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[DISPLAY]
As you may know, the US government has been struggling with the question of how to deal with the federal

budget deficit i.e., the amount of money the government spends that exceeds the amount it takes in through
taxes.

Congress and the President have agreed there should be substantial reductions in the deficit.

Today we are going to explore whether or not spending on national defense that is, spending on the military
and the development of weapons—--should be reduced as part of an effort to reduce the deficit, and if so, how
much it should be reduced and which programs should be reduced.

Some people say the national defense budget should be reduced, while others say it should remain the same, or
even be increased.

We are going to do our best to help you get a better understanding of the federal deficit and the national
defense budget by giving you some information.

[DISPLAY]

The deficit that Congress is struggling to deal with is projected to be $672 billion for next year, 2013. This does
not include deficit spending related to Medicare, as this is dealt with in a separate budget with a separate
revenue source.

If Congress wants to reduce the $672 billion deficit, it has two options: it can raise taxes, it can reduce spending
or both.

We are going to focus on spending in the part of the budget that Congress has to approve every year, known as
the discretionary budget.

A key question we will ask you to consider is: whether and how much the deficit should be dealt with by
reducing defense spending, as opposed to increasing taxes or reducing non-defense spending.

But first, we want to show you five different ways of viewing the size of the national defense budget. In each
case we would like to know if, from this perspective, defense spending is more or less than you expected, or
about the same as you expected.



First here is the discretionary budget for 2012.

Discretionary Spending Areas (Billions of Dollars)

Base Defense Budget Afghanistanilrag
Mational Defense h52 Tl 677

Veterans' benefits and
SEMVices Bl 59

Homeland Security g 40
State Department JJj 29

Foreign Aid | 21

Department of Justice g 27

Environment, natural
resources, agriculture L
Education i 70
Training, employment, and
social services 022

Transportation [ 29
Housing [l 39

Science, space and B
technology

Energy | 5
Miscellaneous [N 116

Q1. Viewing it this way, is the amount of defense spending for 2012:

Much more than you expected..........ccceevvieriiiniieniiieniecieeie e
Republicans..........cocciiiiiiiiieniiiieeeee e
DemOCTats .....cooveiiiiiiiiiieietecc e
Independents ..........cccoeeiieiieniiiiiee e

Somewhat more than you expected ..........ccccevvverieniniineencnicnnen.
Republicans...........ccoveviiiiienieciicie e
DemOCTats ......ooiiiiiiiiiiiiiecee e
Independents ..........ccceeviieiieniieiiece e

About what you expected..........cceevvuiiiriiiiniiieiieee e,
Republicans..........coccuieiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e
DemOCTats .....coouviiiiiiiiiiieiececcc e
Independents ..........cceeeeiieiiiiieiieee e

Somewhat less than you expected.........ccceveeiiiiniieinieeeniieeiee e,
Republicans..........ccocieiiiiiieiiieieeeeee e
DemOCTaLS ....cooviiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee e
Independents ..........cceeeiieiieiiienieeieee e

Much less than you expected.........ccoooeeeiieiiiniienieeiieeeeeeeeen
Republicans.........coocuviiiiiiiiiicce e
DemOCTats .....ccccveiiiiiiiiiiiiicieee e
Independents .........cccueeeciieeiiieeee e

Don’t KNOW/RETUSEA ...,



[DISPLAY]

The second way of viewing defense spending is comparing it to the two other largest areas of Federal spending-
-Social Security and Medicare. These two programs are not part of the discretionary budget and are
funded through payroll taxes.

Defense and Entitlement Programs (Billions of Dollars)

Defense Spending

Social Security 781

Medicare

Q2. Viewing it this way, is the amount of defense spending for 2012,

Much more than you expected..........ccceeviieriierieniieiecieeie e 19%
Republicans..........coocieiiiiiiiiniiiiee e 12
DemOCTAtS ....couveeiiiiiiiiieeieeeee e 22
Independents ..........cccoeeiieiieniiiiiee e 23

Somewhat more than you expected ..........ccceeveerieniniineencnicnnn. 26
Republicans...........cccveriiiiieniiciieeeieee e 20
DemOCTALS ....ooiiiiiiiiiieiiececeeeeete e 33
Independents ..........cccoeeiieiieiiieiiee e 21

About what you eXpected..........ccceeriieiienieiiieiieeieeee e 41
Republicans..........cccvveiiiiiiiiieieeeee e 51
DEemMOCTALS ....couveeiiiiiiiiceeeeee e 32
Independents ..........cceeeiiieiiiiecieeee e 41

Somewhat less than you expected.........cceevvvieiriieeniieeriieeieenee 11
Republicans...........cocuieviiiiieiiieiiee e 14
DemOCTALS ....coiiiiiiiiiieieceeeecte e 11
Independents ..........cceeeuieiieiiiienieeieee e 7

Much less than you expected.........ccoooeeeiieiieniienieeieeeeeieeee e 3
Republicans.........coocviiiiiieiiiccee e 3
DEMOCTALS ....ouveiiiieiiieiieecceeeee e 2
Independents .........ccueeeciieeiiieeie e 6

Don’t KNOW/RETUSEA ..o, 1



[DISPLAY]

The third way of viewing the national defense budget is how much the government is currently spending on
defense, as compared to how much it has spent in the past. Here is how the current year spending
compares to the past in inflation-adjusted dollars.

As you will see, the costs for conducting the operations in Afghanistan and Iraq are separate from the base
defense budget we are focusing on here.

Historical Defense Spending (Constant 2012 Dollars)

|l National Defense Spending @War Spending in Afghanistan and Iraq|
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Q3. Viewing it this way, is the amount of defense spending for 2012:

Much more than you expected.........ccceeviieniiiiiieniiieieeieeieee 30%
Republicans...........cccveviieiieiiieiiecie e 25
DemOCTats ....ccc.eoeiiiiiiniiiiieeeeeee e 29
Independents ..........ccceeeiieiieniieiiece e 40

Somewhat more than you expected .........ccceecvrerieeviienieeieenieennen. 30
Republicans..........coccieiiiiiieniiiiee e 25
DemOCTAtS ....couveeiiiiiiiiieeieeeee e 38
Independents ..........ccooviieiieiiiiiiee e 24

About what you expected..........ccceeviieiiiniiiiienieeiee et 32
Republicans...........cccveviieiieniiciiecie e 41
DemOCTats ....ccc.eeviiiiiiniiieeeeee e 27
Independents ..........ccceeeiieiiieniieiieee e 30

Somewhat less than you expected..........ccoocveveiieniriiieniieiiiienieeieene 5
Republicans.........c.coouieriiiiiieciieiecie e 9

DEMOCTALS ..ot 3



Independents ..........ccceeeiieiieiiiienieeieee e 2

Much less than you expected.........ccoooveeiieiiiniienieniieeeceeee e 2

Republicans.........coocvviiiiiiiiiiccee e 1

DEemMOCTALS ....eeeiviieiiieeiiee e 3

Independents .........cccueeeciieeiiieeie e 3

Don’t know/Refused ........cccvveeiieeeiiiiiieceeeeece e *
[DISPLAY]

The fourth way of viewing the size of the national defense budget (including war spending) is how much the US
spends as a percentage of its overall economy, or GDP. Although the absolute amount of spending has
been going up, as you will see, the percentage of the economy devoted to national defense spending has
been going down. That is because over this period the size of the US economy has grown five times
larger--substantially more than defense spending.

Historical Defense Spending as Percentage of Economy
(Gross Domestic Product-GDP)
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Q4. Viewing it this way, is the amount of defense spending for 2012:
Much more than you expected..........cccoevveeiiieniieciiiniecieeieeeeee, 8%
Republicans.........coociiiiiiiiiiiicce e 5
DEMOCTALS ....ovveiiiieiiieiieecceeeeee e 8
Independents ..........cceeeeiieeiiieeiieee e 12
Somewhat more than you expected .........ccccevvevciienciieeniieeiee e, 18
Republicans..........ccccuveviiiiiieniieiiee e 13
DemOCTALS ....oooiiiiiiiiiiiieceeeeete e 21

Independents ..........cccoeeiieriieiiieiieee e 21



About what you eXpected..........cceeviieiienieniieieeieeee e 34

Republicans..........cccvieiiiiiiiiicieee e 34
DemOCTAtS ....couveeiiiiiiiiceeeeccee e 34
Independents ..........cceeeeiieeiiieciieee e 34
Somewhat less than you expected.........ccevvviiririieeenieeeriieeieeee 32
Republicans..........ccccuveviiiiiieniieiiee e 40
DemOCTALS ....ooiiiiiiiiiiiiieceeeete e 31
Independents ..........cccoeeiieriieiiieiiee e 21
Much less than you expected.........ccoooeeeiieiiiniienieeieeeeeeeee e 8
Republicans.........cocciiiiiiiiiiiicce e 9
DemOCTats .....coccuviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiciccc e 7
Independents ..........ccueeeciieeiiieeee e 8
Don’t KNow/Refused ........ceovuiiiiiiiiiieiiieieeeeee e 1

[DISPLAY]

A final way of viewing the size of the national defense budget is to compare how much the US government
spends on defense to the amounts spent by America’s potential enemies and major allies.

For this analysis we can consider as potential enemies Russia, China, Iran and North Korea. Labor costs are
cheaper in these countries, so these numbers have been adjusted upward based on how much it would
cost to produce the same defense capabilities in the United States. As major allies, we are including
NATO members, Japan and South Korea.

Defense Spending (Billions of US Dollars)

Base Budget Afghanistan/lrag

us 562 115 677

China / Russia /| Horth Korea ! lran
Pote n!:lal 240.8
Enemies

HATO | Japan | South Korea

Allies 336.1



Q5. From this perspective is amount of defense spending for 2012,

Much more than you expected..........ccceeviieriieriiniiieieciieieene 27%
Republicans..........cccvveiiiieiiiicce e 20
DemMOCTAtS ....oouveeiiiiiiiiiccieceeee e 32
Independents ..........cceeeeiieeiiieeieeee e 30

Somewhat more than you expected .........ccccevvvevciienciieenciieeiee e, 29
Republicans...........cccveriiiiienieiiieie e 27
DemOCTALS ....ooiiiiiiiiiieiieceeee e 32
Independents ..........ccceeeiieiieiiiiiieeie e 25

About what you exXpected..........cceeriieiienieniieieeieeee e 36
Republicans..........cccvvieiiiiiiiieie e 44
DemOCTAtS ....couveeiiiiiieiceeeecee e 31
Independents ..........cceeeeiieiiiieciieee e 35

Somewhat less than you expected.........ccceevvvieiniieinieeeniieeiee e, 5
Republicans.........cccccveiiiiiiiiiieieceeeeee e 8
DemOCTatS ....cooviviiiiiiiiiiieeee e 3
Independents ..........cceeeiiirieiiiienieeieee e 6

Much less than you expected.........ccoeoieviienieniienieniieieeieeee e 2
Republicans.........coocviiiiiiiiieccee e 2
DEMOCTALS ....ouveiiiiiiieiieeeeee e 2
Independents .........cccueeeeiieeiiieeie e 1

Don’t KNOW/Refused .......c.covuieiiniiiiiiieiieieeeeeeeee e 1

[STATEMENT PRECEDES SIX ARGUMENTS THAT ARE PRESENTED TO RESPONDENTS]

Now here are six arguments that are often made about whether the national defense budget should be reduced or
not. For each one please select whether you find it convincing or unconvincing. Here are the first two
arguments.

