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Executive Summary

Asthe presidential campaign moves into its find days, oneindudry tha has done
paticularly well during the Bush administration ha a stronginterest in the outcome: the
arms indudry. A new report fromtheWorld Policy Ingtitute tracks how this critical
sector has exerted influence over administration policies, and howit is " voting with its
dollars’ in the 2004campaign.

"These have been boomyears for thearms indugry, with contracts for the top ten
weaponscontractorsup 75% n the first three years of the Bush administration done”
notes William D. Hartung, heco-author o the study and the director of the IngtituteOs
arms project. "While some of this fundingis related to the war in Irag or thecampaign
agang terrorism, much of it relatesto Cdd War relics like the F-22 comba aircraft or
nuclear attack submarines that have little or no gplicationto thethreats we now face or
the wars we are now fighting."

Among hereportDkey findingsare the followings

Weaponsindudry ContibutionsTilt Towards Bush, Republicans George W. Bush and
John Kerry have been the top two recipients of contributionsfrom Political Action
Committees andindividuals associated with the arms indudry in the 2004 éection g/cle,
receiving $766,355 ad $399,000aspectively, aroughly 2to 1 margin in favor of
President Bush. O the morethan $13 nillion in ams indugry contributionsin the 2004
election g/cle, 62% went to Republican candidates or committees, while 38% went to
Democratic candidates or committees, according o daa compiled bythe Center for
Respondve Politics. Vice President CheneyOdormer firm, Halliburton, which is involved
in boh Rentagoncontractingand ol and ges ventures, has given 86% ofits contribuions
to Republican candidates or committees and only 14% b Democratic candidaes in the
2004 gcle.

Contactors Have Thrived Unde Bush Rolicies: Contacts to the PentagornOgop ten
contractors jumped from $46 bllion in 201 © $80 bilion in 2003, a increase of nearly
75%. HdlliburtonOsontracts jumped more than nine times their 2001levels by 20G,
from $400 nillion © $3.9 llion. Northrop GrummanOsontracts doubkd, from $52
billionto $11.1 bilion, ove the same time frame; and the naionOargest weapons
contractor, Lockheed Martin, ssw a50% hcrease, from $14.7 bllion to $21.9 bllion.

Ties Tha Bind B Contactor Conrectionsto the Bush Administration: When the Bush
administration first took office, it appointed 32 executives, pad conaultants, or mgjor



shareholders of weaponscorntractorsto top poicymaking postionsin the Pentagon, the
Nationd Security Courtil, the Department of Energy (invdved in nwclear weapons
development), and the State Department. Since tha time, the "revolving door"has
continued to gin, induding ahigh profie scandd in which Air Force procurement
official Darleen Druyun pkd gulty to aimind charges for negotiating fora postion a
Boeing while smultaneoudy negatiating with the company on e terms of a
controversia scheme to lease 100more Boeng 767 @&liners for modification and wse as
aeriad refuelingtankers. Another controversial moveinvolved Rentagon aquisition chief
Edward "Pete" AldridgeDslecision o move straight from Dondd RunsfeldO$entagon
to apostion onthe boad of Lockheed Martin.

