

Sikorsky SH-3 Sea King Helicopters
Sikorsky 5-61A Sea King ASW Helicopters®

Connecticut
Company and Part
Involved

Hamilton Std. Props

P & W Engines
AVCO Engines

Hamilton Std. Props
Hamilton Std. Props
AVCO Engines
AVCO Engines
P & W Engines
Kaman Aerospace

Hamilton Std. Props
AVCO Engines
Sikorsky only

Hamilton Std. Props

AVCO Engines

P & W Engines
AVCO Engines
AVCO Engines

Hamilton Std. Props
P & W Engines
AVCO Engines
AVCO Engines

P & W Engines
AVCO Engines
AVCO Engines
P & W Engines

AVCO Engines
Kaman Aerospace

P & W Engines
P & W Engines
P & W Engines
Hamiiton Std. Props
AVCO Engines
AVCO Engines
P & W Engines
P & W Engines

Hamiiton Std. Props
AVCO Engines
P & W Engines
AVCO Engines
Sikorsky only
P & W Engines
P & W Engines

Source

AAS

sIP
AD

AAS
SIPIAAS
AD
AD
AD
AD

SIP/MB
DSAA
AD

MB/DSAA

CPD

SIP
AD
AD

SIP/MB
AD
AD
AD

SIPIAD
AD
AD
AD

SIPIAAS
AD

AD
AD
SIPIMB
SIP
SIP/MB
AD
AD
AD

SIFIMB
SIPIMB
SIPIMB
AD
AD
ADIOMC
AD

A



Philippines

35
B8

2
5
2

Singapore

72
7
2

20

South Korea

BO
6

5

Taiwan
118
54
18

7
10
2
100
6
2

1

Thailand
30
2
70
20
3
3
20
13
2

Military Produc?

LTV F-8H Crusader interceptor Aircraft
Lockheed C-130H Transport Aircraft
Sikorsky CH-34A Choctaw Helicopters*
Sikorsky CH-19E Chickasaw Helicopters®
Sikorsky S-62 Amphibious Helicopters* 1t

McDonnell Douglas A-4 Skyhawk Fighter Aircraft
McDonnell Douglas TA-4 Skyhawk Fighter Aircraft
Lockheed C-130 Hercules Transport Aircraft®
Bell UH-1B Huey Helicopters

General Dynamics F-16 Fighter Aircraft
Lockheed C-130 H Transport Aircraft
Bell UH-1B Huey Helicopters

Bell UH-1D Huey Gunship Helicopters*

Bell UH-1H Huey Helicopters (co-prod. in Taiwan)
Bell UH-1D Huey Gunship Helicopters*
Sikorsky CH-34A Choctaw Helicopters*
Sikorsky CH-19E Chickasaw Helicopters*
Sikorsky SH-3A Sea King ASW Helicopters*
Sikorsky 8-62C Amphibious Helicopters* 1}
Rockwell F-100 Fighter Bombers*

Lockheed U-2 Surveillance Planes*

General Dynamics RB-57F Bombers*

Boeing 707-3206 Tanker*

McDonnell Douglas A-4B Fighter Bombers*
BeechKing Air Combat Support Planes*
Bell UH-1H lroquois Huey Helicopters

Bell UH-1B/D Huey Helicopters*®

Bell 206 Jet Ranger Helicoplers*

Kaman HH-44 Patrol Helicopters*

Sikorsky CH-34A Choctaw Helicopters®
Sikorsky CH-19E Chickasaw Helicopters*
Sikorsky 8-62A Amphibious Helicopters*tt

NEAR EAST AND SOUTH ASIA

Bangladesh

6
2

Egypt
75

14

Greece
150
60
12
65
10
42
12

Bell 212 Iroquois Helicopters
Sikorsky CH-34A Choctaw Helicopters*

General Dynamics F-16 Fighter Planes*
Boeing KC-135 Jet Tanker*

Lockheed C-130H Transport Aircraft
Lockheed C-130 Transport Aircraft
Sikorsky S-61A ASW Sea King Helicopters*

General Dynamics F-16 Fighter Planes*
LTV A.7 Corsair Fighter Aircraft
Lockheed C-130H Transport Aircraft
Bell UH-1H Utility Helicopters

Bell UH-1D Huey Helicopters*

Bell AB 204B/205 Huey Helicopters*
Sikorsky H-19D Chickasaw Helicopters*

Connecticut
Company and Part
Involved

P & W Engines
Hamilton Std. Props
P & W Engines
Sikorsky only
Sikorsky only

P & W Engines

P & W Engines
Hamilton Std. Props

AVCO Engines

P & W Engines
Hamilton Std. Props
AVCQO Engines
AVCO Engines

AVCO Engines
AVC(O Engines
P & W Engines
Sikorsky only
P & W Engines
Sikorsky only
P & W Engines
P & W Engines
P & W Engines
P & W Engines

P & W Engines
P & W Engines
AVCO Engines
AVCO Engines
AVCO Engines
Kaman Aerospace
Sikorsky only
Sikorsky only
Sikorsky only