[SHOW Q6 AND Q7 ON THE SAME PAGE]

Q6. The United States is exceptional and should be leading the world, not following it. US military power has
been a major stabilizing force that has contributed to global peace. The US should have the ability to quickly
and decisively project overwhelming military power anywhere in the world. Cutting defense spending would
undermine this ability. It would send a signal that we are no longer committed to playing our leadership role;
our allies would lose confidence in us; adversaries would challenge us; and Asian countries might increasingly
come under China’s influence.

Do you find this argument:

VEry CONVINCING.....eeiviruiiniieniieieniienieete ettt ettt 19%
Republicans...........cccveviiiiieniieiiecee e 34
DemOCTALS ....cooiviiiiiieeiieeeeeeceeeeeee e 13

Independents ..........ccceeeveeiieiiiienieeeeee e 8



Somewhat CONVINCING.......ccueeriieiieiiieiieeie ettt 42

Republicans..........cccvieiiiiiiiiicieee e 48
DEmMOCTALS ....eeeiiiieiiieeieeeeee e 33
Independents ..........cceeeeiieeiiieciieee e 50
Somewhat UNCONVINCING ......cveeeriieeiieeiee et 26
Republicans..........ccccuveviiiiiieniieiiee e 13
DemOCTALS ....ooiiiiiiiiiiiiieceeeete e 37
Independents ..........cccoeeiieriieiiieiiee e 28
Very UNCONVINCING ... .coouiieiieriieeiieniieeieenteenteesiaeeseessseenseesneenseans 11
Republicans.........cocciiiiiiiiiiiicce e 5
DEmMOCTALS ....eoeiiiieiiie et 16
Independents ..........cceeeeiieiiiieiiieee e 10
Don’t KNow/Refused ........c.oeiuiiiiiiiiiiiiiieie e 2

[SHOW Q6 AND Q7 ON THE SAME PAGE]|

Q7. The United States has far more military power than any other nation and more than enough to protect itself
and its allies. But we are playing the role of world policeman too much, and we are building up our military
power to project it everywhere in the world. We can deal with global threats by working together with our allies
and sharing the burden. We don’t have to have a military so big that we can do everything, and do it all by
ourselves.

Do you find this argument:

VEry CONVINCING.....eeviriiiniieiieieniienieete ettt sttt et 29%
Republicans...........cccveviiiiieniieiiecie e 18
DemOCTALS ....oooiiiiiiiieeieeeteeeeeee e 44
Independents ..........ccceeeiieiiieniieiiece e 15

Somewhat CONVINCING........cccuiiiriieeiieeiee et 43
Republicans..........coociiiiiiiieiiiiiee e 42
DemOCTats ....coveeiiiiiiinieeieeeeee e 39
Independents ..........cccoviieiieiiiiiiee e 53

Somewhat UNCONVINCING......ccuerviriiniiiiinienieeieerene e 18
Republicans...........cccveviieiieriieiieie e 26
DemOCTALS ....oooiviiiiiieeiieeeeeeeeeeeee e 11
Independents ..........ccceeeiieriieniieiieee e 22

VEry UNCONVINCING....ceervieeurieeiieeeieieeeieeeesseeesseeenseesssseesnsseessseennns 8
Republicans..........coccieiiiiiieiiiiiee e 13
DemOCTats ....coovuviiiiiiiiiiiieccee e 5
Independents ..........cceeeiiiiiiiiieiieee e 8

Don’t KNOW/RETUSEA ...t 2



[SHOW Q8 AND Q9 ON THE SAME PAGE]|

Q8. America is threatened by an increasingly hostile world, with threats coming from many corners of the
globe. Reducing our military would lower our guard and make us more vulnerable. If problems broke out in
more than one place, we would not be able to deal with them all. Furthermore, cutting defense spending would
be seen as a sign of weakness and would embolden our enemies to challenge our interests.

Do you find this argument:

VErY CONVINCING....couiiiiiiaiiiiiiieniieeite sttt ettt e s s 21%
Republicans..........ccccuveriiiiienieciiee e 31
DemOCTALS ....eoiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeceeeeee e 12
Independents ..........cccoeviieiieiiiiiieee e 19

Somewhat CONVINCING.......ccueeriieiieiiieiieeie et 39
Republicans..........cccvveeiiieiiiice e 41
DemMOCTAtS ....oouvieiiiciiiiieceeeee e 36
Independents ..........cceeeeiieiiiieciieeee e 42

Somewhat UNCONVINCING ......cueeeviiieriieeiie et 29
Republicans..........ccccveviieiieniiiiieieceee e 25
DemOCTALS ....eooiiiiiiiieeiieeeceeeeeee e 35
Independents ..........ccceeviieriieiiieiieie e 24

Very UNCONVINCING ... .ceouiieiieriieeiieniieeiienteeieesaeeseessaeesseesneenseanes 11
Republicans.........coocuviiiiiieiiiceee e 4
DEeMOCTALS ..o 16
Independents ..........ccceeeiieiiieniieiieee e 13

Don’t KNnOW/Refused .........cooueriiniiiiiiiiiieieeeceeeeee e 1

[SHOW Q8 AND Q9 ON THE SAME PAGE]

Q9. Even though there is no country in the world that can even come close to matching us militarily, we are
spending more than we did at the height of the Cold War. The national defense budget has gone up and up so
that it is now more than three times all of our potential enemies combined. This is way out of proportion to the
real threats we face and doesn’t buy us more security.

Do you find this argument:

VOIY CONVINCING...eeeuvieeriiieeriiieeniieeriieeesreeeireeeireesnereesnaaeesaneesnnne 22%
Republicans..........coocieiiiiiiiiniiiiee e 14
DemOCTatS ....coveeiiiiiiinieeieeeee e 29
Independents ..........cccooeiieiieiiiiiiee e 26

Somewhat CONVINCING ......cc.eeririiriiniieienieneeeeteee e 42
Republicans...........cccveviiiiieniiciieie e 37
DemOCTALS ....cooeiiiiiiieiieeeeeeeeee e 50

Independents ..........cceeviieiiieriieiieee e 36



Somewhat UNCONVINCING.......cccuieiiieriieiiierie ettt 26

Republicans..........cccvieiiiiiiiiicieee e 30
DEmMOCTALS ....eeeiiiieiiieeieeeeee e 18
Independents ..........cceeeeiieeiiieciieee e 32
Very UNCONVINCING....cccveieirieeriieerieeesieeesreeesseeessseeessseesssseesssseennns 9
Republicans..........ccccuveviiiiiieniieiiee e 18
DemOCTatS ....cooviiiiiiiiiiiiicee e 2
Independents ..........cceeeieeiieiiiienieeieee e 4
Don’t KNOW/RefuSed .......ccuvevuiieiiiiiiiiieiectee e 1

[SHOW Q10 AND Q11 ON THE SAME PAGE]

Q10. We do have deficit problems, but national security cannot be shortchanged. National defense is the first
responsibility of government, as called for in the Constitution, and it is too important to let fiscal concerns
dictate our level of spending on it. The US can clearly afford its current national defense budget--after all, it is
just 4 percent of America’s economy and this percentage has been going down for some years.

Do you find this argument:

VErY CONVINCING....ccuiiiiiiiiiiieiieniie ettt ettt ettt 18%
Republicans..........ccccuveiiiiiienieiiieie e 33
DemOCTatS ....coovuiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeee e 8
Independents ..........ccceeviierieiiiiiieee e 13

Somewhat CONVINCING ......co.eeririiriinieieniereeeeteee e 40
Republicans...........cccuveviiiiieniicieee e 43
DemOCTALS ....cooiiiiiiiieiiiieeeeeeeeee e 37
Independents ..........ccceeeiieriieiiieiiece e 40

Somewhat UNCONVINCING ......c.veeeriieeiiieeiie et 29
Republicans..........coccieiiiiiiieiiiiiiee e 21
DemOCTAtS ....coveeiiiiiiiiieeieeeeee e 39
Independents ..........ccooviieiieniiiiiee e 25

VEry UNCONVINCING.....eoviruiiniieiieiienieeientenitenteeitesieesie et seee i e 11
RepubLicans.........c.coovieiiiiiieciieieceeee e 3
DemOCTALS ....coooiiiiiiiieiieeeeeeeeee e 14
Independents ..........cccueevieiiieniieiieee e 19

Don’t KNOW/RETUSE .cooveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 1



[SHOW Q10 AND Q11 ON THE SAME PAGE]

Q11. These enormous national defense budgets actually hurt us by adding to the deficit, weakening the
economy, and obligating future generations to repay the debt. Other parts of the economy are short-changed,
diverting talent and resources from other goals and weakening America’s economic competitiveness--which
hurts our security in the long run. We need to rebalance our priorities and rein in defense spending.

Do you find this argument:

VErY CONVINCING....ccuiiiiiiiiiieiieniieeite sttt ettt sibe e 25%
Republicans..........cocveviiiiiieniieiieieceee e 17
DemOCTALS ....eoiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeecee e 32
Independents ..........cccoeviieriieiiiiiiece e 24

Somewhat CONVINCING.......ccueeriieiieniiieiieeie ettt 38
Republicans..........cccvviiiiiiiiiice e 36
DEemMOCTALS ....couveeiiiiiieiiceieeeeee e 43
Independents ..........cceeeeiieeiiieeieeee e 34

Somewhat UNCONVINCING ......cueeeviieeiieeiee e 26
Republicans...........cocveriiiiieniieiieie e 28
DemOCTALS ....ooiiiiiiiiiieiieeeeeeee e 20
Independents ..........ccoeviieriieniieiiee e 31

Very UNCONVINCING ... .coouiieiieriieeiieniieeiienireenieesaeeseesseenseesaseenseees 10
Republicans..........cccvveiiiiiiiiieceeeceeeee e 18
DEMOCTALS ....ouveiiiiiiieiieecceeece e 4
Independents ..........cccueevieiieiiiieiieeeeee e 9

Don’t KNnOW/Refused .......c.eovuiriiniiiiiiieiieieeeeeeeee e 1

[SHOW Q12 AND Q13 ON THE SAME PAGE]

Q12. The US government should not cut defense because many people would lose their jobs if defense factories
and military bases were shut down. This would be a blow to working Americans and their families, hurt the
economy, and drive up government costs to provide a social safety net for the jobless. Also, once this defense
industrial base is lost, it is not easy to rebuild.