Campaign Cortrasts. How Would Bush orKerry Victories Impact the Arms IndugryOs
Bottom Lin€? In the shadow of the September 11th atacks and the "tough guy"
atmogpheae tha has envdopel the presidential campaign, nether candidae has discussed
holding theline onmilitary spending, much less reduang it. Evenin 2000, tallenge
GeorgeW. Bush implied that he would consder cutting Cold War era systems such as
heavy armored vehicles and redundant fighter aircraft in an attempt to areate a more agile
fighting fore. Themain dfferences this time around ae abou where to gpend retiond
security dollars, nothow much to pend. Candidate Kerry has indicated that hewould
take several billion ddlars pe year from the missile defense progiam and apply them
towards his plan to increase the sze of the Army by 40,000 toopswhile training more
Special Forces units. Kerry would continue research and development on missile defense
but pogponedeployment urtil such time as objective testing indicated that a system was
workable and dfective. Kerry has aso come out againg research and development of a
new generation of low-yield and bunler buging nudear weapons which could save
hundrels of millionsof dolars, arelatively small figure in the context of a $400 bilion-
plusmilitary budge. Any savingsin aKerry administration Bfrom deferring mssile
defense deployment and nev nudear weapons or implementing a plan tha could get
U.S. troopsout of Irag more quickly Bwould hare to be weighed agang his
commitments to increase spending an haneland security, for prdecting pots and
chemical and nudear facilities, anong dher things Kerry has also indcated the he
would increase resouraes devoted to destroying and scuring loos nudear weaponsand
nudear bamb-making nmaterials in Rusiaand ohe gates of concern, pehapsby sveral
billion ddlars per year. From the point a view of major contractorslike Lockheed Martin,
Northrop Gumman, and Rgtheon, a shift of fundsfrom missile defense deployment to
spending on nilitary personnd or a morediverse set of technologes and personnéd for
homeland security could represent a net loss, butthear other mgjor lines of busness
would notbelikely to changeunder a Kerry administration.

Who sys it doesn't pay to beconnected?

Despite extengve discussion o date on he cods and mnsequences of the war in Iraqg,
several key issues have not been discussed in the presidential campaign: 1) the size and
compostion ofthe Pentagon budgegang forward; 2) the need for greater accourtability
onthe pat of major defense contractorsthat have been the prime benefi ciaries of recent
increases in military spending.



Although hecampagned as amilitary reformer in 2000, Pesident Bush has overseen the
biggest increases in defense pending snce Rondd Reagan. In the name of fighting a
globd war on trrorism, the Bush administration hes increased the military budge from
jug ove $300 bilion when it took office to $420 bilion now This holdstrue even
withoutcouning the $177 lllion in energency appropretionsto pay for warsin
Afghanistan and Irag. In addition, ending on honeland security has jumped from $19
billion per year to $47 bilion pe year snce 2001.

Presdent Bush's military budget increase coupled with ongaong opeationsin Iraq and
Afghanistan and the War on Terror have created an environment in which weapons
makers can enjoy the best of bah worlds They can continue making noney off Cold
War style weaponssystems of the past and the unmanned aerial vehicles and snart
bombs of the future.

Despite dl thetalk of "skipping a generation” in weaponsproaurement during his 2000
campagn for president, the Bush administration ha cancelled only 3 mgjor systemsin its
first termin office: the Crusader artillery system, the Camanche reconnassance
hdicopter, and the Navy Area Missile Defense system. However, money allocated to
each of these systems has goneonto fundsimilar progiams.

Asthelogic goes, with the seady risein defense spending, the naion's largest defense
companies have seen aubgantial increases in ther government contracts. The Pentagon's
top ten ddense contractorsreceived more than $80 bilion in 2003-- the mog recent year
for which gatistics are available -- dmog double what those same ten companies
received in 2000, $46 biion. And that's not couning contracts these companies have
received from the Department of Homeland Security, the Department of Energy -- which
dedls with nudear weaponsand nudear reactors for the Navy -- or from recent contracts
awarded for the rebuilding of Irag.

The biggest winrer to daeis Vice President Dick Cheney's former company,
Halliburton. In ore year, Halliburton went from bang the Pentagoris nunber 37
contractor with jugt $500million in contracts to lucky number 7 and $3.9 filion in
defense contracts. And tha's jud the beginning, the company nowhas over $8 Lllion in
contracts for Iraqi rebuilding and Rentagon logistics work in hand, and that figurecould
hit $18 bllion if it exercises dl of its opions Halliburton's work indudes everything
from rebuilding Irag's oil infrastructureand buiding military bases to provding nmeals,
doing laundry and maintaining military vehicles. Whenever and wherever the U.S. Army
has to deploy on $ort notice, Halliburtonis there.

Computer Sciences Corposation, which dces missile defense work and dso owns
Dyncorp, aprivate military contractor whose work gretches from Colombiato
Afghanistan to Iraq, saw its military contracts morethan triple from 2002 b 2003.CSC
went from $800 nillionin 2002 6 $2.5 bilion in Pentagon ontractsin 2003, noving it
from 214 on the Pentagons contractor list to 10h. Dyncorp is engaged in everything
from reformingthe Iragi judice system to providing private security guardsto Afghan
president Hamid Karzai to combating naco-traffi ckers and guerillas in Colombia.



