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After the 1994 dection, the Republican-controlled 104th Congress
promised to diminate unnecessary and wasteful government spending,
especidly blatant pork-barrel spending. Although that is afamiliar refrain
during campaign season, there was some hope that the Republicans—
presumably more willing than Democrats to reduce government spend-
ing—would actualy deliver the promised cuts. But when it came to
Department of Defense spending, the pork not only remained untrimmed,
it actudly grew larger.

There is no single accepted definition of what constitutes pork-barrel
gpending in the defense budget. Sometimes the defense budget is used as
amassivefedera jobs program mat particularly favorsthe states or digtricts -
of members of Congress who St on the relevant committees. The pork
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can include such items as unnecessary weapons programs and military
bases that are not needed for national security but remain open to provide
economic benefits to the surrounding communities. Corporate welfare, in
the form of subsdies to defense contractors, is another example of pork-
barrel spending. In addition, the defense budget includes programs that
are not even marginally related to national security, which should ether
be eiminated or moved to the relevant budget classification.

Above and beyond the Call of the Pentagon

The 104th Congress added $6.9 hillion in additional appropriations to
the Pentagon's fiscal year 1996 budget and $11 billion more than the
$254 billion the Clinton administration requested to the FY97 military
budget. According to an assessment by the Pentagon comptroller, only
about hdf the extra dollars Congress has added for weapons purchases
accelerate programs aready budgeted in long-range service plans. Of the
remainder, about $3.3 billion, or 46.6 percent, quallfles as pork for pro-
grams not budgeted beyond FY97.

Much of the extramoney was added to weapons systems the Pentagon
did not request. Despite the fact that the administration does not want
more funding for the B-2 bomber, for example, the FY97 authorization
act added $212 million for it. Congress dso added $539 million for the
Aegis destroyer and $799 million for the New Attack Submarine.

The FY97 authorization act also added $82 million to the administra-
tion's request for B-1B bomber upgrades. That is a particularly wasteful
expenditure. The Pentagon consders the B-1B’s current capability suffi-
cient to interdict enemy targets. Moreover, the General Accounting Office
and the Air Force estimate that the modified B-1B would drike only a
very smdl percentage of the Air Force's designated targets, and Unified
Command officers have said they would use far fewer B-1Bs than even

the Pentagon says are necessary.

Bringing the Bacon Home

Like their Democratic colleagues, most Republicans are reluctant to cut
pork-barrel spending that benefits their constituents. In 1996 the services
produced, at the request of the House National Security Procurement
Subcommittee, chaired by Rep. Duncan Hunter (R-Calif.), a telephone
book-szed list of military programs and the congressond didtricts that
benefit from them. Such documents enable members of Congress to deter-
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mineexactly how many jobs are created or preserved by proposed increases
in military spending. Spending on the Javelin hand-held, anti-tank missile
built by Texas Instrumentsin Lewisville, Texas, for example, would help
preserve 556 jobs in the didrict of Rep. Dick Armey (R-Tex.), the House
Magjority Leader. Even the most ardent budget cutters find projects that
0 dearly benefit their districts dmost irresstible.

Pushing pork into the Pentagon budget is not a practice reserved solely
for Congress. Presidentia candidates can be equaly enthusiastic propo-
nents of pork-barrel spending, especidly in states rich in dectord votes.
In 1992 Clinton promised to fund the V-22 tilt-rotor aircraft—which the
Pentagon itsdlf recommended killing—and carried Pennsylvania, the state
in which it is produced and which has 23 dectord votes. Clinton aso
promised funding for the Seawolf submarine, which the Bush administra-
tion had tried to kill. Congtruction of the Seawolf is important to jobs in
Connecticut and Rhode Idand, two states that Clinton needed to carry
and did. Nineteen ninety-six was no different. Clintontraveled to California
to promise full funding for the C-17 cargo aircraft, amajor jobs program
in Southern Cdifornia, while Bob Dole barnstormed Caifornia promising
to build an additiona 20 B-2 stealth bombers.