Do you find this argument:

VOIY CONVINCING...eeeivieeriiieeriiieeriieerieeesreeeireeeireesnereesneeesaneeennne 14%
Republicans..........coocieiiiiiiieniiiiee e 16
DEMOCTALS ..ottt 9
Independents ..........cccooeiieiiiiiiiiiee e 23

Somewhat CONVINCING ......coeeririiriiniieieniereeeeteseee e 40
Republicans...........cccveviieiieniieiieie e 43
DemOCTALS ....cooiiiiiiiieeieeeeeeeeeeee e 41

Independents ..........ccceeeiieriieniieiiiecie e 34



Somewhat UNCONVINCING.......cccuieiiieriieiiierie ettt 32

Republicans..........cccvieiiiiiiiiicieee e 32
DEmMOCTALS ....eeeiiiieiiieeieeeeee e 32
Independents ..........cceeeeiieeiiieciieee e 30
Very UNCONVINCING....ccccvieeiiireeiieeriieesteeenreeesreeensaeeessveesnsseessneens 13
Republicans..........ccccieiiiiiieiiieiee e 8
DemOCTALS ....ooiiiiiiiiiiiiieceeeete e 16
Independents ..........cccoeeiieriieiiieiiee e 12
Don’t KNOW/RefuSed .......ccuvevuiieiiiiiiiiieiectee e 1

[SHOW Q12 AND Q13 ON THE SAME PAGE]

Q13. There is a lot of waste in the national defense budget. Members of Congress often approve unnecessary
spending for their districts or keep unneeded bases open, just to benefit their own supporters. The military
branches buy duplicates of both weapons and services, and do a poor job of tracking where the money goes.
Defense contractors persuade lawmakers to approve weapons that aren’t needed by giving them large campaign
contributions and other personal benefits. Clearly there is room to reduce the national defense budget without
affecting US security.

Do you find this argument:

VEIY CONVINCING.....ecuieeiieiieeiieeiienieeieestieeseesereeseessseeseessnesseens 39%
Republicans..........cocvviriiiiiiiiece e 27
DemOCTAtS ....couveeiiiiiiiiceececee e 50
Independents ..........ccceeeiieiieniieiieee e 38

Somewhat CONVINCING.......ccccviieriiiiiiieeiie e 42
Republicans..........coocieiiiiiieiiiiiee e 53
DemOCTatS ....coveeiiiiiiiiieeieeeece e 36
Independents ..........ccooviieiieniiiiiee e 38

Somewhat UNCONVINCING......ccuerviriiririinienieeceeeeeee e 15
Republicans...........cccveviiiiieniiciicie e 14
DemOCTALS ....oooiiiiiiiieeieeeeeeeeeee e 12
Independents ..........ccceeeiieiiieniieiieee e 22

VEry UNCONVINCING....eeeruvieiiurieeiieeeireesieeeeiseeessaeesseeessseesnssesenseennns 4
Republicans.........ccoocieiiiiiiiiiieee e 7
DeMOCTALS ....ouveiiiieiiieiieeceeeeeeee e 2
Independents ..........ccceeeiiiiiiiiieiieeeee e 3

Don’t KNOW/RETUSEA ...t *



[DISPLAY]

So once again, here is the part of the budget that Congress has to approve every year, known as the
discretionary budget.

Discretionary Spending Areas (Billions of Dollars)

Base Defense Budget Afghanistanilirag
National Defense aR2 115 Rk

Veterans' benefits and
SEMVices Bl 59

Homeland Security g 40
State Department JJj 29

Foreign Aid | 21

Department of Justice g 27

Environment, natural =
resgurces, agriculture

Education gl 70
Training, employment, and 27
social services i

Transportation [l 29

Housing Il 39
Science, space and m
technology

Energy | &
Miscellaneous [N 116

Q14. Which of the following do you think Congress should do to address the budget deficit? You may check as
many options as you think apply.

Raise revenues, through increasing some taxes...........cccceeeveenneen. 27%
Republicans..........coccieiiiiiieniiiiee e 17
DemOCTats ....ccveeiiiiiiiniieeieeeee e 40
Independents ..........cccoeeiiiiieiiiiiiee e 19

Reduce non-defense spending............ccceeeeeciieniiiiienieniieenieeeee 50
Republicans...........cccveviieiieniieiiecee et 68
DemOCTALS ....cooiiiiiiiieiieeeteeeeee e 34
Independents ..........ccceevvieriieniieiieee e 50

Reduce national defense spending............cccoevvveiiienieeciieneenneenne. 62
Republicans..........cccvveeiiiiiiiicieeee e 49
DEemOCTAtS ....couveeiiiiiiiniieceeeeee e 78
Independents ..........cceeeeiieeiiiieiieee e 52

Don’t KNOW/RETUSEA ..., 1



[NUMBER BOX RANGE 0-2300]
[TF NUMBER EXCEEDS 2300 PROMPT: YOU MUST ENTER A LOWER AMOUNT THAN CHOSEN. THE AMOUNT YOU
ENTERED IS CURRENTLY HIGHER THAN THE TOTAL FEDERAL BUDGET FOR 2013.]

Now we would like you to set what you think the national defense budget should be for 2013. First we will
focus on the base budget, and later we will focus on the operations in Afghanistan and Iraq.

Q15. So, once again, the base national defense budget for 2012 is $562 billion.
At this point, how much would you say the base national defense budget should be for 2013?

Please enter that amount below:

billion

IMBAN .. 435.1
Republicans..........ccccveviiiiienineiieieceeee e 479.0
DemOCTALS ....oooiiiieiiiieieceeeeee e 406.8
Independents ..........ccceeeiieiieiiieiienieeee e 415.4

IMEAIAN ...ttt 499
Republicans..........cccvveiiiiiiiiieie e 500
DEemOCTALS ....oouveiiiieiiieiiciececeeee e 450
Independents ..........cceeeeiieeiiiecieece e 465

Don’t KNow/Refused ........c.ooiuiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeee e 3

Percentage Who CUt ........cooviiiiiiiiiiececeeee e 76%
Republicans..........coocieiiiiiieniiciee e 67
DemOCTAtS ....couvieiiiiiiiniieeieeeeee e 90
Independents ..........cccoeviiiiieiiiiiiee e 68

Percentage who kept same level ..........ccccoviiiiiiiiiinii 11
Republicans...........cccveviieiieniieiiecie et 18
DEMOCTALS .....vvieeeiiiie e e e 4
Independents ..........cceeviieriieiiieiieee e 12

Percentage who increased...........oocvveeiieeiieniecciienieeeeee e 10
Republicans..........oocuieviiiiieiiiiiee e 15
DeMOCTALS ....oouveiiiieiiieiieseee e 4

Independents ..........ccceviieiieiiiiiiee e 12



[SP]

Q16. Now we would like you to consider how much is being spent on the operations in Afghanistan and Iraq.
Because the operation in Iraq closed down in December, and because we are drawing down in Afghanistan, the
amount that will be spent for these operations is to be reduced from $115 billion in 2012 to $88 billion in 2013.

Here is an argument in favor of further reducing spending on the operation in Afghanistan.

We have been in Afghanistan for over 10 years. We have achieved our primary objective by breaking al
Qaeda’s central organization and its connection to the Taliban, as well as killing Osama bin Laden. It is time for
the Afghan people to manage their own country and for us to bring our troops home.

Do you find this argument:

VErY CONVINCING....coiuiiiiiiaiiieiieniieeite sttt sttt see et e e s seens 43%
Republicans...........cocveviiiiieniiiiieeceee e 30
DemOCTALS ....coiiiiiiiiiieieeeceeeeeteee e 55
Independents ..........cccoeeiieriieiiieiieee e 41

Somewhat CONVINCING.......ccueeriieiieiiieiieeie ettt 42
Republicans..........cccvveiiiiiiiicieeceee e 53
DemOCTAtS ....coveeiiiiiiiiicceeecee e 35
Independents ..........cceeeviieeiiiieeiieee e 39

Somewhat UNCONVINCING ......cveeeriieeiieeiie e 12
Republicans...........cccveviiiiieniieiieieceee e 13
DemOCTaLS ....cooviiiiiiiiieiiieece e 9
Independents ..........ccooviieiiiiiiiiiee e 14

VEry UNCONVINCING.....eouvirtiiieriteniieiereenitenteetesieesteetesieesaeesesieenaeens 3
RepubLiCans.........cccovviiiiiiiiecie e 3
DEMOCTALS .....vvieeeiiiie et e 1
Independents ..........cccueevieiieiiiienieeeee e 5

Don’t KNOW/RefuSed ......cc.eeuiriiiiiiiiiieiceieeeceeeeee e *

Q17. Here is an argument against further reducing spending on this operation.

We are making progress in Afghanistan, but the job is not yet done. If we pull out now, the Taliban could regain
power and allow the country to become a safe haven for al Qaeda and other terrorist groups, as they did before
9/11. Furthermore, if we don’t stay the course, America will be seen as lacking resolve, and embolden terrorists
to take the offensive. Too many lives and too much treasure have been invested.

Do you find this argument:

VeIY CONVINCING...eeeivieeriiieeniiieenieeerieeesreeeiteeeireesnsreesareesaneeennns 10%
Republicans..........coccieiiiiiieniiiiee e 18
DemOCTats .....oooviiiiiiiiiiiicce e 5

Independents ..........cccoeeiieiiiiiieiieeee e 6



Somewhat CONVINCING.......ccueeriieiieiiieiieeie ettt 41

Republicans..........cccvieiiiiiiiiicieee e 45
DEmMOCTALS ....eeeiiiieiiieeieeeeee e 35
Independents ..........cceeeeiieeiiieciieee e 45
Somewhat UNCONVINCING ......cveeeriieeiieeiee et 33
Republicans..........ccccuveviiiiiieniieiiee e 28
DemOCTALS ....ooiiiiiiiiiiiiieceeeete e 37
Independents ..........cccoeeiieriieiiieiiee e 34
Very UNCONVINCING ... .coouiieiieriieeiieniieeieenteenteesiaeeseessseenseesneenseans 15
Republicans.........cocciiiiiiiiiiiicce e 8
DEmMOCTALS ....eoeiiiieiiie et 22
Independents ..........cceeeeiieiiiieiiieee e 14
Don’t KNow/Refused ........c.oeiuiiiiiiiiiiiiiieie e 1

[NUMBERBOX RANGE 0-999]
Q18. So now, again, in 2013 the US is projected to spend $88 billion on the operation in Afghanistan.

