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The author of a new industry-sponsored study arguing that the severest possible defense cuts could result in 1.6 
million jobs lost probably had a lot to say. Instead, Professor Stephen Fuller sat mostly in silence during a House 
Armed Services Committee hearing on Wednesday that strayed far from its focus. 
 
Chairman Buck McKeon, R-Calif., called the hearing so outside experts could share their assessments with 
Congress of the wider economic damage possible from a $1 trillion defense spending cut, should Congress fail to 
make a budget deal next month. It is one of half a dozen hearings on defense spending called just for this week, and 
it follows an extensive media push by House Republicans warning against job cuts. But most of the witness panel 
instead argued that defense cuts would aid China’s rising global arms influence and cause the U.S. to follow 
Europe’s fiscal decline. 
 
Peter Morici, a University of Maryland international business professor and self-identifying conservative, and 
Martin Feldstein, a Harvard University economics professor, blamed U.S. budget shortfalls on American economic 
inefficiencies, ranging from the tax code to oil exploration and wasteful health care costs. The U.S. economy isn't 
growing fast enough, Morici argued, telling fellow conservatives that the country also needs government stimulus. 
Additionally, the U.S. should focus more attention on reversing the nation's trade deficit with China. Already, he 
warned, U.S. companies are looking for ways to expand their technology businesses there. 
 
“Boeing is operating there, General Electric is operating there. They have become participants in the Chinese 
economy in two very troubling ways,” he noted, by becoming Chinese clients and lobbying for more access into 
China markets.  
 
The problem, Morici insisted, was about protecting American values. McKeon replied, “You’ve outlined a variety of 
economic consequences of further defense cuts, but this is something we’ve seldom heard about in the news,” and 
he tried to swing the panel back to job losses and Fuller’s study. 
 
But Morici continued off course, bemoaning a national “deficit on oil,” as other members crinkled their eyebrows. 
 
“This has got to be one of the strangest hearings that I have had to endure on this committee,” Rep. Loretta 
Sanchez, D-Calif., remarked at one point. 
 
“It’s not that difficult to figure out where to get the monies to bring some of this defense spending down,” she said. 
“I think the monies come from getting out of Iraq and Afghanistan.” 
 
Like many Democrats, Sanchez is reluctant to add more cuts to the $450 billion already required from the Pentagon 
in the next decade. “We have to decide what military we need for the future. We have to decide that we’re not 
winning in places. And we need to get our troops home.” 
 
But defense-industry supporters are campaigning to keep as much of the spending enjoyed over the past decade as 
possible, and their theme is protecting American jobs. 
 
The Aerospace Industries Association’s study by Fuller, public-policy professor at George Mason University in 
Virginia, drew overnight attention for its 1.6 million job-loss claim. Fuller told the committee all 50 states would 
take a jobs hit and 65 percent of jobs lost would be on “Main Street,” corollary businesses that rely on workers 
spending their paychecks. With defense jobs ruling the discussion over spending, there has been little talk recently 
of applying budgeting to the Pentagon’s national security strategy. 
 
Rep. Adam Smith, D-Wash., the ranking member, told National Journal Daily that jobs were a concern but that the 
U.S. should not use defense spending just to save jobs. 
 
“You have to strike a balance,” Smith said. “But I do think it’s legitimate to say: Is the workforce going to be 
sufficient if we stop doing this for this period of time?” 



Smith had not read the aerospace industry study but said, “I know enough about these things to know that there’s a 
whole lot of claims made, and how well supported they are is hard to say. But I do know that if you made significant 
cuts in the defense industrial base, it would have a huge economic impact.” 