Another fast-growing contractor in 2003was the Science Application International
Corpordion, which saw its contracts increase from $2.1 bilion in 2002to $2.6 bilion in
2003. AIC does everything fromintelligence gahering o missile defense sudies to

Iraqi rebuilding related work for the Pentagon. In fact, the company served as the location
for agroup of 150 preselected Iragi exiles that the Pentagon hal decided it wanted to
"drop in" to key Iragi ministries after the invasion and ocupetion of Irag. A Pentagon
spokesperson explained tha it was beter to have them working outof SAIC's offices
prior to the U.S. intervention because it would beawkward if they had Pentagon plone
nunmbers.

While companies like Halliburton and Canputer Sciences Corpogetion experienced the
fastest growth in contracts during 2003 da to thar involvement in Iraq and oher
outpods of the Bush administration's war on terror, they can't match the sheer volume of
work loggeal by the"Big Three" military contractors-- Lockheed Martin, Boeing, and
Northrop Gumman. Lockheed Martin received an astounding $21.9 Hiionin Pentagon
contractsin 2003, &4.9 bilionincrease from 2002, ad $7.2 bilion increase from 2001..
To putthisin perspective, Lockheed's increase in contracts for 2003 was more than
Halliburton's total Pentagoncontracts for the year. Lockheed reported a41% rsein
profits as arms spending ntinues to rise around he world.

Despite scandds, Boeng nmeintained its #2 gpot on the Pentagoris contractor list, reking
in $17.3 Kilion in déense contracts, up $4 bilion from 2001. Boéng sid nd income
grew 78% b $456 nillion, from$256million in the year-earlier quater. Boeéng Chief
Executive Harry Stonecipher told the LosAngdes Times hewas "confidentin the future'
and tha the companyOsiefense opaationshas a "very strong” quater despite a federal
ethics probetha has cast along $xadow over the busness.

Northrop Gumman, which has moved upthe contractor ladder over the past few years to
secure a gpot as ore of the nation's top three defense contractors throughits acquisitions
of mgjor military shipyardslike Newport News and ace and missile ddfense specialist
TRW, saw its contracts more than doubkin 2003 6 $11.1 bilion, up from$5.2 hllion in
2001. EEhoing Sonecipha's confidence, Northrops charman and dhief executive Rondd
Suga noted, "Regardless of who gés e ected next week, naiond security spendingwill
be a high priority as we continue to wagethe war on terrorism.” Northrop dso owns
Vinndl, aprivate military firm tha trainsthe Saudi Nationd Guard and ha aroein
trainingthe new Iragi armed forces. The Big Three's 2003 military contracts represent
almog oneou of every four ddlars the Pentagon doks outthat year for everything from
rifles to rokets.

The Spinning Door: Coincidence or Not?

Accompanying this massive growth in déense spending is alarge presence of former
executives, conaultants or harehdders of weaponscontractorsin key pdicymaking pods
in the Bush administration. During the first GeorgeW. Bush administration, at least 32
administration appointees had ties to the ams indugry, induding 17 gpointees with
linksto mgjor ddense contractors, including Secretary of the Navy Gordon Ehgand, a



former General Dynamics vice president and Secretary of the Air Force James Rodhe, a
former Northrop Gumman executive.