How much would you say the US should spend on the operation in Afghanistan in 2013?
Please enter that amount below

$ _ billion

IMIBAN ...t 52.9
Republicans..........coocieiiiiiiiniieieeeee e 63.0
DemOCTats ....c.c.eevuiiiiiiiieiieiceee e 48.8
Independents ..........ccceeeuieiiiiiienieee e 44.0

IMEAIAN ...t e 50
Republicans...........cccveviiiiieniieiiecie e 70
DemOCTALS ....cooiiiiiiiieeieeeeeeeeee e e 50
Independents ..........ccceeeiieiiieniieiieee e 50

Don’t KnOwW/Refused .........cooueriiniiiiiirieiieieceeeeeee e 1

Percentage Who CUt ........cooviiiiiiiiiiiceeeeee e 82%
Republicans.........ccoociiviiiiieiiiiiee e 74
DemOCTats ....ccc.eevuiiiiiiiiiiieeeee e 89
Independents ..........ccoeviieiieiiiiiiee e 79

Percentage who kept same level ..........coccooviiiiiiiiiiiniii 11
Republicans...........cccveviiiiieniieiieie e 16
DemOCTALS ....coouviiiiiieeiiieeeeeee e 8

Independents ..........cceeevierieiiiienieeeee e 8



Percentage Who increased...........oocveeiieniieniieniieiieeieeie e 6

Republicans.........coocviiiiiieiiicce e 9
DEemMOCTALS ....eoeiiiieiiieeiieeeee e 2
Independents ..........cceeeeiieeiiieciieee e 11

[DISPLAY]
We are now going to return to the base national defense budget, look at its different areas, and give you a
chance to decide in which areas you want to make changes in spending levels.

These areas will include:

Air power

Ground forces

Naval power

The nuclear arsenal
Special operations forces
Missile defense

For each area you will see how much is currently being spent. You will also see some arguments for and
against changing this spending level. You will then be able to set the level of spending on this area as you see
fit.

As you set these levels, you will see an amount in the lower right hand corner of the screen, tracking the total
spending changes you have made so far in this area-by-area budgeting. You will also see the amount of change
that you initially proposed for the base national defense budget as a whole.

You may decide to try to set spending to match the amount you initially proposed, or you may end up with a
different number.

[DISPLAY]|[AIR POWER]

Let’s explore America’s air power capabilities. This includes bombers, fighters, cargo planes, and other
aircraft, and the personnel to maintain and operate them. These forces give the US the capability to control
airspace, strike hostile forces or other targets on the ground, and help protect U.S. ground forces. Planes and
satellites also provide intelligence.

Here is the amount the US is spending in 2012 on operating, maintaining and replacing CURRENT air power
capabilities:  $113 billion

Here is the amount the US is spending on developing NEW air power capabilities, i.e. research, development,
building and testing prototypes, and early production runs: $30 billion

Q19. Here is an argument against reducing spending on American air power:

Reducing spending on air power capabilities could limit our ability to strike any target on short notice and with
precision. It could limit US military access in some regions, such as Asia where the US has growing interests,
but has limited ground forces. Furthermore, the Air Force has played a key role in successfully tracking and
targeting al Qaeda. Clearly air power is critical and should not be compromised.



Do you find this argument:

VEIY CONVINCING.....ectieiuieeiieeiieeieeniieeieesiieeseesreeseessseenseessnesseens 26%
Republicans..........cccvveiiiieiiiicce e 32
DemMOCTAtS ....oouveeiiiiiiiiiccieceeee e 21
Independents ..........cceeeeiieeiiieeieeee e 26

Somewhat CONVINCING........ccccviieriieeciie et 51
Republicans...........cccveriiiiienieiiieie e 56
DemOCTALS ....ooiiiiiiiiiieiieceeee e 52
Independents ..........ccceeeiieiieiiiiiieeie e 43

Somewhat UNCONVINCING.......cccueeiiieriieiierie et 17
Republicans..........cccvvieiiiiiiiieie e 11
DemOCTAtS ....couveeiiiiiieiceeeecee e 20
Independents ..........cceeeeiieiiiieciieee e 22

Very UNCONVINCING....cccvvieiiireriieesieeesteeesreeesreeessseesssseeessseeessseennns 5
Republicans.........cccccveiiiiiiiiiieieceeeeee e 1
DemOCTatS ....cooviviiiiiiiiiiieeee e 7
Independents ..........cceeeiiirieiiiienieeieee e 7

Don’t KNOW/RefUSEd ......ccueeviriiiiiiiiiiiiciececcceeee e 1

Q20. Here is an argument in favor of reducing spending on American air power:

America’s air power is already by far the most powerful and advanced in the world. China’s air force is several
decades behind the US, while Russia’s air force has been deteriorating for the last two decades. Nonetheless, the
defense industry is always coming up with new, fancier, and more expensive technologies. We have more than
enough to defend our own territory and that of key allies. Enough is enough.

Do you find this argument:

VEry CONVINCING.....eeruiriiiniieniieieniienteete ettt sttt et 18%
Republicans.........c.coouieiiiiiieciieieceeeee e 9
DemOCTALS ....cooiiiieiiieeiieeeeeeeee e 24
Independents ..........ccceeevieiiieniieiieee e 20

Somewhat CONVINCING.......cccvvieeriiieiieeiie et 44
Republicans..........coccieiiiiiiieniiiiee e 35
DemOCTAtS ....coveeiiiiiiinieeieeeeee e 53
Independents ..........ccoeviieiieniiiiiee e 43

Somewhat UNCONVINCING......ccuerviriinieiiinierieeiceieeeee e 29
Republicans...........cccveviiiiierieciiecee e 41
DemOCTALS ....oooeiiiiiiieeiieeeeeeeeee e 18

Independents ..........ccceevvieriieniieiieee e 30



Very UNCONVINCING .....eeiuiieiieeiieiieeieeiieeieesiteereesseeeseeseaeeseesnseenes 9

Republicans..........cccvieiiiiiiiiicieee e 14
DEMOCTALS ... 6
Independents .........ccceeeeciieeiiieeee e 6
Don’t Know/RefusSed ......cccvvvvvveiiiiiiieeee e 1

So now, how much do you think the US should spend on maintaining existing air power and on developing new
air power capabilities?

2012 budget for maintaining existing air power capabilities: $113 billion
IMBAN ... 93.9
Republicans..........cccvveviiiiiiie e 102.3
DemOCTats ....c.eeevuiiiiiiiieiieccceeec e 88.0
Independents ..........cceeeeiieeiiieniie e 91.5
IMEAIAN ... s 100
Republicans...........coccviiiiiiiiiiieiecieee e 110
DemOCTats .....cooveiiiiiiiiiiieeceee e 100
Independents ..........ccceevieiiieiienieeeee e 100
Don’t KNOW/RefUSed ......cc.eevuiriiniiiiiiiiiiciececcetee e 1
Percentage Who CUL ........cooiiiiiiiiieiieeceece e 72%
Republicans...........ccccveviiiiieniieiieciecie e 61
DemOCTALS ....cooiiiiiiiieeiieeeeeeeeeteee e e 85
Independents ..........cceeviieriieiiieiieee e 63
Percentage who kept same level ..........coceeviiiiiiiniiciiinicciee, 18
Republicans..........coocieiiiiiiiiiiiee e 25
DemOCTAtS ....coveeiiiiiiiniiceeeeee e 10
Independents ..........ccooviieiiieiiiiiiee e 23
Percentage Who increased..........cooceeveieiiiiniiiiieiieeieeeeee e 9
Republicans...........cccveviiiiieniieiiecie e 14
DemOCTALS ....oooiiiiiiiieeiieeeeeeeee e 4
Independents ..........ccceeeiieiiieniieiieee e 12

2012 budget for developing new air power capabilities: $30 billion

Republicans.........ccoocieiiiiiiiiiicieeee e 26.8
DemOCTats ....ccveeiuiiiiieiieieeeceeec e 21.9
Independents ..........cccoeeiieiieiiienieeee e 24.7
IMEAIAN ...t e 25
Republicans...........cccveviiiiieniieiiecie e 25
DemOCTALS ....cooiiiiiiiieeiieeeeeeeee e 20

Independents ..........ccceeeiieiiieiiieiieee e 23



Don’t KNOW/RETUSEA ... 1

Percentage Who Cut ........cooiiiiiiiiiii e 66%
Republicans...........cocveriiiiiienieiiieieceee e 60
DemOCTALS ....oooiiiiiiiiieiieeeeeeeeteee e 74
Independents ..........ccoeviieiieiiieiieee e 60

Percentage who kept same level ..........ccccoviiiiiiiiiniiiniicie, 20
Republicans..........cccovveiiiiiiiiiccee e 22
DemOCTAtS ....oouveeiiiiiiiiceeeeee e 17
Independents ..........cceeeciieiiiieiieeee e 23

Percentage who increased...........occveeeiiieeiiiieeiieeciee e 13
Republicans..........ccccuveriiiiieniieiieecieee e 18
DemOCTaLS ....cooviiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee e 8
Independents ..........cccoeeiieriieniiiiieee e 14

[DISPLAY][GROUND FORCES]

Statement: Now turning to American ground forces. American ground forces include the Army and the Marine
Corps. In addition to the troops they include weapons, tanks, artillery, helicopters, and armored personnel
carriers. They create the capability to put troops on the ground and to seize and hold territory. They also
operate bases in other countries, adding to the US military’s worldwide presence.

Here is the amount the US is spending in 2012 on operating, maintaining and replacing current ground forces:
$160 billion

Here is the amount the US is spending on research and development of new weapons and vehicles, building and
testing prototypes, and early production runs: $10 billion

Q24. Here is an argument against reducing spending on American ground forces:

We’re still at war in Afghanistan. Reducing ground forces now could limit our ability to fight that war and still
respond on short notice to a new emergency elsewhere. This would overstretch our forces and put strains on
troop morale. Further, a large ground force contributes to the military’s ability to reassure allies and deter
enemies.

Do you find this argument:

VEry CONVINCING.....eetiriiiniieiieieniienieete ettt sttt et 14%
Republicans...........cccveviiiiieniiciieie e 20
DemOCTALS ....oooiiiiiiiieiiieeeeeeeeee e 8
Independents ..........ccoeeevieriieniieiiece e 15

Somewhat CONVINCING........ccovieeriieeiiieeiie et 43
Republicans..........coccieiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 47
DemOCTats ....coveeiiiiiiiniieeieeeeee e 40

Independents ..........ccooviieiieiiiiiiee e 41



Somewhat UNCONVINCING.......cccuieiiieriieiiierie ettt 34

Republicans..........cccvieiiiiiiiiicieee e 29
DEmMOCTALS ....eeeiiiieiiieeieeeeee e 40
Independents ..........cceeeeiieeiiieciieee e 32
Very UNCONVINCING....cccveieirieeriieerieeesieeesreeesseeessseeessseesssseesssseennns 9
Republicans..........ccccieiiiiiieiiieiee e 4
DemOCTALS ....ooiiiiiiiiiiiiieceeeete e 12
Independents ..........cccoeeiieriieiiieiiee e 10
Don’t KNOW/RefuSed .......ccuvevuiieiiiiiiiiieiectee e 1

Q25. Here is an argument in favor of reducing spending on American ground forces:

The US has three quarters of a million soldiers and Marines on active duty and another quarter million in the
reserves—troops that are the best trained and equipped in the world. The US built up our active ground forces
for the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, and now that we are drawing them down, we can reduce our active duty
ground forces and still have more than enough for whatever need may arise.