Wasteful military spending is hardly a new topic, but its perennia
appearance in the DoD budget is embarrassing for the Republicans to
explain—especially when they defend pork-barrdl programs even as they
argue that nationa defense is underfunded. One of the few legidators
willing to blow the whistle on such hypocrisy is Sen. John McCain (R-
Ariz.), who, dong with Rep. David Minge (D-Minn.), chairs a congres-
sond porkbusters codition. McCain notes that Congress has added nearly
$1 billion per year in unrequested military construction projects since
FY90. The FY97 military congtruction appropriations bill excesded the
administration’'s request by $900 million in the House verson and by
$700 million in the Senate. Representative Minge points out that the
House version of the bill included $300 million for 42 projects not on
the Pentagon's long-range plan. Sen. John Glenn (D-Ohio) dates, "Mogt
of these things ... do not even deserve to be talked about . . . as being
necessary. Most of them are add-ons that are favors to particular Members,
and we know it, and anybody who works on this legidation knows it."

At a minimum, Congress needs to take serioudy its own criteria for
considering military congtruction projects. Only projects that the armed
services consider mission-essential—that address a serious quality-of-life
issue or a significant operational deficiency—should be considered for
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funding. And even those projects should receive gppropriations only after
theproject is programmed and asteidentified. Other military construction
add-ons are mogt likely pure pork.

Thus far, however, mere has been precious little real debate on the use
of the Pentagon budget as an dl-purpose pork barrel. When the House
of Representatives brought the defense authorization hill to the floor for
avote, not a angle amendment was permitted that would have cut either
overdl spending or funding for a specific wegpons program. (Insteed, the
debate centered around such "vitd" issues as the sde of pornography in
military compounds.)

Nondefense Spending

One major source of pork-barrdl spending in the military budget is the
array of items that have nothing to do with defense. The FY97 DoD
gppropriations conference agreement includes numerous examples of non-
defense spending.
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Many of the nonmilitary items in the Pentagon budget do not merit federal
funding at dl. Even items that congtitute the legitimate use of taxpayer
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funds, however, should not be included in the military budget unless they
are defense related.

Prime Porkers

The uses and abuses of military pork range from the merely ridiculous
to the utterly outrageous. Some of the more prominent recent items are
discused next.

Civilian Marksmanship Program

The Army continues to spend from $2 million to $4 million per year
onthe 100-year-old civilian marksmanship program, which now subsidizes
Nationa Rifle Association shooting competitions. Instead of terminating
the program, as the Army recommended, Congress plans to help establish
the Corporation for the Promotion of Rifle Practice by giving away $80
million worth of Army rifles, ammo, cars, computers, and aone-time cash
infusion. Congress should terminate Army sponsorship of the program.

Operational Support Airlift

Operational Support Airlift, the Pentagon's VIP air fleet, is far larger
- than any conceivable wartime need requires. That leads to frequent abuse
of the approximately 500-craft fleet, which costs $378 million per year
to maintain. The most famous example is Air Force Gen. Joseph Ashy’s
1994 flight, with an aide and a pet cat, on a military transport from Italy
to Colorado, a a cogt of $120,000. The trip would have cos no more
than $5,300 on a commercid carrier. Also popular are hdicopter rides
from Andrews Air Force Base to the Pentagon (a 20- to 30-minute cab
ride) a acost of $400 to $1,600 per flight. Both the Generd Accounting
Office and the 19% Roles and Missons Commisson have documented
that the sze of the fleet is excessve even for wartime needs. The OSA
should be reduced by at least 25 percent.

Grade Creep in the Services

There appears to be atrend in the services toward adding generd and
flag-rank officers, despite areduction in military personnel overdl. In July
1996, for example, the Marine Corps succeeded in getting 12 new generd
officer positions authorized—giving them atotal of 80 generds for 174,000
Marines—despite the opposition of Sen. Charles Grasdey (R-Iowa), who
noted that the Marine Corps used to manage 199,000 troops with only

121



CATO HANDBOOK FOR CONGRESS

70 generds. (Indeed, the 1996 increase gives the Marine Corps one more
genera than it had at the end of World War n, when there were 495,000
Marines.) More generas mean more desk jobs, more support staff, more
bureaucracy, more perks, and, of course, the spending of more taxpayer
money.