Albert E. Smith, Lockheed's Executive Vice President, Integrated Systems & Solutions
serves on the Defense Science Board. Former Lockheed Chief Operating Offi cer Peter B.
Teetsis now Unde Secretary of the Air Force and Director of the Nationd
Reconnassance Offi ce (NRO), apog tha indudes making deisionson theacquisition
of everything from reconnassance satellites to pace-based dements of missile defense.
Edward C. Aldridgeserved as Undea Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, Technology and
Logistics) untl May 2003, ad nowserves on Lockheed's Board of Directors

John M. Shdikashvili, Reired Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Saff, U.S. Department of
Defense, 9ts on heboad of three of thetop ten ddense contractors Boeing, L-3
CommunicationsHoldings Inc. and United Defense Indugries Inc. Rudy cLeonis
senior vice president of Washington, D.C. Qperationsat Boeing and a member of the
Boeing Executive Coundl. Prior to joining Boang, de.eon was Deputy Secretary of
Defense from March 2000 unit March 201. Thomes Pickering, Boend's senior vice
president for Internationd Rdations served as U.S. Unde Secretary of Sate for Political
Affairs from May 1997 b Januay 2001.

Northrop Gumman dumnusNelson F Gibbs who srved as corporde comptroller at the
company from 19911999,is now Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Indalations
Environment, and Logstics. Barry Watts, who one ran Northrop Gumman's influential
in-house think tank, nowdirects the Pentagon’s Offi ce of Program Anaysis and
Evaluaion. Gher key company conrectionsindude Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul
Wolfowitz, Pentagon Conptroller Dov Zakheim, Vice-Presidentia Chief of Staff 1.
Lewis Libby, axd NASA director Sean OKeefe, dl of whom had conaulting contracts or
served as pad advisory boad members for Northrop Gumman prior to joiningthe
administration.

Christophe "Ryan" Henry, former vice president for grategic assessment and
development a SAIC, is now princpa deputy undesecretary of Defense for policy.
DuaneP. Andrews, SAIC Corporde Executive Vice President, was Assistant Secretary of
Defense for command, @ntrol, communicationsand intelligence from 1989 b 1993,and
served on he second Rumsfeld Commission. General Dynamic's David Heebne served
in the military for more than 30 years, most recently as the Army's assistant vice chief of
staff.

Theties that bind thecontractorsto the administration and the administrationto the
contractors are pervasive. The Boeng/Darleen Druyun @se has putthe issue of the
revolving door nthe spotlight Druyun, who dter servingin themilitary for morethan
30 years and ganing areputation & a hard-nosed negotiator with unpaalleled
undestanding of he proaurement process, was oneof theindugry's mos soughtafter
recruits. But while nggatiatinga job with Boeing shewas aso puting thefinishing
touches on a$20 bllion Air Force program to lease 100 &nker jets from Boeng. Asthe
Project on Government Oversight pants out, "The Pentagon hes been saying Ms. Druyun



was atough ngotiator. Ironcaly while she was working for the Air Force, as we
initially sugpected, hewas actudly negdtiating on béalf of Boang." Druyun ha been
sentenced to ninemonths for congiracy to violate conflict of interest laws.

Secretary of Defense Dondd Rumsfeld has ordaed an examination ofthe Pentagons
rules of pog-government employment for senior officials and aminimum of two
congressiond hearingson hring practices of ddense contractors are expected.
Unfortunaely, administration officials are forgetting tha the door gos both ways.

In additionto the Pentagon's examination, the Washington Rog reported that "the GAO
has formed ateam to condict abraad gudy of the opeaation of he revolving door
throughoutgovenment andindugry. At the same time, the White House has ordeed
federal agencies to dopissuing waivers that pamit presidential appointees to nggctiate
jobswith private companies while they till make decisionson issues important to their
potential employers. The White House must now approwe al such waivers."

Today, morethan any administration is history the Bush administration ha relied on the
expertise of former arms indugry officiasin outining U.S. ddense needs. Whilethe role
of former energy executives in the Bush administration received congderable scrutiny in
connection with the Enron £andd and the opeationsof Vice President Dick Cheney's
energy task force, little has been said abou the administration's even more extensve ties
to the defense indugry. As Senaior bhnMcCan (R-AZ), charman of the Senate
Commerce Conmmittee best summed it up, "In the Boang ase we have seen compdling
evidence that there is an incestuousre ationship beween the defense indugry and defense
officials tha is notgood for Anerica."