P & W Engines
Sikorsky only

P & W Engines

P & W Engines
Hamilton Std. Props
Hamilton Std. Props

P & W Engines

P & W Engines

P & W Engines
Hamilton Std. Props

AVCO Engines

AVC(O Engines

AVCO Engines

Sikorsky only

Source

AAS
SIPIMBIAD
AD
AD
AD

SiP

SIP

AD
DSAA

AAS
AAS
DSAA
AD

MB
AD
AD
AD
AD
AD
AD
AD
AD
AD

AD
AD
SIP/IMB/AD
AD
AD
AD
AD
AD
AD

SIP
AD

{pending sale)
AD
SIP
AAS/DSAA
AD

{pending sale)
SIP
SIP/AAS
CPD
AD
AD
AD
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Iran
80
160

10

57

202

287
39
91
6
50
ag
17
24

6

Israel

12
12

Jordan
4

4
6

Kuwait
36
[
10
2

Lebanon
6
4

Libya

Military Product

Grumman F-14 Tomcat Fighter Aircraft

General Dynamics F-16 Fighter Ptanes

Boeing 707-320C Tanker-Transport Aircraft

Boeing 707-39JC Tanker-Transport Aircraft

Boeing E-3C AWACS Aircraft

Lockheed P-3C Qrion ASW Aircraft

Lockheed C-130 Transport Aircraft

Lockheed KC-135 Tanker Aircraft

Bell AH-1J Sea Cobra Gunship Helicopters

Bell 214 Isfahan Helicopters

Bell 214C Isfahan Helicopters

Bell-Agusta 206 Jet Ranger Helicoptersi

Beil-Agusta 212 Huey Helicopterst

Boeing CH-47 Chinook Transport Helicopters

Boeing-Meridionali CH-47C Chinook Helicoptersi

Kaman HH-43 Huskie Patrol Helicopters*

Sikorsky S-65A Sea Stallion Helicopters
{Super Jolly Green Giant}

Sikorsky RH-53D Helicopters

McDonnell Douglas F-15 Eagle Fighter Aircraft
McDonnell Douglas A-4 Skyhawk Fighter Aircraft
Boeing KC-135 Tanker Aircraft

Lockheed C-130H Transport Aircraft

Lockheed KC-130 Tanker Transport Aircraft
Boeing CH-47C Chinook Helicopters

Bell AH-1JIS Huey Cobra Gunship Helicopters
Bell 206 Jet Ranger Helicopters*

Bell UH-1D Huey Helicopters*®

Bell AB 205 Huey Helicopters”

Sikorsky S-65C/A Super Jolly Green Giant Helicopters

Sikorsky CH-53 Helicopters

Sikorsky ABHH-3F (S-61R) Jolly Green Giant
Helicopters}

Sikorsky H-19D Chickasaw Helicopters”

Sikorsky 5-61 Sea King ASW Helicopters®

Lockheed C-130 Hercules Transport

Sikorsky 5-76 Troop Transport Helicopters
Sikorsky H-19 Whirlwind Helicopters™ t
Sikorsky UH-60 Black Hawk/UTTAS Helicopters

McDonnell Douglas A-4M Skyhawk Fighter Aircraft
McDonnell Douglas TA-4K Skyhawk Fighter Aircraft
Lockheed C-130 Hercules Transport Aircraft®
Bell AB 205 Huey Helicopters*®

Sikorsky H-19 Whirlwind Helicopters* t

Bell-Agusta 212 Huey Helicopterst
Bell AB 205 Huey Helicopters*®

Lockheed C-140 Jetstar Transport”

Lockheed C-130 Hercules Transports*®
Boeing-Agusta C-47C Chinook Helicopterst
Boeing CH-47 Chinook Transport Helicopters®

Bell AB 212 Huey Helicopter*®

Bell Ab 206 Jet Ranger*

Be!l 2144 1sfahan Helicopters
Bell-Agusta 205A Huey Helicopterst

Connecticut

Company and Part

Involved

P & W Engines
P & W Engines
P & W Engines
P & W Engines
P & W Engines

Hamilton Std. Props
Hamilton Std. Props

P & W Engines
P & W Engines
AVCO Engines
AVCO Engines
AVCO Engines
P & W Engines
AVCO Engines
AVCO Engines

Kaman Aerospace

P & W Engines
Sikorsky only
P & W Engines

P & W Engines
P & W Engines

Hamilton Std. Props
Hamilton Std. Props

AVCO Engines
P & W Engines
AVCO Engines
AVCQO Engines
AVCGCO Engines
P & W Engines
P & W Engines
Sikorsky only

