Cuts in defense must be on table
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Vicky Hartzler, a freshman representative from Migs, says one of her top priorities is
“reining in runaway spending.” Yet she exempts @fibe-of the federal budget and more
than half of discretionary spending from scrutiny.

“Now is not the time to talk about defense cutslevine are engaged in two theaters with
men and women in harm’s way,” Hartzler recentlygltitie New York Times. For

Hartzler and too many of her fellow Republican's, iever time to talk about defense
cuts. This irrational attitude, the flip side oft@amnatic progressive resistance to
reductions in social spending, must be disavowedrypne who is serious about dealing
with the nation’s fiscal crisis.

There is a grain of truth at the heart of the seéhaedefense spending is special. Unlike
so much of what the federal government does, maintaan army and navy is explicitly
authorized by the Constitution, and with good reagtoviding for the common defense
is a central function of government.

But that does not mean anything labeled “defenselilsl get a free pass. Consider the
two wars Hartzler mentioned, which so far have sostething like $1.3 trillion, not to
mention thousands of lives. Is forcibly replacingtatorships with liberal democracies a
sensible, cost-effective way to protect Americansiforeign invaders? If not, Hartzler
is citing an egregious waste of money and livath@name of defense as a reason not to
cut military spending.

A view of defense that requires reshaping the wiorldmerica’s image is a blank check
for the Pentagon. If it justifies $700 billion aaye— about as much as the military
spending of all other nations combined — why naténor three times that amount?
There will always be another hostile regime toaeplor failed state to rebuild.

If conservatives applied to military spending theng skepticism they bring to
misbegotten or obsolete domestic programs, theydaemk whether making the world
safe through democracy is a viable defense strafidwy might also wonder why we
have 47,000 military personnel in Japan 66 yedes #fe end of World War Il, 28,500 in
South Korea 58 years after its war with the Norttexl, and more than 80,000 in Europe
20 years after the collapse of the Soviet Unioresehaffluent countries are perfectly
capable of defending themselves from whatever thitbay still face.

“The Pentagon presently spends more in constatd@rddahan it did at any time during
the Cold War,” notes Andrew Bacevich, a professonternational relations at Boston
University. Sen. Rand Paul (R-Ky.), whose propdsateducing this year’s federal
spending by $500 billion includes $48 billion infelese cuts, notes that “military
expenditure has increased by nearly 120 percemtes2001.



In a 2010 Cato Institute paper, Benjamin Friedmah @hristopher Preble calculate that
a narrower understanding of national defense —tloaiedoes not require the U.S. to
police the world — would allow savings of at le&4t?2 trillion over 10 years. “We spend
too much because we choose too little,” they wtitde United States needs a defense
budget worthy of its name, one that protects Anagrscrather than wasting vast sums
embroiling us in controversies remote from our riests.”

Although House Speaker John Boehner (R-Ohio) angskl®lajority Leader Eric Cantor
(R-Va.) do not go nearly that far, they do at leggtee that military spending should not
be immune from cuts. Even that is too much for Holiemed Services Committee
Chairman Howard McKeon (R-Calif.), who insists “weed the defense budget close to
where it is” — especially the part that pays deéeosntractors in his district.

Despite her avowed concern about “runaway speridieytzler is likewise keen to
protect the defense dollars that benefit her ctusstis. “I will be a staunch defender of
military installations in my district and acros®tbountry,” she told the Times.
Apparently, defense spending is so holy that it @sgbork kosher.