Campaign Corributions-- Influendng the Old Fashion Way

With o0 many former defense executives and govenment officials swapping rokes,
campagn @ntributonsseem dmog unneessary. But ever snce the Repuldicanstook
control of Congras in Januay 1995 ,major weaponscontractors have favored them over
Democratic candidates by a2to 1 margin, and this year is no exception. The Ceanter for
Responsve Politics lists the nation's top three weaponscontractors among te top 3
oveal donorsin this eection g/cle. Lockheed Martinis at #35 with $1.35million,
Northrop Gumman is a #38, domting $126 million, and Boeéng comesin a #42 wth
$1.2 million in campagn ontributions

GeorgeW. Bush and bhn Kerry have been thetop wo recipients of contributions from
Political Action Committees and individuals associated with the arms indudry in the
2004 éection gycle, receiving $766,35%nd $399,000 rgpectively, in keeping with the 2
to 1 marginin favor of Rresident Bush. Of the morethan $13 nillion in ams indugry
contributionsin the 2004election cycle, 62% went to Regoublican candidates or
committees, while 38% wentto Democratic canddates or committees, accordingto daa
compiled by the Center for Responsve Politics. Vice President CheneyOdormer firm,
Halliburton, which isinvolved in boh Pentagon ontracting and dl and ggs ventures, has
given 86% of ts contributionsto Republican candidates or committees and only 14% to
Democratic candidates in the 2004 gcle.



Budh's Security Policy Written Long Before 9/11

In additionto former defense executives staffi ng the Bush administration, a tightly knit
group of @nservative ideologues and right-wing think tanks (which have defense CEOs
on their boads) have dso been influential in haping and developing Aresident Bush's
security policy. From the dodrine of preemptive srikes and regime change in Irag to
deploying aStar Wars style missile défense and anew nuclear weaponspolicy to owerall
U.S. ndiond security strategy, the fingerprints of groupdlike the Project for aNew
American Century, the Nationd Ingtitute for Public Policy and the Center for Security
Policy can be seen. In fact, every major dement of the Bush administration's naional
security srategy was developed in dgnificant pat before Bush took office, and bdore the
September 11th terror attacks.

The Project for aNew American Century (PNAC) was founded in 1997 b advocate a
neo-Reaganite, "peace through srength” policy that stresses force and the threat of force
over treaties and coopeaation as the primary tool for projecting U.S. influence in the
world. Sgneas of PNAC's founding gatement included Dick Cheney, Dondd Runsfeld,
Paul Wolfowitz, Elliott Abrams, and oher key members of the current Bush foragn
policy team. Curient key playersin PNAC indudeneo-conervative havks like Weekly
Standad editor William Kristol, unlateralist ideologue Robet Kagan, and former
Lockheed Martin Vice President Bruce Jackson (who dso hdped draft the Republican
foreign polcy platform a their 2000 ©nvention). In he run-up to the 2000 ¢ections,
PNAC published a96-pagereporttha advocated a far more muscular (and far more
codly) U.S. naiond security srategy that induded agenda items such as "regime
changé' in Iraq. SO much for theideathat this was an idea dreamed up by Buhk
policymakersin the light of the nation's nevfound ®nse of vulnerability after the 9/11
terror atacks.

Sinceitsinception in 1988, he Center for Security Policy has been dedicated to
promoting its vision of “"peace through $rength," with apaticularly srongemphasis on
opposng internationd arms control agreements and pronoting the deployment of an
extengve missile defense system. Center founde Frank Gaffney, adisciple of the
quintessential conervative havk Richard Perle, left the Reagan Pentagonafter oppaing
the administrationOslecision o pursie nuclear arms reduction agreements like the
Intermediate Nudear Forces (INF) treaty and the Strategic Arms Redudion Treaty
(START). According © the CenterOwn annud repotts, it has received millionsof
dollars in corporate dondionssnce its founding in 1988, vinich represents more than
25% of tstotal funding in the Sxteen years it has been in existence. Corpoete
contributorsto CS° have induded Boang, General Dynamics, Litton, Lockheed Martin,
Northrop Gumman, Textron, and TRW, dl mgor weaponscontractorstha benefit from
the policies advocated by the Center. CSP's Board of Directorsand Nationd Security
Advisory Coundl has asrong @rporate presence as well, including Dr. Chales M.
Kuppeman, Vice President, Srategic Integration & Operations Missile Defense Systems
at Boang, Sanley Ebne, former Senior Vice President of Washington Qperationsfor
Boeing, Brian Dailey, senior vice president for Lockheed Martin Washington Qperations
and anunber of athers.