Sikorsky only
Sikorsky only

Hamilton Std. Props

Sikorsky only
Sikorsky only
Sikorsky only

P & W Engines
P & W Engines

Hamilton Std. Props

AVCO Engines
Sikorsky only

P 8& W Engines
AVCO Engines

P & W Engines

Hamilton Std. Props

AVCO Engines
AVCO Engines

P & W Engines
AVCO Engines
AVCO Engines
AVCO Engines

Source

SIP/MB
AAS
SIP
SIP/AD
SIP/DSAA
SIPIMBIAAS
SIP/AD
MB
SIP
SIP
SiPIMB
SIP
SIP
MB
SIP
AD
SIPIAD

SIPIMB

MB
MB/AD
AD
SiP
SIPIAD
SIP
SIP/AD
AD
AD
AD
SIP/AD
SIP/AD
AD

AD
AD

AD
AD
AD
AD

SIP/IMB
SIPIMB
AD
AD
AD

SIP/AD
AD

AD
AD
SIP
AD

AD
AD
SIP
SiP

ar-



Pakistan
30
1

Com

Saudi Arabia
60
150

2

1

47

4

2
400

16

26

Syria
18
6

Turkey
280
40
10
56

3
12
43
10

6
26

United Arab Emirates
2

D md =

Military Product

Martin B-57B Bombers”
Lockheed C-130B Transport Aircraft
Kaman HH-43 Huskie Patrol Helicopters*®

Sikorsky S-6/A Westland Sea King ASW Helicopterst

Sikorsky UH-19D Chickasaw Helicopters

McDonnell Douglas F-15 Eagle Fighters*
General Dynamics F-16 Fighter Planes™
Lockheed C-140 Jetstar Transport*®

Boeing 707-320C Tanker Aircraft®

Lockheed C-130 Transport Aircraft

Lockheed KC-130H Tanker Transport Aircraft
BeechKing Air Combat Planes”

Bell AH-1 Huey Cobra Gunship Helicopters
Bell AB 206 Jet Ranger Helicopters™®

Bell AB 204B & 205 Huey Helicopters™

Bell-Agusta 212 ASW Helicopterst
Boeing-Agusta CH-47C Chinook Helicopterst

Rockwell F-100 Sabre Fighters*
General Dynamics F-16 Fighter Planes
Lockheed C-130 Transport Aircraft
Bell-Agusta 205 Helicopterst
Bell-Agusta 212 ASW Helicopterest

Bell AB206 Jet Ranger Helicopters*

Bell AB204B, 204AS, 205 Helicopters™
Bell UH-1D Huey Helicopters™

Bell AB 212As Huey Helicopters*
Sikorsky H-19D Chickasaw Helicopters®

Lockheed C-130 Transports

Bell 206 Jet Ranger Helicopter
Bell AB 206 Helicopters*

Belt AB 205 Helicopters*

Beli 205A-1 Iroquois Helicopters
Bell-Agusta 205A Helicopterst

t Under British License
tt Under French License
t+ Under Itatian License
tt Under Japanese License

Sources: AAS = Aviation Advisory Services, publishes MifAVNews monthly
AD = Arsenal of Democracy, American Weapons Available for Export, by Tom Gervasi; published by Grove Press, 1977.
CPD = Congressional Presentation Document on the Security Assistance Program, published annually by the DOD.
D5AA = Defense Security Assistance Agency Case Listing of Foreign Military Sales.
MB = Military Balance, published annually by the International Institute for Strategic Studies in London, England.
OMC = Office of Munitions Control export licenses for commercially sotd defense equipment.
SIP = SiPRI Yearbook, published annuaily by the Stockholm International Peace Research [nstitute.

Connecticut
Company and Part

Invoived Source
P & W Engines AD
Hamilton Std. Props SIP/AD
Kaman Aerospace AD
Sikorsky only AD
Sikorsky only AD
P & W Engines AD
P & W Engines AD (sale pending)
P & W Engines AD
P & W Engines AD
Hamilton Std. Props SIPIAD
Hamilton Std. Props SIp
P & W Engines AD
P & W Engines SIP
AVCO Engines AD
AVCO Engines AD
AVCO Engines SIP/AAS
AVCO Engines SIP
P & W Engines AD
P & W Engines SIP
Hamilton Std. Props CPD/AD
AVCO Engines SiP
AVCO Engines SIP
AVCO Engines AD
AVCO Engines AD
AVCO Engines AD
P & W Engines AD
Sikorsky only AD
Hamilton Std. Props StP/MB
AVCO Engines SIP
AVCO Engines AD
AVCO Engines AD
AVCO Engines SIP
AVCO Engines SiP
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U.T./SIKORSKY. Another U.T. division, Sikorsky Aircraft
in Stratford, was also heavily involved arming the Shah. In
1974, Sikorsky sold the Iranian Navy six RH-53D Mine-
sweeper helicopters for $60.7 million. Thirty-five Sikorsky
employees went along with the sale as a training and sup-
port team for the new aircraft.?? Another purchase of 18
more Sikorsty RH-53D choppers was scheduled for the
late 1970%s.%3

As late as February 19, 1978, Sikorsky received a $92
million contract through the FMS program for ““Training
Aids for the Iranian Navigation Projectable Demonstration
Animated Panels Mylar Wall Chart Transparencies.”’ This
is the description given in the government contract report,
and the author is at a loss to provide its translation.*

AVCO/LYCOMING. Another large Connecticut supplier of
Iranian military hardward was AVCQO/Lycoming. In 1976,
over 326 214 A/C Bell troop transport helicopters, powered
by AVCO/Lycoming engines were sold to Iran for $496
million.” An additional $139 million was negotiated for
support and depot maintenance systems for the Bell 214
A/ C helicopters which AVCO/Lycoming technicians were
sent to work on,?®

Bell also set up $250 million worth of facilities in Iran
for production of 400 more helicopters, which would have
meant more work for Lycoming workers in spare parts and
support systems, until all contracts were suddenly cancelled
with the Shah’s departure.?’