Do you find this argument:

VErY CONVINCING.....cctieiieeiieeiieeiieeieeieestieeseesteeseessseeseessnesnseens 21%
Republicans..........cccvviiiiiiiiiieceeceeee e 15
DEemMOCTALS ....couveeiiiiiiiiiciieeeeeee e 28
Independents ..........cceeeeiieeiiieeiieee e 18

Somewhat CONVINCING........cccvieeriieeiieeiie et 51
Republicans..........cooceeviiiiiiiiiiiee e 46
DemOCTAtS ....couveeiiiiiieiiceieeeeee e 54
Independents ..........cccoeviieiiieiiiiiiee e 52

Somewhat UNCONVINCING ......ccuerviriiniiriinierieeieeteeeee e 20
Republicans...........cccveviiiiieniiciieie e 29
DemOCTALS ....cooiiiiiiiieiieeeeeeeee e 14
Independents ..........ccceeeiieriieniieiieee e 17

VEry UNCONVINCING....ceervieerurieeiieeeireeeireeesieeesseeesseeensseeensseessseesnes 7
Republicans..........coccieiiiiiieiiiiiiee e 10
DemMOCTALS ....oouveiiiiiiieiienceeeeeeece e 4
Independents ..........ccooviieiiieiiiiiiee e 10

Don’t KNow/Refused ........c.ooviiiiiiiiiiiieieeee e 1

So now how much do you think the US should spend on maintaining existing ground forces and for developing
new capabilities for ground forces?

2012 budget for maintaining existing ground forces $160 billion



Republicans..........occvveriiieiiie e 136.2
DEemOCTALS ....eeoiiiieiiieeiie ettt 115.5
Independents ..........cceeeviieeiieeciie e 119.1
IMEAIAN ... s 140
Republicans.........c.oociiiiiiiiiiiieie e 150
DemOCTats ....ccoouviiiiiiieiiieeecee e 120
Independents ..........cccoevieriieiienieeeee e 130
Don’t KNOW/RefuSed .......ccuvevuiieiiiiiiiiieiectee e 1
Percentage Who CUL ........cooiiiiiiiiiiiieecee e 76%
Republicans..........cccvveeiiieiiiicie e 69
DemOCTAtS ....couveeiiiiiieiceeeecee e 88
Independents ..........cceeeeiieiiiieciieee e 65
Percentage who kept same level .........cccooeveeeiiiiiiiiiniieeeeee, 15
Republicans..........coccuieriiiiieiiiciieie e 21
DemOCTatS ....cooviviiiiiiiiiiieeee e 8
Independents ..........ccoeviieriieiiiiiieee e 19
Percentage Who increased.........c.ooceeeiieiiieniienieniieeeee e 8
Republicans..........cocvveiiiieiiiicce e 10
DEMOCTALS ....ouveiiiiiiieiieeeeee e 3
Independents ..........cceeeeiieeiiieeiieee e 13

2012 budget for developing new capabilities for ground forces $10 billion

IMIBAN ..ttt 10.9
Republicans.........ccoocieiiiiiieiiieieeeee e 10.8
DemOCTAtS ....coveeiiiiiiiiieeieeeeeee e 9.5
Independents ..........cccoeeiieiiiiiienieeee e 13.7

IMEAIAN ...t 8
Republicans...........cccveviiiiieniieieecie e 10
DemOCTaALS .....eeeeiiiiiiiiee e 7
Independents ..........ccceeeiieiiieniieiieee e 10

Don’t KNOW/Refused .........covuiriiniiiinieiieieeececeeee e 1

Percentage Who CUt ........cooviiiiiiiiiiieceeeee e 57%
Republicans..........oocieiiiiiienieeiee e 49
DemOCTAtS ....coveeiiiiiiiniieeieeeee e 70
Independents ..........ccooviieiieniiiiiee e 46

Percentage who kept same level ..........ccccoviiiiiiiiiiiniii 25
Republicans............ccveviiiiieniieiieie e 30
DemOCTALS ....cooiiiiiiiieiieeeeeeeeeee e 22

Independents ..........ccceeeiieiiieiiieiieee e 24



Percentage who increased..........coocveeviieeiieniieeiienieeieee e 17

Republicans..........cccvveeiiiiiiiieceee e 21
DEemMOCTALS ....eoeiiiieiiieeiieeeee e 8
Independents ..........cceeeeiieeiiieciieee e 26

[DISPLAY][NAVAL POWER]

Statement: We will now address American naval forces. Naval forces include ships, submarines, aircraft
carriers and their jets, and the personnel who operate and maintain them. Their missions include projecting US
power from the seas, patrolling commercial sea-lanes, gathering intelligence, and on occasion responding to
humanitarian disasters. Naval forces are stationed in the US and in bases in East Asia, the Persian Gulf, and
other parts of the world.

Here is the amount the US is spending in 2012 on operating, maintaining and replacing current naval forces:
$113 billion

Here is the amount the US is spending on developing new naval forces--i.e. research, development, building and

testing prototypes, and early production runs:
$24 billion

Q29. Here is an argument against reducing spending on American naval forces:

Reductions in American naval power would be seen as a signal that the US is not committed to maintaining its
preeminent global role. The Navy protects shipping lanes that are important for commerce, as well as for
security, including lanes used to deliver oil from the Persian Gulf. It is also capable of quickly responding to
humanitarian crises caused by natural disasters. As China continues to rise, we need to increase our naval force
in East Asia to ensure that our Asian allies in the region do not draw closer to China and restrict our military or
commercial access in the region.

Do you find this argument:

VOIY CONVINCING...eeeiuvieeriiieeriiieeniieerieeeieeeireeeireeensreesaaeesaneesnnns 19%
Republicans..........coocieiiiiiieiiiiiee e 27
DemOCTAtS ....oouvieiiieiiiniieeeeeee e 13
Independents ..........ccooeiieiieniiiiiee e 18

Somewhat CONVINCING ......cceeruiriiriiniiiiiniereeeeeeee e 50
Republicans...........cccveviiiiienieeiieee e 49
DemOCTALS ....oooiiiiiiiieiiieeeeeeeeee e 51
Independents ..........ccceeeiieiiieiiieiiecie e 48

Somewhat UNCONVINCING ......c.veeeriieeriieeiieeiee e 23
Republicans..........coocieiiiiiieiiiiiee e 19
DemOCTAtS ....oouvieiiiiiieniieceeeeee e 26
Independents ..........cccoeeiieiieiiiiiiee e 23

VEry UNCONVINCING.....eruvirtiiieritinieeiereenttesteetesiee e eiesieesaeeaesieenaeens 6
Republicans.........cccocveriiiiiiiiieiiecieeeee e 3
DemOCTALS ....oooiviiiiiieeiieeeee e 9

Independents ..........ccueevieiieeiiierieeieeee e 8



Don’t KNOW/RETUSEA ... 1

Q30. Here is an argument in favor of reducing spending on naval forces:

America’s naval power is so much greater than that of all other countries that the US can safely trim these
forces without any risk to US national security or its interests. Besides hundreds of ships, the US has 11 large
aircraft carriers that roam the world, while China and Russia only have one each. Other countries can do their
part, policing sea-lanes in their own areas and, in the event of a crisis, we can send our forces. We don’t need to
be the cops on the beat everywhere at once.

Do you find this argument:

VErY CONVINCING.....ectieiuiieiieeiieeiienieeieestieeseesereeseessseeseessnesseens 22%
Republicans..........cccvveiiiieiiiiee e 13
DemOCTAtS ....couveeiiiiiieieiieeeeee e 30
Independents ..........cceeeviieeiiieciieee e 21

Somewhat CONVINCING........ccccviieriieeriieeriie e e 46
Republicans..........cocveriiiiieiiiciieieceee e 46
DemOCTALS ....cooiiiiiiiiiiiieceeeeee e 48
Independents ..........cceeviieiieiiieiieeie e 42

Somewhat UNCONVINCING.......cccuieiiieriieiierie ettt 24
Republicans..........cccvveiiiiiiiiiecieeee e 28
DEemMOCTALS ..o 18
Independents ..........ccceeeiieiiieniieiieeie e 28

VEry UNCONVINCING....ceeruvieiiurieeriieeeireeeieeeesseeessteeesseeensseeessseesnseennes 8
Republicans..........coocieiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 12
DemMOCTALS ....oouveiiiiiiieiieceeeee e 4
Independents ..........ccceeiieiiiiiienieeee e 7

Don’t kKnow/Refused ........cccveeeiiiiciiieiieceeeeeee e 1

So now how much do you think the US should spend on maintaining existing naval forces and for developing
new capabilities for naval forces?

2012 budget for maintaining existing naval forces $113 billion

1\ (S ) o ST SRROUPRRN 98.4
Republicans...........cccveiiiiiienieeiieieceeee e 100.7
DemOCTatS .....coeeieiiiieeeiiee et 101.1
Independents ..........ccceeevieiieiciieniieeieeee e 89.4

IMEAIAN ...ttt s 100
Republicans.........ccoooviiiiiiiiiiiieeee e 110
DemOCTALS ....oeeiviieiiieeiieeee e 100

Independents ..........cccoeiiiiiiiiiiini e 100



Don’t KNOW/RETUSEA .cooveveeeiiieeeieieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeees 1

Percentage Who CUL ........cooiiiiieiiiciieeceeeeeee e 73%
Republicans..........cccvviiiiiiiiiiecie e 65
DemMOCTAtS ....oouveeiiiiiiiiiccieceeee e 85
Independents ..........cceeeeiieeiiieeieeee e 64

Percentage who kept same level ..........ccoeovveeiiieiciiinieeieeee, 17
Republicans...........cccveriiiiienieiiieie e 22
DemOCTALS ....ooiiiiiiiiiieiieceeee e 10
Independents ..........ccceeeiieiieiiiiiieeie e 21

Percentage who increased..........oeevveviieeiieniieeiienieeeeee e 10
Republicans..........cccvveeiiieiiiicie e 13
DemOCTats .....coccuviiiiiiiiiiiiiieeicec e 5
Independents ..........cceeeeiieiiiieciieee e 12

2012 budget for developing new capabilities for naval forces $24 billion

IMBAN ..t 19.3
Republicans.........ccocoieriieiiieniieiieeieeeeee e 21.3
DemoOCTats .....ccocueiiiiiiiiiiieee e 17.5
Independents ..........cccceeieerieiiiieniieeeee e 19.7

IMEAIAN ..ttt 20
Republicans..........cccvveiiiieiiiiccieecee e 20
DEMOCTALS .....vveeieiiiee et 18
Independents ..........ccceeeiieriieriieiieee e 20

Don’t KNOW/RefuSed ......cc.eevieiiiiiiiiieiieieeecee e 1

Percentage Who CUt ........cooviiiiiiiiiiceeeeee e 70%
Republicans..........oocieiiiiiieiiiiiee e 63
DemOCTAtS ....coveeiiiiiiiniieeieeeee e 84
Independents ...........cooviiiiieniiiiiee e 55

Percentage who kept same level ..........coccooviiiiiiiiiiini 14
Republicans...........cccveviiiiieniieiiecie e 18
DEMOCTALS ....vvieieiiiie et e 8
Independents ..........ccceevvieiiieiiieiiece e 21

Percentage who increased..........coecvveviieeiienieeiiienieeeecee e 15
Republicans..........oocieiiiiiienieeiee e 19
DemMOCTALS ....oouveiiiiiiieiienceeeeeeece e 8

Independents ..........ccooviieiieniiiiiee e 21



[DISPLAY][NUCLEAR WEAPONS]

We will now address nuclear weapons capabilities. The United States has bombers, submarines, and land-based
missiles, armed with nuclear weapons. Ballistic missile submarines are always on patrol, and nuclear-capable
bombers are stationed at, or rotate through, bases around the world. Nuclear weapons are primarily meant to
deter nuclear attacks by another state, by threatening nuclear retaliation after an attack. Some nuclear weapons
are also designed for first use in highly limited circumstances.