With the 2000 éection of GeorgeW. Bush, GaffneyO<Center moved froman ouside
advocacy grouptryingto influence pdicy to afriend ofthe administration. The CenterOs
web dte bragstha no fever than 22 dose assodates or members of its advisory coundl
now hold postionsin the Bush administration, induding the former Chair of the CenterOs
Boad of Directors Douglas Feith, nowUndesecretary of Defense for Policy; J.D.
Crouch, Assistant Secretary of Defense for Internaiiond Security Policy, who has been
involved in articulating the administrationOdNudear Posture Review; and Rchard Perle,
former Charman of the Defense Policy Board, to nane afew.

As aresult of its newfound dout ingdethe administration, C3 has seen many of its
longganding recommendaionsimplemented -- from withdraving fram the Anti-Ballistic
Missile Treaty of 1972 b gudies on whether to develop nudear-tipped interceptorsfor
missile defense.

For its part, the Nationd Ingtitute for Public PolicyOsnfluence on the Bush nudear
policy is groundel in its January 2001 eport, Raionale and Rejuirements for U.S.
Nudear Forces and Arms Contol. The PentagonO#ludear Posture Review follows not
only the basic logic, butdso many of the specific recommendationscontained in the
NIPP report. These indude the need to develop ddailed plansfor usng niclear weapons
in awide variety of conflict scenarios and recommendaionsto develop nev low-yield,
precision-guided nudear weapons

The president and research drector of NIPP, Dr. Keith Payne, is aformer daffer at the
Hudson Ingitute and alongime advocate of nudear warfighting grategies. Payne served
as the project director for NIPPOswdear strategy report. Other members of the NIPP
study group nduded Sephen Canbone who nowserves as a special assistant to
Secretary of Defense Dondd Runsfeld; Stephen Hadley, the Deputy Nationd Security
Advisor in the Bush White House; and Rdert Joseph, who deals with
counerproliferationissues at the Nationd Security Coungl. All three men had inputinto
the administrationO$udear Posture Review. And in Octobe 2001, Keith Payne was
appointed chairman of the PentagonO®eterrence Conaepts Advisory Pand, which will
have arole in helping the Bush administration deside how to implement the gudance
provided in the Nudear Posure Review.

Funding the Wrong Riorities

Thefact tha such anarrow, ideologically driven néwork nowhas adomnant rolein
crafting U.S. security policy is cause enowgh for ncern. The links between this hadline
unilateralist faction and ams manufacturers with their own extengve ties to the Bush
administration raises an additiond set of issues: who will rende indegpendent judgnrents
on the strategy and weaponssystems best suited to proecting the United Sates? If the
majority of top polcymakers have longganding ties to the companies tha will benefit
from the Bush administration's "war without end"” approach to foragn pdicy, the
development of amissile defense "shield" and anew generation of nudear weapons who
will represent the puldic interest?



Many Americans assumethat the buk of these new fundsare bang gpent wisely, to
protect them. But a growing chorusof independent experts has suggested tha much of
wha is bang donean the name of fighting terrorism is either besidethe point or actively
making metters worse. Former Bush administration counter-terrorism coordinator
Richard Clarke has persuasively argued that thewar in Iragq has been adiversion fram the
task of dismantling andisolating the Al Qaedaterrorist network tha was behind the 9/11
attacks. The prestigiousInternaiond Ingitute for Srategic Studies in London ha gone
onedep further, arguing that the U.S. intervention in Iraq has actudly served as an ad to
recruitment for Al Qaedaand oher like-mindead terror networks and hence a new loss for
American and internaiond security.