The Boeing Company had ten large ““Chinook”’ helicop-
ters, powered by AVCO/Lycoming engines, scheduled for
purchase by the Shah before his fall. This contract was also
not fulfilled.?*

TEXTRON/FAFNIR BEARING COMPANY. Another Con-
necticut company involved in sales to Iran for military equip-
ment, was the Fafnir Bearing Company in New Britain, a sub-
sidiary of Textron. Fafnir received a $60,750 contract for
243 Bearing Assembly Rollers for the J856E21 engine used
for planes sold to Iran.?” Fafnir is an example of a small
company in Connecticut making crucial parts for the main-
tenance of overseas American military equipment.

P 7AVCO LYCOMING DIVISION

HELICOPTER
an equal opportunity employer

Boll Neticopter (12110

Dvswe ol lgpatesp am

550 SOUTH MAIN ST, STRATFORD, CONN, 08497

10

SIKORSKY
AIRCRAFT

W/4 Division of

UNITED
TECHNOLOGIES

If a large company like Pratt and Whitney is largely un-
affected or can absorb a loss like Iran, companies like
Fafnir and all the hundreds of subcontractors may not be
able to discount the loss so easily. The ripple effect is enor-
mous. As Harold Luchs, a legislative aide for Connecticut’s
Senator Abraham Ribicoff put it: ““A large firm gets an
order for millions, and lets out work to smaller firms for
hundreds of thousands and smaller firms let out the work
again. Everywhere along the line money is changing hands
and people are making a profit.”’*® They are also taking
the loss—and in Connecticut, the predominance of the air-
craft industry has involved hundreds of Connecticut busi-
nesses in foreign military sales, whose loss or diminution
can have serious consequences.

OTHER LARGE FMS SALES FROM
CONNECTICUT

Iran was not the only purchaser of Connecticut engines
and helicopters. Other large FMS sales in recent veras in-
clude the following:

In 1973, Saudi Arabia purchased 440 AH-1J Sea Cobras
powered by Pratt and Whitney’s T-400 Twin Pac engines,
and so far has received 200 of them. The same vear, Israel
purchased 20 Sea Cobras at $1.61 million apiece, whose
delivery date was the end of 1978.*

AVCO/Lycoming powers Bell’s “Iroquois’ utility heli-
copter, a popular model with Lebanon, Turkey and the
dictatorial regimes of Zaire, Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil—and
before the fall of Samoza and Idi Amin—Nicaragua and
Uganda.?*?

In August, 1978, AVCO received a $2.1 million FMS
contract to overhaul 20 T-53 turbine engines for the UH-1
Huey Helicopter for the military of Thailand. In January,
1978, AVCO also received a $3.6 million FMS contract to
produce 22 turbine engines for U.S. helicopters sold to
South Korea.**

U.T./Sikorsky is building 28 3H-3D Commando heli-
copters for Egypt and four for Qatar with funds from
Saudi Arabia.’* Sikorsky helicopters are found in the Air
Forces of 25 different Third World nations, ali requiring
maintenance, parts and servicing.*’

U.T./Pratt and Whitney claims sales over $300 million
for its engines powering jet fighters (F-14s} sold to Egypt
and Israel in 1978.** 75 F-16s with Pratt and Whitney F-100
engines also sold to Israel in 1979 will be another large FMS
business transaction for Connecticut’s largest military con-
tractor. In March, 1979, Egypt requested 300 F-16s as
part of the Middle East Peace Accord.?>” If the deal goes
through, it could mean millions more in U.T. sales.






FOREIGN MILITARY SALES:
A DOUBLE-EDGED SWORD. . .

The Foreign Military Sales program is a double-edged
sword. It has greatly increased the arms business for do-
nestic manufacturers, while temporarily controlling the
iource of many U.S, raw materials such as oil, in the Third
world. But it has also increased taxes for the American
axpayer, exacerbated the dependence and therefore the
rulnerability of the American workforce on arms making,
and contributed enormously to increasing levels of violence
and repression in the Third World.

Since most Third World nations outside of the OQPEC
bloc cannot afford to pay for advanced weapons systems,
the D.O.D. has developed a variety of credit and financing
wograms to facilitate arms purchases by the poorer nations.
jince these programs often involve the provision of credits
tt less than the current commercial rate, they represent an
nvisible U.S. taxpayers’ subsidy to the arms industries.
See box ‘““How U.S. Taxpayers Pay’’.) Furthermore, inas-
nuch as they permit purchases by nations which would
stherwise be incapable of purchasing modern weapons,
hey contribute to the arms buildup in the Third World.