Here is the total amount the US is spending in 2012 on operating, maintaining and replacing current nuclear

weapons capabilities:
$19 billion

Q34. Here is an argument against reducing nuclear weapons:

America’s nuclear arsenal is our country’s ultimate insurance policy against aggression. It helps protect our
influence in a world with many threats and at a relatively modest cost. It provides assurance to our allies,
decreasing incentives to develop their own nuclear weapons, and communicates our resolve to be a global
power. It also deters threatening actions by our enemies. Developing newer models of nuclear warheads, as well
as more modern bombers, more accurate missiles, and submarines to carry them, ensures that the deterrent
remains reliable, useable, and therefore credible.

Do you find this argument:

VErY CONVINCING....couiiiiiiiiiieiiesiieeiee sttt et et site e 22%
Republicans..........ccccveriiiiieiiieiieieceee e 28
DemOCTALS ....cooiiiiiiiiieiieceeeeecee e 19
Independents ..........cccoeeiieriieiiieiieee e 17

Somewhat CONVINCING......coeeririiriiniiienieneeeeteee e 43
Republicans...........cccveviiiiieriecieeie e 46
DemOCTALS ....oooiiiiiiiieiieeeeeeeeee e 42
Independents ..........ccceeeiieriieniieiiece e 43

Somewhat UNCONVINCING ......c.veeeriieiiieeiieeiee e 24
Republicans..........coccieiiiiiiieniiiiee e 23
DemOCTAtS ....covieiiiiiiinieeieeeeee e 24
Independents ..........ccceeeiieiieiiiiiiee e 28

VEry UNCONVINCING.....eouviruiiniieieeiienieeeenitesetenteeite s sieeeeseeesee e eae 10
Republicans.........c.coouieiiiiiiieiieiece e 3
DemOCTALS ....cooiiiieiiieeiieeeeeeeee e 15
Independents ..........ccceeeveeiieiiiienieeieeee e 9

Don’t KNOW/RETUSE .cooveeeeeieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 1



Q35. Here is an argument in favor of reducing spending on nuclear weapons:

America’s nuclear arsenal consists of thousands of weapons, most far more destructive than the one that
obliterated Hiroshima. The idea that we need thousands of weapons to deter an adversary is absurd: We can
effectively destroy a country with a small number of weapons. Their use is also highly unlikely against today’s
foes—some of whom use crude road bombs. Advanced conventional arms can accomplish virtually every
mission that nuclear arms can, without killing thousands of civilians and producing long-lasting nuclear fallout.

Do you find this argument:

VErY CONVINCING.....cctieieiieiieniieeiieniieeieestieeteesreeseessseeseessnesseens 26%
Republicans..........oocvveeiiieiiiiccie e 20
DEemMOCTALS ..ot 34
Independents ..........cceeeeiieiiiieiiieee e 23

Somewhat CONVINCING........ccccvieeriieeriieeiee et 41
Republicans..........ccccuveriiiiieniiciieiecieee e 46
DemOCTALS ....cooiiiiiiiiieiieeeeeeee e 38
Independents ..........cccoeeiieriieiiiiiiee e 39

Somewhat UNCONVINCING.......cccuieiiieriieiienie ettt eee e sre e 22
Republicans..........cccvviiiiiiiiiice e 21
DEemMOCTALS ....couveeiiiiiiiiicceeeee e 22
Independents ..........cceeeciieiiiieeieeee e 27

Very UNCONVINCING....ccciuvieiireeriieerieeesieeesreeesseeessseesssseeessseesssseennns 9
Republicans..........coccieviiiiiiiniiiiiee e 13
DeMOCTALS ....oouveiiiieiiieiieseee e 6
Independents ..........cceeeiiiiiiiiieiieeee e 8

Don’t kKnow/Refused ........cccvveeiiiiciiieiieceeceeeee e 1

So now how much do you think the US should spend on maintaining existing nuclear weapons and for
developing new nuclear weapons?

2012 budget for the total US nuclear weapons program $19 billion

IMIBAN ..ttt 13.9
Republicans.........ccoooieiiieiiiiiieeeee e 15.5
DemOCTats ....ccveeiuiiiiieiieieeeceeec e 12.3
Independents ..........cceeeiieiiiiiienieeeeee e 14.2

IMEAIAN ..ot e e 15
Republicans...........cccveviiiiieniieiiecie e 15
DEMOCTALS .....veeeieiiieeeeeee e e 13
Independents ..........ccceevvieriieiiieiiecie e 15

Don’t KNOW/RETUSE .cooveeeeeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 1



Percentage Who CUL .........ooiieiiiiiieiieecee e 68%

Republicans..........cccvveeiiiiiiiieceee e 64
DemOCTAtS ....couveeiiiiiiiiceeeeccee e 78
Independents ..........cceeeeiieeiiieciieee e 57
Percentage who kept same level ..........cccooovveeiiiiiiiiinieeeeee, 21
Republicans..........ccccuveviiiiiieniieiiee e 22
DemOCTALS ....ooiiiiiiiiiiiiieceeeete e 17
Independents ..........cccoeeiieriieiiieiiee e 29
Percentage who increased..........cooeveeveeeeiieniieeciienieeeeee e 10
Republicans..........cccvveiiiiiiiiiccie e 14
DEMOCTALS ....oeveiiiieiiieiieecceeeeee e 4
Independents ..........cceeeeiieiiiieiiieee e 11

[DISPLAY][SPECIAL OPERATIONS]

We will now address special operations forces. Special operations forces are highly trained forces that include
the Green Berets, Army Rangers, Delta Force, and Navy SEALSs, as well as elite aviators and Marines. They
undertake covert missions (such as against terrorist groups), fight adversaries’ elite or irregular forces, and
frequently train and advise other countries’ militaries.

Here is the amount the US is spending in 2012 on special operations forces:
$14 billion

Q37. Here is an argument against reducing special operations forces:

US Special Operations Forces provide a less expensive, rapid and more precise way than regular soldiers,
sailors, airmen, and Marines to counter immediate threats from terrorists (such as the operation against bin
Laden), pirates, paramilitary criminal groups, and nuclear proliferators. Using them to train partner states’
militaries may help head off the need for US military operations in the future. Reducing Special Operations
Forces could affect the US’s ability to discreetly and precisely target adversaries’ leaders and military assets.

Do you find this argument:

VEry CONVINCING.....eetiruiiniiitieienitenieete ettt sttt et 36%
Republicans...........cccveviiiiieniieiieie e 45
DemOCTALS ....cooiiiiiiiieeieeeeeeeeee e 35
Independents ..........ccceeviieriieniieiieee e 24

Somewhat CONVINCING........covviieriieeiieeiie et 43
Republicans..........coccieiiiiiiieiiiiiee e 44
DemOCTats ....coveeiiiiiiiinieiieeeee e 40
Independents ..........ccoeeiieiieiiiiiiee e 48

Somewhat UNCONVINCING......ccuerviriiniieiirienieeieeteseee et 14
Republicans...........cccveviiiiierieeiieee e 10
DemOCTALS ....oooiiiiiiiieiieeeeee e 18

Independents ..........ccceevvieiieiiieiiieeie e 15



Very UNCONVINCING .....eeiuiieiieeiieiieeieeiieeieesiteereesseeeseeseaeeseesnseenes 5

Republicans.........coocuiiiiiiiiiiiccee e 1
DemOCTALS ...cooeveiiiiiiieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 7
Independents .........ccceeeeciieeiiieeee e 9
Don’t Know/RefusSed ......cccvvvvvveiiiiiiieeee e 1

Q38. Here is an argument in favor of reducing spending on Special Operations Forces:

US Special Operations Forces need to be used very selectively. They operate mostly out of the public eye and
thus are less accountable. Some operations have been legally and morally questionable such as
assassinations and kidnappings and have provoked hostility toward the US. Additionally, Special
Operations Forces have recently been expanded to over 60,000 personnel, making it larger than the militaries of
100 countries. This is too big: it dilutes their quality and increases the likelihood that they will be overused.

Do you find this argument:

VErY CONVINCING.....cctieieieeiieeiieeiieniieeieestieeteesereeseessseeseessnesseens 15%
Republicans..........cccvveiiiieiiiiee e 12
DEemMOCTAtS ..ot 14
Independents ..........cceeeciieeiiieciiieee e 21

Somewhat CONVINCING........ccccviieriieeiieeeiee et 44
Republicans..........cccieviiiiieiiiciieieceee e 33
DemOCTALS ....ooeiiiiiiiieeiieeeeeeee et 55
Independents ..........cccoeeiierieiiiiiieee e 43

Somewhat UNCONVINCING......ccuerviriiniiiiinierieeieeeeeeeie e 25
Republicans...........cccveviiiiieniieiiecie e 33
DEmMOCTALS .....veeeieiiieeeciee e e 22
Independents ..........ccceeeiieiiieriieiieeee e 19

Very UNCONVINCING....cccvuvieeruiieeiiieeeiieeeieeesieeessaeenseeessseeensneesnsneens 14
Republicans..........coccieiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 20
DemOCTALS ....oouveiiiiiiieiieeceeeeee e 9
Independents ...........cooviiiiieniiiiiee e 14

Don’t kKnow/Refused .........ccvveeiiiiciiieiiecieceeee e 1

So now how much do you think the US should spend on special operations forces?