In Iraq, millionsof dollars are being wasted on @s-plus contracts for companies like
Halliburton, while U.S. military personnd have suffered ddays in receiving baic
equipment like body amor and amored "Humvees' tha coud have saved lives and
prevented injuries. To dae, Halliburton hes engaged in hundrels of millionsin
overcharges on its contracts in Irag, and hes failed to adequately accountfor the bulk of
its $8 bilion in avardsfor work there. And jus days ago, atoparmy officia called for
high-level investigaion in wha she described as thregts to the "integrity of the federal
contracting progam." According o the New York Times, official Bunretine Greenhouse
said tha Army officialsingoproprately allowed Halliburton representatives to st in on
contract discussionsthey were st to receive.

Many of the weaponssystems and mssionsfundel by e avalanche of spending hes
little or noting © do with fightingterrorism, such as the hundrels of billionsbang spent
on atack fighter planes, missile ddense and nudear powered atack submarines. In turn,
many of thethingstha we should befundng o dave off theword cases of mass
casudty terrorist atacks are beng srioudy unde funded. While both presidentia
candidates agree that nudear prdiferationis oneof the greatest security threats facing the
United Sates, it is a prime example of misplaced priorities when it comes to pending.
The U.S. spendsabout$1 bilion on Nunn-Luga style Cooperative Threat Redudion
prograns designed to reduce thethreat from "loos nukes' and nudear materialsin the
former Soviet Union -- compare that to the annud $10 bllion the budget for missile
defense, which has yet to prowe tha it can effectively defendthe U.S. agang ore ICBM.
At current rates it will take thirteen years to secure the nuclear materials in the former
Soviet Union -- thirteen years during which any terrorist orthug with money or gunscan
try to buy or $eal some of those bamb-making nmeterials.

TheKerry Factor

Unlike GeorgeW. Bush and hs 2000 @mpagn, andidae Kerry has noteven promsed
to aut Cold War weapon ystems. And unike past Democratic chadlenges like Bill
Bradley, Kerry has notpromsed to hold thelineonmilitary spending. Neverthdess,
there are several areas where KerryOsationd security budge could invdve significant
savingsrdative to BushOsaiond security budge.

Thefirst isthe issue of missile ddense. President Bush has directed the Pentagon b
begin fielding an initial set of missile defense capabilities by theend of 2004. e



Pentagon says it will be employing an evolutionary approah to the development of
missile defenses ove time, and it envisions a layered system comprising groundbased
and a-based interceptorsdongsde upgiaded versionsof the short-range Patriot missile.
However, necessary radar and satellite networks are not complete, and the actud
interceptors have not been tested with the overall system. The Government
Accountbility Offi ce (GAO) says that the Pentagon estimates it will need $53 hllion
between fiscal years 2004 ad 2009 ¢ continue development and testing of bdlistic
missile defenses. Yet, despite the hugeinvestment in missile defense over the past two
decades, the Pentagon ha been uraebleto field aworkable system.

Senaor Kerry has pledged to dow the rush to deploy missile ddfense and o dvest
severa billion ddlars pe year from themore $10 bllion annudly devoted to the
program. In turn, Kerry has suggested usng the fundsfor his plan to expand the Army by
two divisons If Kerry holds off deploying missile defense unil adequate testing ha
been done hecould save tensof billionsof dollars relative to the Bush plan.

Another area where Bush and KerryOsationd security strategy differs grestly is nudear
weapons Whereas the Bush administration has suppored eforts to developalow-yield
nudear weapon and hes increased funding for research into new bunke-buger nudear
weapons Kerry has come ou agang these proposis. While putiing the U.S. inlinewith
the gods outined in the Nudear Non-proliferation Treaty, cutting these progiams would
also save hundrels of millionsof dolars. If Kerry chooss to scuttle plansfor anew
nudear weaponsplant designed to buid putoniumtrigge's or "pits’ for nudear weapons
hewould save an additional $2to $4 bllion.

In terms of Iraq and an Irag peace dividend, if -- and thisisahbig if -- Kerry's plansto
involve dlies and the United Nationsin rebuilding and scuring the peacein Irag dlows
for aquicker drawdown of U.S. troopsthan the Bush plan, his approach could save $1 ©
$5 bilion per month if and when it is phased in.