Since 1945 there have been 133 wars involving the territory
of more than 70 countries and the armed forces of more
than 80 states. . . . Almost all of these wars took place in
the Third World. The bulk of the weapons used in them
have been supplied—rthrough the arms trade—by the in-
dustrialized countries.

Frank Barnaby (SIPRI)

In a July, 1979 GAQO Report, the Pentagon has also been
charged with financial mismanagement in the FMS pro-
gram. According to the Government Accounting Office,
the D.O.D. has failed to charge foreign governments for
hundreds of millions of dollars worth of weapons, and in
addition, cannot specify which weapons were purchased
from domestic defense contractors with billions of dollars
the department received from foreign countries. )

Senator Donald W. Riegle (D.-Mich.) who requested the
GAOQO study said: ‘“The report shows that the loreign mili-
tary sales account is obviously a mess. It shows that the
U.S. has its neck on the line in arms deals all around the
world. Anytime someone cancels, we get hurt.’'*?

HOW U.S. ARMS SALES HAVE INCREASED
VIOLENCE AND FUELED WARS IN THIRD WORLD
COUNTRIES

When grant aid was predominant, the United
States unilaterally decided what recipients needed and
why they needed it. Like grateful dependents, recipi-
ents generally took what they were given and seldom
used the weapons for purposes that might incur their
donor’s wrath. But when recipients began to pay for
weapons, they gradually grew more aggressive about
what they nceded and less inhibited about where and
when the arms would be used. U.S. purposes in selling
began to bear little resemblance to recipients’ purposes
in buying.

One result was to immerse the United States in
local arms races throughout the world. In South
America, East Africa, Northeast Asia and especially
the Mideast, U.S. arms added fuel to smoldering and
incipient rivalries. lInvariably U.S. exports were
Justified as prudent steps to redress military imbal-
ances between Chile and Peru, or South and North
Korea. But perfect balances only existed on paper
because rivals never synchronized their buildups.
Newly assertive U.S. recipients would request wea-
ponry that could overcome, not only match, their
rivals” arsenals. The State Department bureaucracy
would go through the motions of weighing the risks,
and when the weaponry arrived its net result was to
incite the other side to further increase the ante.
Since the “other side’s™ supplier most often was the
Soviet Union, there was the ever-present danger that
actual hostilities could provoke a superpower con-
frontation.

In addition to potential wars, the Nixon Doctrine
ensnared the United States in several real wars. In
some instances the U.S. link to the violence was in-
controvertible, as when both Indonesia and Morocco
annexed territories (East Timor and part of the
Spanish Sahara respectively) using U.S.-origin wea-
pons. These invasions violated international law and
the U.N. charter, not to mention the “self-defense
only” terms under which the U.S. provided the arms.

At other times U.S. links to hostilities were less
direct, but equally out of control. During 1977 in the
Horn of Africa, for example, the United States found
itself tied in some degree to every belligerent party
although it professed neutrality. Five U.S. arms re-
cipients—Iran, Egypt, Israel, Saudi Arabia and Yugo-
slavia—were reportedly involved in retransferring
U.S. weapons to third parties in the conflict or relied
on American weapons to replace what they sent to the
Horn. Yugoslavia sent tank parts and Israel delivered
spare parts to Ethiopia; Egypt sent Soviet-rade
arms to Somalia after the Saudis promised to reim-
burse them with U.S. arms; and Iran reportedly sent
old U.S. tanks to Somalia and German light arms to
Eritrean rebels, secure in the knowledge that more
modern U.S. arms would replace them. Such “third-
country transfers” frequently were made clandestinely
{Yugoslavia made its contribution to the fighting
without U.S. consent, for example), further evidence
of the minimal control the United States exercised over
where and when American-supplied weaponry would
actually be used.

Source: “The Myth of Arms Restraint,”” Max Halland, International Policy
fleport, May, 1979, Vol. V, #1, Publication of the Genter far Internaticnai
Policy.
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Table #25 lists all of the Foreign Military Sales of “‘small
arms’’ from Connecticut, available to the public through
the DMS Marketing Report. The list is not large, describ-
ing only five Connecticut companics who had FMS contracts
in FY ’78, whose combined total amounted to less than
$16 million. This list would expand dramatically if the
names of Connecticut corporations involved in arms trading
through Commercial sales were added.

Table 25
Connecticut “Small Arms” Sales, FY '78
Through the Foreign Military Sales Program

1. Colt industries, Firearms Division:

Order for 21,000 M-16 rifles
Destination, Malaysian Army
Contract value, $8 million

2. Ensign Bickford Co.:

Order for 728,845 M73 35MM Practice Rockets
PDestination, Israel, Ecuador, Taiwan, Brunell
Contract value, $3.1 million

3. OlinfWinchester:

Order for 520,000 20 MM rounds of ammunition for
the M55A2 and the M56A3 Vulcan Air Defense
System

Destination, Morocco

Contract value, $2.8 million

4. Raymond Engineering:

Order for 1,558 Safety and Arming Devices for the
M-100 Guided Missile weapon

Destination, Israel, South Korea, Kuwait, Jordan,
China, Saudi Arabia and Iran {now cancelied)

Contract value, $1.5 million

5. Precision Products:

Order for 245 MB9E1 feeders for Cobra Gunship
helicopter guns. (3 year procurement contract)

Destination, classified.