2012 budget for special operations forces ~ $14 billion

IVLEAIN ..o e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e eeaarreeeeaeaaaen 12.6
Republicans..........coccieiiiiiiiniieiee e 13.5
DEIMOCTALS .ttt e e e eeeveeeaan 10.8

Independents ..........ccceeeiieiiiiiienieeee e 14.7



IMEAIAN .ottt ee e e ee e e eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeaaaeeae 12

Republicans..........cccvieiiiiiiiiicieee e 14
DemOCTAtS ....couveeiiiiiiiiceeeeccee e 10
Independents ..........cceeeeiieeiiieciieee e 12
Don’t KNow/Refused ........c.oevuiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee e 1
Percentage Who CUt ........cooiiiiiiiiiii e 58%
Republicans..........ccccuveviiiiieiieeiieie e 42
DemOCTALS ....ooiiiiiiiiiieiieceeee e 74
Independents ..........ccceeeiieiieiiiiiieeie e 54
Percentage who kept same level ..........ccccooviviiiiniiiiiinieciie, 25
Republicans..........cccvvieiiiiiiiieie e 33
DemOCTAtS ....couveeiiiiiieiceeeecee e 18
Independents ..........cceeeeiieiiiieciieee e 26
Percentage who increased...........oocvveeiieeeiiiieciie e 16
Republicans..........coccveriieiiieniieiieie e 24
DemOCTatS ....cooviviiiiiiiiiiieeee e 9
Independents ..........ccoeviieriieiiiiiieee e 18

[DISPLAY][MISSILE DEFENSE]
We will now address missile defense. Missile defense is a program that seeks to defend the US and allies in
Europe from incoming missiles by creating the capacity to shoot them down before they land on their target

Here is the amount the US is spending in 2012 on the missile defense program:
$8 billion

Q40. Here is an argument against reducing spending on missile defense:

Actively protecting the US from the threat of attack by missiles carrying nuclear warheads would mitigate, or
even eliminate, the most catastrophic risk our country faces. This technology is fundamentally peaceful because
it is defensive, and we could extend it to our allies as well. Some countries, such as Iran and North Korea, are
trying to develop offensive ballistic missiles that could eventually be capable of reaching the United States and
its allies. Even if we have not succeeded so far, we have made progress and should keep trying.

Do you find this argument:

VEry CONVINCING.....eeuiruiiniieiieieniienieete ettt sttt et 27%
Republicans...........cccveviiiiieniiciieie et 39
DemOCTALS ....cooiiiiiiiieeieeeeeeeeee e 21
Independents ..........ccceeeiieriieniieiiece e 19

Somewhat CONVINCING........cccuiiiriieeiiieeiieeiee e 47
Republicans..........coocieviiiiieiiiiiee e 43
DemOCTats ....coueeiiiiiiiiiieeieeeeee e 49

Independents ..........cccoeeiieiiiniiiiiee e 51



Somewhat UNCONVINCING.......cccuieiiieriieiiierie ettt 17

Republicans..........cccvieiiiiiiiiicieee e 16
DEmMOCTALS ....eeeiiiieiiieeieeeeee e 20
Independents ..........cceeeeiieeiiieciieee e 15
Very UNCONVINCING....cccveieirieeriieerieeesieeesreeesseeessseeessseesssseesssseennns 7
Republicans..........ccccieiiiiiieiiieiee e 2
DemOCTALS ....ooiiiiiiiiiiiiieceeeete e 10
Independents ..........cccoeeiieriieiiieiiee e 10
Don’t KNOW/RefuSed .......ccuvevuiieiiiiiiiiieiectee e 2

Q41. Here is an argument in favor of reducing spending on missile defense:

After 28 years of research and spending $150 billion, national missile defense systems have largely failed to
work, even in tests conducted in ideal conditions. . And even if we succeeded with missile defense, it is not
relevant to the most likely nuclear threats today. We are no longer facing the Soviet Union, but smaller nations
or groups that could just use another delivery method, such as low flying cruise missiles, small boats, or
smuggled suitcases.

Do you find this argument:

VErY CONVINCING....couiiiiiiaiiieiieniieeite sttt ettt e sbeesaee e 20%
Republicans..........cccieviiiiieiiiciieieceee e 11
DemOCTALS ....ooeiiiiiiiieeiieeeeeeee et 26
Independents ..........cccoeeiierieiiiiiieee e 22

Somewhat CONVINCING ......coeeviriiriiniieiiniereeeeeese e 44
Republicans...........cccveviiiiieniieiiecie e 44
DemOCTALS ....cooiviiiiiieiiiieeeeeeeeee e 48
Independents ..........ccceeeiieiiieriieiieeee e 38

Somewhat UNCONVINCING ......c.eeeeriieiiieeiie et 23
Republicans..........coccieiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 28
DemOCTats .....cooveiiiiiiiiiiiiiecctcc e 17
Independents ...........cooviiiiieniiiiiee e 27

VEry UNCONVINCING.....eouviriiiniieiieiienieeieeitesitenteeatesieente e seee i eae e 10
Republicans...........cccveviiiiieniieiiecie et 16
DemOCTatS .....oeeiiiiiiiiie e 7
Independents ..........cccueeiieiieiiiienieceee e 8

Don’t KNOW/RETUSE .cooeeeeeeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 2



So now how much do you think the US should spend on missile defense?

2012 budget for missile defense $ 8 billion

IMIBAN ...t e 6.9
Republicans..........cccvveiiiiiiiieeeece e 7.4
DemoCrats ......ccceeiiiiiiiiiiiiiceiec e 5.7
Independents ..........cceeeeiieeiiieeie e 8.5

IMEAIAN ...t 6
Republicans..........ccccuieiiiiiieiiieieeeeee e 8
DemOCTaLS ....cooviiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee e 6
Independents ..........cceeevierieiiiienieeeee e 8

Don’t KNOW/RefUSed ......ccueeueriiniiiiiiiiiiciecccceeeee e 2

Percentage Who CUL ........cooiieiieiiieiieeceeeee e 58%
Republicans..........cccvveiiiieiiiieieee e 47
DemOCTAtS ....couveeiiiiiiiiicceeeceee e 73
Independents ..........cceeeviieeiiieciieee e 47

Percentage who kept same level ..........ccoeovveeiieeiiiiiniieeeeee, 28
Republicans..........ccccuieriiiiienieiiieie e 32
DemOCTALS ....eooiiiiiiiieiiieeeeeeee e 22
Independents ..........cccoeevierieiiiiiiece e 33

Percentage who increased...........coocveeviiieiiiniiiniiieiieeeee e 12
Republicans...........cccveviiiiieniieiiecie e 21
DemOCTats ... 5
Independents ..........ccceeevieiiieniieiieeie e 15

[DISPLAY]

While we have focused on military capabilities so far, a major part of the defense budget is devoted to covering
the costs of healthcare and other benefits for military personnel and their families, both active duty and retired.

A number of possible ways for reducing these costs have been proposed.
Let’s first focus on health care costs for the military, also known as TRICARE.
As you may know, active-duty personnel and their families get full health care coverage. After they retire from

the military, and are still of working age, they pay $520 a year for family coverage. In the private sector
families pay far more on average more than $4,000.

Some people argue that people who have been in the military have contributed so much to our security that they
deserve to pay little for this health benefit.

Others say that, with deficit pressures, people who have been in the military should pay closer to what most
Americans pay for similar services.

Here are three proposals for reducing healthcare costs. None of these apply to active duty personnel, but do
affect their family members and military retirees.



If you choose to support any of these proposals, the savings will be added below to the changes you have made
so far, area by area.

Proposal 1

Q43. Members of military families and retirees would pay a typical co-pay for drug prescriptions. For instance,
the co-pay for a 30-day prescription for a generic drug would cost $15, instead of the current $3. This would
not apply to active-duty personnel. This would save about $3 billion a year.

What is your position on this proposal?

FaVOT oo 59%
Republicans...........cccuveviiiiiieniieiieieceee e 62
DemOCTALS ....eoiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeee e 62
Independents ..........cccoeviieiiieniieiieee e 49

OPPOSE ettt ettt ettt ettt st e e 38
Republicans..........cccvveiiiieiiiicieece e 36
DEmMOCTALS ....eoeiiiieiiieeiieeee et 37
Independents ..........cceeeciieeiiieciiieee e 45

Don’t KNoOw/Refused ........c.oovuiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee e 2

Proposal 2

Q44. Military retirees younger than 65 would have their family’s annual premium rise from $520 per year to
$1100. This would save $3 billion a year.

What is your position on this proposal?

FaVOT ..o 44%
Republicans..........oocieiiiiiieiiiiiee e 52
DemOCTAtS ....coveeiiiiiiiniieeieeeee e 38
Independents ..........cccceviieiieiiiiiiee e 42

OPPOSE ettt 53
Republicans...........ccccveviiiiieniieiiecie e 47
DemOCTALS ....cooiiiiiiiieeiieeeeeeeee e 61
Independents ..........ccceevvieriieiiieiiecie e 50

Don’t KNOW/RETUSE .cooveeeeeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 2



Proposal 3

Q45. Military retirees would be on a plan that would not be as generous as it is now. The cap on out-of-pocket
costs for a family would rise from $3,000 per year to $7,500. This would save about $11 billion a year.

What is your position on this proposal?

FaVOT e 34%
Republicans...........cccuieviiiiiienieiiieeceee e 36
DemOCTaLS .....eeeeieiiieeeeeee e 31
Independents ..........ccoeviieiieiiiiiiee e 35

OPPOSE ettt ettt et et e st 63
Republicans..........cccvveiiiieiiiiccieee e 62
DEmMOCTALS ....eeeiiiieiiieeieeeeee et 66
Independents ..........cceeeeiieeiiieiieeee e 58

Don’t know/Refused ........cccvveeiieieiiiiiieceeeeeee e 3

[DISPLAY]

Another possible area for reductions lies in salaries and financial benefits the Defense Department pays to
military personnel.

Some people say reducing salaries and benefits would not be fair to military families, risk hurting morale and
make recruitment more difficult.

Others say that military personnel get very generous benefits and, like other Americans, they need to do their
share to deal with the current budget crisis.

Here are three proposals for reducing financial benefits. If you choose to support any of these proposals, the
savings will be added below to the changes you have made so far, area by area.

Proposal 1

Q46. Since 1982 military pay has risen faster than private-sector pay. Military wage increases could be capped
at half a percentage point below an average of private-sector wage increases. This would save $2 billion a year.

What is your position on this proposal?

FAVOT et 41%
Republicans...........ccccveviiiiieniieiiecie e 38
DEemMOCTALS .....vveeieiiieeeeiiee e 42
Independents ..........ccceeevieriieniieiiece e 42

OPPOSE ettt ettt et e et e e te e et e e st e e s aeeesbeeennsaeenbaeenaeeenns 57
Republicans.........ccoocieiiiiiieiieiiee e 62
DemOCTats ....ccveeiiiiiiiniecieeeee e 58

Independents ..........cccoeeiieiiiiiiiiiee e 50



Don’t KNOW/RETUSEA ... 2

Proposal 2

Q47. Right now the military receives tax-exempt allowances for housing and food and these have been growing
at a faster rate than basic military wages. One proposal is to slow the rate of growth of these tax-exempt
allowances (though not to reduce them). This would save $6 billion a year.

What is your position on this proposal?