According to a Senate Armed Services Committee report, the Marines
argued that they needed to add 12 more flag officers in order to "have
grester representation at the generd officer levd on the Department of
Navy/Secretariat staff and in the joint arena” In other words, the new
generds are not intended for combat leadership but to do battle for pro-
grams and money at the Pentagon and other joint service headquarters.

Now the race is on. An unidentified Pentagon official has said that the
current 865 generds and admiras are not enough to do the Pentagon's
work. While the Army and Air Force have not weighed in yet, the Navy’s
personnd chief told Congress his service needs 25 to 30 more admiras
to avoid gaps in flag positions. Without more admirals, however, the Navy
would have to put captains in admiras slots—which would save money
because captains are paid less than admirds. It would dso ensure that
prospective flag officers could perform as admirals before being promoted.

Instead of permitting such self-serving indtitutional grade creep, Con-
gress should cut the number of current top brass by 25 percent, as cdled
for in the FY97 Defense Authorization Act. That would help rectify the
problem of top-heavy services, which has emerged since overdl active-
duty forces have been reduced by more than one-third since 1991.

National Defense Sealift Fund

Another prime example of pork is the National Defense Sedlift Fund,
a little-known account that is emerging as a major source of business
for Gulf Coast and southern Cdifornia shipyards. The account finances
construction and conversion of vessals on which the military can preposi-
tion wegpons and materiel around the world for rapid deployment. Begin-
ning in 1994, Congress, on its own initiative, began adding funds for a
prepositioning force of three ships not requested by the Pentagon but
strongly backed by the Marines and anumber of shipyards. The Washing-
ton Post reported in June 1996 that the House Appropriations Committee
added another $250 million to the Pentagon budget for work on the ships
for the Marines. The committee aso doubled the request for Army sealift,
approving $1.2 hillion to pay for four ships in FY97, ingead of the two
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the administration had requested. In the FY98 budget the funds for this
account should be returned to 1996 levels.

Pork to the Private Sector

Although, strictly speaking, federal subsidies to arms contractors who
sl their weapons overseas are not entirdy Pentagon pork—as some of
the subsidies come from. the budgets of departments such as State and
Commerce—the DoD is the mainjustification for and the prime protector
of the subsidies. The United States is the number-one subsidizer of arms
exports in the world, employing nearly 6,500 full-time personnel to pro-
mote and implement overseas arms sdes.

A recent study by the World Policy Institute detailed the cost of provid-
ing such welfare to weapons deders. The study found that subsidies for
arms exports totaled more than $7.6 hillion in 1995—an increase of
nearly 10 percent over 1994—making them the second largest subsidy
for business in the entire federal budget. That figure includes loans, grants,
giveaways, and promotiond activities.

Wefare for arms deders includes such items as the establishment
of a Center for Defense Trade at the State Department; the Commerce
Department's Office of Strategic Industries, which helps U.S. military
contractors market their wares around the world; the financing of exhibi-
tions for U.S. contractors at overseas air shows,; Foreign Military Financing
of $3.1 hillion per year; Excess Defense Articles giveaways, waivers for
research-and-development recoupment fees; the newly established Defense
Financing Facility, which gives loan guarantees to foreign customers who
purchase U.S. weapons, and Economic Support Funds of $2.1 billion
per year.

The cost of those programs equaed more than one-hdf of the value
of dl U.S. arms exports in 1995. Moreover, subsidies are scheduled to
increase; thus themajority of U.S. weapons salesfor therest of this century
will be paid for by American taxpayers, not foreign customers.

Evenworse, many ofthe subsidies support sdes of weapons to countries
that cannot pay for mem, meaning that American taxpayers pick up the
whole tab. Since 1991, for example, the U.S. government has written off
nearly $10 hillion in amsreated loans to such nations as Egypt, Irag,
Niger, and Senegd. Such arms subsidies are one of the most egregious
examples of pork-barrel defense spending. Instead of increasing, such
subsidies should be diminated immediately. That would save taxpayers
billions of dollars per year. Moreover, it would most likely dow regiona
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arms races and reduce the likelihood that U.S. troops will in the future
face enemies that possess American weapons courtesy of U.S. taxpayers.
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