Contract value, $1.2 miliion, first year increment

Source: DMS Contract Quarterly Comments, FMS Caontracts; Prime
Contractors List, 1978
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Arms and Repression

Documents obtained in 1977 under the Freedom of In-
formation Act provided, for the first time, the names of
scores of companies across Connecticut that are involved
in the export of munitions and arms through the Com-
mercial Arms Export Program. These companies are listed
in Table #26. Exactly what each of these 45 companies
sold, to whom, for how much, and when has not yet been
uncovered. But an indication of the extent of this trade
was revealed by another legal battle Jast year. Again, under
the Freedom of Information Act, research analyst Michael
Klare of the Institute for Policy Studies was able to obtain
State Department OMC documents listing shipments (amount,
kind, year) by American arms merchants to Third World
Police Forces from 1973-1976. By culling out Connecticut-
based arms manufacturers from Klare’s list (see Table #27),
the author was able to extrapolate a Connecticut list of
shipments for this time period. (See Table #28.)

The documents reveal that a vast majority of Connec-
ticut’s small arms go directly to dictatorial regimes in- the
Third World, and that our own private arms producers
have become the western world’s principal merchants to
repressive tegimes. In general, the main customers for
Connecticut’s arms are governments whose police forces
play a large role in combatting and/or suppressing dissent,
notably Argentina, Thailand, Paraguay, South Korea, In-
donesia, Iran, Guatemala and Brazil.** These are the coun-
tries most often cited by organizations like Amnesty In-
ternational, The International Commission of Jurists, and
The U.S. Commission on Human Rights for persistent
reports of torture, assassination, and arbitrary arrest.

Table #28 provides a complete list of the items sold via
the Commercial Arms Export Program to police forces of
Third World nations by Connecticut firms from 1973-1976,
as obtained by Michael Klare under the FOI.

While Klare’s FOI suit was not able to obtain financial
data on these sales, an indication of the dollar magnitude
represented in this Connecticut-Third World police force
trade was recently unearthed by a Bridgeport Federal Grand
Jury. The Grand Jury was investigating foreign military
arms sale bribery charges against the Stamford-based Olin
Corporation in 1978, Information in the course of those
deliberations revealed that between 1973-1976 (the years of
Klare’s FOI suit) Olin’s Winchester Division sold to Iran
—through the Commercial Arms Export Program—3$37
million worth of ammunition (mostly 20 MM shells) and
received another $13 million on “‘technical assistance”
projects.** These figures, involving one company and one
country, should provide some indication of the business,
involved on a broad scale, which to date, has not been
publicly reveated.
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of Presidents and Vice Presidents of the most important
military contractors, Their function clearly is to influence
defense policy. They do their best to veto unwelcome changes
and exert pressures to get government to do things industry’s
way.'®

The most recent proof of this function came to light in
January, 1980, when G. William Miller, former head of
Textron, and now Secretary of the U.S. Treasury Depart-
ment, was charged by the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission of improperly spending $600,000 wining and dining
Defense Department officials when he was Chairman of
Textron, a large defense firm. Miller did not deny the
charges, but blamed it on his ““unreliable underlings.”***

NATIONAL SECURITY. To augment its pro-military posi-
tion, the defense industry and the Pentagon have used
the threat of communism and the Soviet Union to justify
the need for more weapons. ‘‘National security’’ has been
defined exclusively in terms of quantity and quality of
weapons. The chief architects, however, of the present
Soviet threat fears are the Committee on the Present Danger,
whose Chairman is David Packard, the President of Hewlitt-
Packard Company, a leading arms maker; and the Coali-
tion for Peace Through Strength, made up predominantly
of retired military officers. With corporate resources at
their disposal, groups such as these have created a belief
that only increased arms spending, more nuclear bombs
and a confrontational foreign policy will “‘stop the Soviets”
and provide security.

If ever increasing levels of military spending led to the
increased security of the United States, its economic draw-

backs might be more easily accepted. However, the reverse
appears to be the case. After spending nearly two trillion
dollars on the military since WW 11, the U.S. is less secure
than ever before. The fact that the U.S. has 10,000 nuclear
bombs and the Soviets 5,000 with an overkill factor of
36, has only underlined the illusion of this kind of *‘security.”
“The point is simply that excessive military spending can
reduce security rather than strengthen it,”” said Robert
McNamara, President of the World Bank and former Secre-
tary of Defense. ‘‘At these exaggerated levels it provides
only greater risk, greater danger, and greater delay in getting
on with life’s real purpose. . . .”’*

“The point is simply that excessive military
spending can reduce security rather than
strengthen it. At these exaggerated levels it
provides only greater risk, greater danger, and
greater delay in getting on with life’s real

ose....”
purpos Robert McNamara

President, World Bank
former Secretary of Defense

With a return to the Cold War, and the scrapping of the
SALT II Treaty, the two superpowers are headed for a
new, more perilous stage in the arms race. The new wea-
pons that are on the drawing boards, and which might
have been prevented by a SALT III, are specifically de-
signed to fight and win a nuclear war through an unanswer-
able first strike, or so the theory goes. “‘But if we and the
Soviets embark on this new arms race, the security of both
sides and the safety of the world could plummet as each
side seeks ways to counteract the development of the other,”’
said Senator Kennedy.?'