FaVOT e 61%
Republicans...........cccuveviiiiiieniieiieieceee e 64
DemOCTaLS .....eeeeieiiieeeeee e 64
Independents ..........cccoeviieiiieniieiieee e 52

OPPOSE ettt ettt ettt ettt st e e 36
Republicans..........cccvveiiiieiiiicieece e 35
DEmMOCTALS ....eoeiiiieiiieeiieeee et 34
Independents ..........cceeeciieeiiieciiieee e 41

Don’t know/Refused .........ccvveeiiiiiiiiiiieceeeeeeee e 3

Proposal 3

Q48. Currently military personnel can retire after 20 years and receive a pension for the rest of their lives, no
matter their age when they retire. The pension is 50 percent of the average of their last 3 years of salary. This
could be changed for new recruits so that they will receive a pension only beginning at age 60, and with the
pension being 40 percent of the average of the last 5 years of salary. Because the military is always making
payments into the pension fund, this change would immediately save $9 billion a year.

What is your position on this proposal?

S0 ) U URRR R 52%
Republicans...........cccveviiiiieniieiiecie e 55
DEMOCTALS .....vveiieiiiee et 49
Independents ..........ccceeeiieiiieiiieiieee e 53

OPPOSE ettt eeieeeette et e et e e te e et e e s aaeesaeeessbaeenssaeensbaeesbeennns 45
Republicans..........oocieiiiiiieiiiiiee e 42
DEemOCTAtS ....oouvieiiiiiiinieeee e 50
Independents ..........cccceeiieiiiiiiiiiee e 39

Don’t KNOW/RETUSEA ...t 3



[DISPLAY]
Q49. Congratulations, you have completed the national defense budget exercise.

Last, we would like you to consider a few specific programs that are controversial. Because they are within
areas that have been explored above, they will not affect your budget tally.

[F-35]
The F-35 Joint Strike Fighter program is designed to produce a jet fighter with more advanced features,

especially high stealth capabilities, including the ability to evade detection by some radar. One proposal is to
cancel the F-35 program and instead buy more of the current generation of fighters and upgrade them.

Some say the F-35 is a more sophisticated plane than we need, that it has many design problems, and is way
over budget already, with more overruns likely. Others say that alternative aircraft, even after upgrading, will
not be stealthy enough and will have less capability in combat as other countries develop better fighters of their
own.

This proposal would save approximately $5 billion a year in 2013, and $382 billion over the remaining life of
the program.

Do you favor or oppose cancelling the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter?

FaVOT .. 54%
Republicans..........cccvviiiiiiiiiieeee e 48
DEemMOCTALS ....couveeiiiiiiiiiciieeeeeee e 59
Independents ..........cceeeeiieeiiieeiieee e 53

OPPOSE ettt etee et e ettt eete e et e e s taeesaeeessbeeenssaeesraeenaeennns 44
Republicans.........ccoocuiiiiiiiiieniiiiee e 52
DemOCTAtS ....couveeiiiiiieiiceieeeeee e 40
Independents ..........cccoeviieiiieiiiiiiee e 40

Don’t kKnow/Refused .........ccveeeiiieciiieiiecieceeee e 2

Q50. The V-22 Osprey is an aircraft that has the capability to take off like a helicopter and fly like a plane.

Some say the V-22 Osprey is too complicated, its costs have ballooned way beyond the original estimates and it
has major safety and maintenance problems. Others say the aircraft provides the Marine Corps with the ability
to move troops and materiel much further than a helicopter can, and that many of the safety and maintenance
problems are being addressed.

Cancelling the V-22 Osprey would save about $1 billion next year.

Do you favor or oppose cancelling the V-22 Osprey aircraft?

B AV OT et 42%
Republicans...........cccveviieiieniieiiecie e 35
DEMOCTALS ..o e e 51

Independents ..........ccceeviieiiieniieiieee e 35



OPPOSE ettt ettt st ebee e 56

Republicans..........cccvveeiiiiiiiieceee e 65
DEMOCTALS ...t 48
Independents ..........cceeeeiieeiiieciieee e 55
Don’t Know/RefusSed ......cccvvvvvveiiiiiiieeee e 2

Q51. The Air Force is beginning the development of a new long-range stealth bomber (called “Next
Generation”) that may carry nuclear weapons and operate either manned or unmanned. It is intended to go into
service sometime in the 2020s.

Some argue that the Air Force has B-2 stealth bombers only 10 years old——which the Air Force is now
spending $2 billion to upgrade that are far more advanced than those of any other country and are more
than adequate for the foreseeable future. Others argue that the B-2s’ range is not enough and that we don’t have
enough of them, so we need a new bomber.

Work on this program will cost about $6 billion over the next few years, and ultimately about $55 billion to
produce the planned fleet.

Do you favor or oppose cancelling development of a new long range bomber?

FaVOT e 52%
Republicans...........cocveriiiiieniieiieieceee e 49
DemOCTALS ....coiiiiiiiiieeiieceeeeeete e 56
Independents ..........cccoeeiierieiiiiiieee e 51

OPPOSE ettt 46
Republicans...........cccveviiiiiieniieiieciecieeee e 50
DEmMOCTALS .....veeeieiiieeeciee e e 44
Independents ..........ccceeeiieiiieriieiieeee e 43

Don’t KNOW/REfUSEd ......cccviiieiieiiiiiieieecieceee e 2

Q52. Right now the US has three different ways to deliver nuclear weapons: land- based missiles, submarines,
and bombers. The US could eliminate bombers as a means of delivering nuclear weapons.

Some people say that, given how powerful nuclear weapons are and the low likelihood that they will be used,
having just two systems for delivering them is enough and we should save the money. Others say that it is
better to have three ways of delivering nuclear weapons than two, and that bombers have a unique value
because they can be recalled at the last minute. Submarine-launched or ground-launched missiles cannot be
recalled once they are fired.

Eliminating bombers as one of the three means of delivering nuclear weapons, and relying on ground-launched
and submarine-launched missiles, would save about $4 billion a year.



Do you favor or oppose eliminating bombers as one of the three means of delivering nuclear weapons?

FaVOT o 38%
Republicans..........cccvviiiiiiiiiiecie e 32
DEmMOCTALS ....eeeiiiieiiie ettt 45
Independents ..........cceeeeiieeiiieeieeee e 36

OPPOSE ettt ettt e e et e e e et e e e e e e e nbae e e e nnaeas 60
Republicans..........ccccuveviiiiieiieeiieie e 68
DemOCTatS .....eeeeieiiieeeeee e 54
Independents ..........ccceeeiieiieiiiiiieeie e 58

Don’t KNOW/RefuSed .......ccueeviiiiiiiiiiiiieiecteectee e 2

Q53. Currently the US Navy has 11 aircraft carriers. It is planning to retire one of them next year and to build a
new one to replace it.

Some say we don’t need large aircraft carriers as much as we did during the Cold War, and our current force of
11 carriers is more than adequate—China and Russia have a total of two. Others say reducing America’s force
of aircraft carriers would limit our reach around the world, by cutting our ability to project air power into areas
where we do not have bases.

If the aircraft carrier was not replaced and its jets were retired, this would save about $7 billion.

Do you favor or oppose NOT building a new aircraft carrier and allowing the number of US aircraft carriers to
decline from 11 to 10?

FaVOT .. 59%
Republicans.........ccocciiiiiiiienieiiee e 51
DemOCTats .....coouviiiiiiiiiiiieiececce e 71
Independents ..........ccoeviieiiiiiiiiiee e 47

OPPOSE ettt 39
Republicans...........cccveviiiiieniieiiecie e 48
DemOCTALS ....cooiiiiiiiieeieeeeeeeeeee e 28
Independents ..........ccceeviieriieniieiiece e 44

Don’t KNOW/RETUSE ..cooveeeeeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 2



Demographics

D1. Generally speaking, do you think of yourself as a:

RepUDLICAN ....c..eoiiiiiiiiie e 25%
Independent...........ccvieiiiieiiie e 23
DEMOCTAL......eieiiiieiie ettt 31
(@ 111 1<) SRR 2
NO PIEfeTeNCE. .. .eeviieiiieciiieiiee et 17
Don’t KNOW/RefuSed .......ccuvevuiieiiiiiiiiieiectee e 2

[ASK IF D1 ="Independent” OR “Other” OR “No preference” OR “Don’t know/Refused”]
D1a. Do you think of yourself as closer to the:

Republican Party ..........ccoooiiiiiiiii e, 11%"
Democratic Party .......cccooecvieeiiiiiieeiieiieeeee e 11
NEITRET. . 20
Don’t KNow/Refused ........c.oovuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 2
D1-D3a. Overall party identification combined
Republican Party/Lean Republican...........ccccoociiiiiniiiniinicnnnen. 36%
Democratic Party/Lean Democrat...........ccocveviieniienieeniienieeene, 42
Independent..........cccuieiiiieiiie e 22
Refused/Don’t KNOW ......c..covuieiiiiiiiieiiiieseeee e 0

[D2 AND D3 PRESENTED ON SAME SCREEN]
D2. Did you vote for a candidate for Congress in the last election in 2010?

Y S ittt ettt 63%
N Ottt ettt e e e e et ————————aaes 35
Don’t KNOW/RETUSE ..cooeeeeeeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 2

Y S ittt e e ettt —————————————— 54%
N O ettt e aaaa 44
Don’t KNOW/RETUSEA ...t 2

D4a. How sympathetic are you to the Tea Party movement?

Very SyMPathetic ..ooueveiririinienieeiereeieeeseee e 9%
Somewhat Sympathetic .........cccveviiiiiiiiieiieieceeeeee e 30
Somewhat unsympathetic ..........ccocoeveviininiiniiniincecceeee 25
Very unsympathetic ......c.ooovieeiierieiiiieieeieecie e 32

* Percent of total



Don’t KNOW/RETUSEA ... 4

D4b. How sympathetic are you to the Occupy Wall Street movement, which often describes itself as
“representing the 99 percent”?

Very SyMPathetic .....c.ooviieiiieiiiiiieeie et 9%
Somewhat sympathetic .........cceevevvieriiiiiiiieecie e 30
Somewhat unsympathetic ............ccoecieriieiieniiiiieeie e 24
Very unsympathetic ......oeeeiieiiieeciiecieece e 36
Don’t KNow/Refused ........c.oevuiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiee e 4
Gender
IMALE ... e 49%
Female......oouiiiiiiiiieie s 51
Age
I8-20 e e e 21%
30744 .ottt ae s 26
A5-59 e 28
B0 ettt ettt et e et teenteeneenneas 26
Education
Less than high school...........cccoeiiiieiieiiiicececeeeee e 13%
High School ... 29
SOME COLIEEE ...vvviniiiiiiiiieiieee ettt e 29
Bachelor’s degree or higher ..o 29
Region
NOTEREASE ...t 18%
IMIIAWESE. ...ttt 22
SOULN L. 36
WESE . 23
Race
White, Non-HiSPanic ..........cccceerveeiuierieeiiienieeiee e e eveesiee e 68%
Black, Non-Hispanic..........ccccueevuieiiiiiienieiiieie e 11
Other, NON-HiSPaniC..........cccveriieiiienieeiienieeiiesre e eeeeereesneeaeens 5
HISPANIC ..o s 14

2+ Races, Non-HiISPanic .........ccceevuieeriieeniieeriieciee e 2