As acountr bdance to these potentia savingsfrom the Kerry approach, ore has to
congder the paential cods of his plansto beef up hormeland scurity spending. Snaor
Kerry has spoken of the need to proect nuclear and chemical plants, check containers
coming into mgjor pors, and dheck cargogoing onb arliners. These proposis done
could easily run into the tens of billionsof dolars, offsetting poential savingsfrom
changes Kerry plansto make in déense policy. Given these realities, the progects for
redudionsin Rentagon $ending or oeral naional security unde a Kerry administration
are highly unlikely. The differences beween aKerry administration or a second Bu$
administration are more likely to beseen in where fundswill bedlocated raher than how
much is spent.

Click here to view theTop Ten PentagonContactorsaong with their Political
Contibutionsand Lobbying Expenditures.

Sources for More Information
Defense Corporaions



2003 # 2002 @ 2001 @ 2000

1

2

10

Lockheed Martin, www.lockheedmartin.com

Boeng, www.boeng.com

Northrop Gumman, www.northropgrunman.com
General Dynamics, www.generaldynamics.com
Raytheon, www.raytheon.com

United Technologies, www.utc.com

Halliburton, www.hdliburton.com

Genea Electric, www.gecom

Science Applicationsinternaiond Corpostion, www.saic.com

Conmputer Sciences Corpostion/Dyncorp, Www.CSC.com

Think Tanks
The Center for Responsve Politics, www.opensecrets.org

The Center for Security Policy, www.centerforsecuritypdicy.org
The Project for aNew American Century, www.nevamericancentury.com

The Project on Government Oversight, www.pogo.org

Nationd Ingtitute for Public Policy, www.nipp.org

1

2

37

11

21

Rank

1

37

10

17

Top Ten Pentagon Contr actors-- ($ in billions)

1

2

22

10

12

Company

Lockheed Martin
Boeing Company
Northrop Grumman
General Dynamics
Raytheon Company
United Technologies
Halliburton Company
General Electric

Science Applications
I nter national Corp.

Computer Sciences
Corporation

2003

21.9

17.3

111

8.2

7.9

4.5

3.9

2.8

2.6

2.5

Awards (Billion $)

2002

17.0

16.6

8.7

7.0

7.0

3.6

0.5

1.6

2.1

0.8

2001

14.7

13.3

5.2

4.9

5.6

3.8

0.4

1.7

1.7

0.8

2000

15.1

12.0

3.1

4.2

6.3

2.1

0.5

1.6

1.5

1.2



Source: http://www.dior.whsmil/peidhonme/procstat/p01fy2003top100.hin

Company

Lockheed Martin
Boeng

Northrop
Grumman

*TRW
*Newport News
General Dynamics
Raytheon
United Technologies
Halliburton
General Electric
Science
Applications

I nter national Corp.

Computer Sciences
Corporation

*Dyncorp

the Top Ten Defense Contr actor s

PAC Contributions

2004
$1.4m
$1.2m

$1.3m

$1.1m
$808,695
$668,661
$161,500

$744,676

$672,658

$39,000

$70,200

2002

$1,032,662 $1,017,719 $1,112,951 $1,152,350

$738,819

$645,250

$474,890

$872,250
$591,747
$354,050
$149,250

$880,594

$373,000

$66,500

$80,300

2000

$706,926

$348,850

$267,174

$682,961
$493,925
$272,950
$182,252

$879,050

$346,000

$62,250

$62,600

Political Contributions and Lobbying Expenditures from

Soft M oney

2002

$700,482

$859,360

$81,050

$546,067
$345,6D
$270,100
$11,500

$733,812

$234,250

$30,000

$11,700

2000

$828,498

$320,675

$198,425

$469,837
$324,140
$338,300
$194,700

$405,675

$202,000

$2,000

$27,925

Source: The Center for Responsve Politics, www.opensecrets.org

Lobbying
2000
$9.74m

$7.82m

$6.88m
$1.12m

$3.14m

$4.68m

$2.32m

$3.03m
$600,000

$16.0m

$1.37m

$540,000

$20,000