A superiority of U.S. nuclear weapons did not deter the
Soviets from intervening in Afghanistan. Nor did it pre-
vent the taking of hostages in Iran, anymore than con-
ventional weapons could have secured their safe release.
Will the U.S. nuke the oil fields of the Persian Gulf to save
them? Recent events should reveal the bankruptcy of pre-
vious foreign policy and point to the need for change.

A critical reconsideration of military spending, with the
real security interests of the U.S. must be undertaken. In
one such reconsideration, The Price of Defense: A New
Strategy for Military Spending, the Boston Study Group
maintains that a better and safer defense can be achieved
with a 40% reduction in real military expenditures. This
reduction would still leave the U.S. with over 5,000 nuclear
warheads (each triple the size of the Hiroshima bomb),
the heavily equipped land combat forces, most of the cur-
rent tactical combat aircraft, and a largely unchanged force
of surface ships and attack submarines. However, the ex-
cess in nuclear weapons beyond that needed to deter war,
a large part of the research, development and procurement
of new first strike weapons, and most of the aircrafi car-
riers, amphibious landing ships and lightly equipped com-
bat forces used for intervention and power projection would
be discontinued. Such a plan would leave the U.S. as well
off militarily as now, and at the same time cut the momen-
tum of the arms race, while benefiting the economy, and
reducing the temptation to intervene abroad, as in Vietnam.
Security is clearly eroded by bringing the world to the brink
of annihilation. Hand in hand with the planning for re-
duced military spending must go a plan for alternative use
of existing military facilities, monies and personnel.






facilities should be adaplable to the work.”” An expenditure
of $1.4 billion a year for 12 years would generate 22,000
direct jobs in resource recovery and 18,000 johs in indirect
employment.?*

SOLAR ENERGY—71,000 MORE JOBS PER YEAR. A $2.1
billion per year investment for the next 7 years would pro-
duce 19,000 direct jobs and 52,000 indirect jobs in the
solar industry alone. According ro Webre, the large scale
manufacture of wind generators would *‘increase the need
for assemblers, electricians, mechanics, winding machines
and precision machine operatives. Metal workers and machin-
ists would be required for the manufacture of the generator’s
extensive gear works. Electrical and electronic equipment
would also be needed. Helicopter plants would be well
suited to the manufacture of windmills. Manufacturing solar
collectors for use in heat engines or for industrial, commercial
or residential heating and cooling, would generate a need
for sheet metal workers.™’®®

A total of $14.3 billion per year invested in these four
industries would generate 777,000 jobs per vear. They
would draw heavily on the skills which workers in military
industries have developed. But they would be working in a
relatively stable, expanding civilian market. The $14.3
billion needed for a serious start on conversion is less than
14 months increment for the Pentagon.?” This is the capital
which could give this country a major start on an alter-
native energy source, bring our railroads and mass transit
into the late 20th Century, reduce our dependence on foreign
oil and give hundreds of thousands of Americans jobs.

The sum of §14.3 billion is substantially less than Ameri-
can taxpayers were offered after 1970. During the war in
Vietnam, a $20 billion ‘“‘peace dividend’’ was promised
when the war was over. When the war ended, the military
budget was 380 billion. Four years later while the country
was ‘‘at peace’’, the Pentagon was getting $105 billion. By
1976, after President-elect Carter had promised an annual
reduction of $5-7 billion, he was asking $127 billion for
the Pentagon.”® By 1980, the Carter military budget had
increased to $142.7 billion, a 5% increase over inflation.
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Real Economic Security

No nation need be undefended. But neither can a nation
afford to indulge in wasteful procurement processes which
cncourage inefficiency, bad management and extravagant
overruns—all in the name of national security. High military
spending increases the momentum towards military con-
frontation and strengthens the illusion that military might
makes right.

The real foundation of a nation’s security is internal—in
its economic strength. Movement and practices which in-
crease this strength are needed. Since only a few politi-
cians and government figures have provided the required
leadership, citizens and labor unions have initiated activities
on their own. For example, a study done by the Mid Penin-
sula Conversion Project, a citizen’s group in California,
found that job skills in military industries in local Santa
Clara Valley plants could be transferred to many of the
categories in Webre’s four areas, In their study, Creating
Solar Jobs: Options for Military Workers and Comimunities,
it was shown that skilled machinists, craft workers and
semi-skilled assembly workers could be easily matched to
jobs in solar industry. Even highly defense-specific tech-
nicians and engineers can be reoriented to work on solar
technologies as proven by two Santa Clara electronics firms
with heavy defense coniracts. One is currently applying
systems engineering skills to advanced large-scale solar in-
dustrial application, and the other has applied its work
with military night vision devices to a new material for
photovoltaic cells.**

At the national level, only one study has ever been done
which analyses in detail the job skill transferability of a
sample of military production workers. This study, “The
Potential Transfer of Industrial Skills (rom Defense to
Non-Defense Industries’” was completed in 1968 by the
California Department of Labor for the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency of the U.S. government. The
study found that almost all jobs were transferable. A similar
study should be undertaken for the Connecticut work force.

The majority of defense workers are blue collar {produc-
tion) workers, or clerical and support staff, occupations
which might be found in any industry. About 20-30% of
the workers, however, have occupations specific to defense
work, and these jobs need close evaluation for potential
transfers. The problem is not technical, it is political. It is
a matter of national will.

Noting that while present U.S. policy calls for less than
full employment, Dick Greenwood of the Machinists’ Union
says “‘planned economic conversion means a national com-
mitment to full employment through federal, regional,
state and local planning bodies.””*







Table 29
Summary of Conversion-Related
Federal Legislation

* The Defense Economic Adjustment Act (DEAA), sponsored
by Senators McGovern and Mathias in the Senate and
Congressman Weiss in the House, would establish a
national conversion planning program of alternative use
committees at military facilities, create a national de-
fense economic adjustment council in the federal govern-
ment, create a trust fund to pay worker benefits and
finance local planning, and redirect military-related re-
search and development {o civilian alternatives.

The biH would create a national Defense Economic Ad-
fustment Council in the Executive Office of the President,
chaired by the Secretaries of Commerce and Labor, with
representation from cabinet agencies, jabor unions and
management. The Council would encourage the Federal
government to establish a priority list of alternative capital
investment projects to serve as a civilian market for con-
verting defense facilities. The Council would also serve
as a natiopal clearinghouse for re-employment oppor-
tunities and prepare a Guidelines Handbook to assess
local alternative use committees. The principal respon-
sibility for planning would rest with the local commitiee,
however, and the new Council would be restricted to a
small permanent staff.

The DEAA wouild establish aliernative use planning
commitiees at major military facilities, with equal repre-
sentation for workers and management. These committees
would be funded at a fixed rate per employee to develop
and periodically update a detailed alternative use plan
utilizing the work force and capital resources of the exist-
ing facility. The local commitiee would prepare a new
civilian production plan in case of military reductions.

The bill would alsc create a “Workers Economic Ad-
justment Reserve Trust Fund,” financed by assessment
on military contractor revenues. Defense contractors
would be required to pay inte the fund as a condition of
doing business. The fund would provide income supple-
ments to workers for up to two years during any transition
period. It would atso maintain pension and medical bene-
fits and finance any retraining or relocation necessary.

Defense Dependency and Economic Diversification Bill,
sponsored by Congressman Chris Dodd, would concen-
trate on the tocal community rather than the specific
military base or plant. It would seek ways for defense de-
pendent communities to obtain state and federal assist-
ance to help diversify their sconomies.

This kiil would establish in the Economic Development
Administration, an Office of Economic Diversification.
The Office would be provided with resources and tech-
nical expertise o aid loca! community groups in planning

strategies to diversify their economies. Groups com-
posed of representatives from business, labor and the
local community would form the basic planning entities
for diversification efforts.

If a locally-based diversification committee is unsuc-
cessful in obtaining economic assistance from an exist-
ing agency, such as HEW or HUD, the Office of Economic
Diversification could make the necessary funding available,
using the level of defense dependency and the complete-
ness of the committee's diversification plan as criteria.
Thus, communities which are economically dependent on
defense spending would have a 'second chance’ at
obtaining aid.

The bil} will be proposed as an amendment 10 the Public

Works and Economic Development Act.
Deftense Workers Adjustment Assistance, also sponsored
by Congressman Dodd, is an amendment to the Public
Works and Economic Development Act of 1979. This
amendment would establish a two year experimental pro-
gram to provide adjustment assistance to defense workers
who lose their jobs as a direct result of the cancellation
of a major ($10 million or more) contract. This proposal
has passed the House and is now in Conference Com-
mittee.

Defense workers would be entitted to a maximum of
one year of assistance under this program. Affected
workers would receive 70% of the first $20,000 he earned
while employed on the cancelled defense contract. Health
benefits would also be maintained for a maximum of one
year. The program would commence in FY 1981.

Prenotification Bill on Defense Economic Adjustment,
sponsored by Congressman Stewart McKinney (R.-Ct.},
is an amendment to the Public Works and Economic De-
vetopment Act of 1979. In the case of a major defense
contract termination, the bili would require the Depart-
ment of Defense to notify the Secretary of Commerce one
year in advance of the anticipated action.

The notification will include a recommendation indicating
whether an aftecled community should gqualify for a
defense-related planning grant, according to the analysis
of the Office of Economic Adjustment (within the Penta-
gon}. 1f the Commerce Secretary accepts the OEA recom-
mendation, he will promptly notity the affected community
of the availability of assistance inciuding the defense-
related planning grant. The grant is only for the purpose
of planning to retool the affected plant or 1o plan for
some other means of preserving or creating jobs. This
amendment has also passed the House and is now being
considered in Conference Committee.
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