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In “The World Hates the Because America Is a Militarist Empire” David Hilfiker Explains why people's opinion of the US has turned in the recent years and why many people now view the US as the greatest threat to peace.  The main point of this article is to show why many people around the world now hate the US linking it to US Militarism. I chose this source because I believe it will be useful for background information on how US militarism affects foreign affairs. I specifically plan on showing why countries have begun to distrust and hate the United States due to its militarization. 
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The Article. “A Return to Responsibility: What President Obama and Congress Can Learn About Defense Budget from Past Presidents” Was published July 2011. The intended audience for this article is members of the Obama administration. The article was written by Lawrence J. Korb, who served as Secretary of Defense from 1981 to 1985, Laura Conley as a research associate, and Alex Rothman, a special assistant. This article has valid information and uses a diverse set of sources that are reliable. For example, it uses public records of the cost of military programs. The article was written to explain to the Obama administration how to cut military spending. The point of view is centrist learning.
In “A Return to Responsibility: What President Obama and Congress Can Learn About Defense Budget from Past Presidents” The Authors explains why and what can be cut from the defense budget to save money. The article mainly shows what can be cut from the US defense budget to save money. I mainly plan on using this to show who believes the defense budget should be cut. 
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The article "Is Cutting US Military Spending Really a Threat," Was published August 24th, 2011. The intent of this article is to show why a large military budget is no longer needed in the modern day. This article was written by Taylor Marvin, a political and economics writer for many publications. This is a valid source because it uses many sources to back its claims, utilizing links in the description and historical backings. It uses examples such as the Vietnam War in which we had a larger military and superior Air Force, but our military was countered by the use of cheap surface to air missiles. This article was written with the intent of showing why a large military budget is no longer needed in the modern day and why it can be cut. The point of view of this article is mainly Democrat, but it does mention how some Republicans are calling for budget reforms as well.
In "Is Cutting US Military Spending Really a Threat," Taylor Marvin Explains why we can cut the defense budget and why large defense budgets are not needed in the modern day. The purpose of a large defense budget is to increase national security and protect the safety of the state. Some are calls for military budget reforms being had by many people. The main purpose of this article is to show why large defense budgets are no longer needed. I will use this as evidence to show why people believe that a defense budget is no longer needed. 
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The article "Why Is the Most Wasteful Government Agency Not Part of the Deficit Discussion," was published July 7, 2011. The main goal of this article is to show the corruption and incompetence of the military industry and explain why cutting it would both improve the military and save money. The author of this article is David Morris who is an economic adviser to state, local, and national governments. This is a reliable source because it lists various sources and descriptions. For example, it uses the fact that the Pentagon has never fully completed an audit of itself. The article was written to call out republicans for their hypocrisy for not dealing with the corruption in the Pentagon, or cutting its budget, but call for everything else to be cut. The point of view is very Democrat.
In "Why Is the Most Wasteful Government Agency Not Part of the Deficit Discussion," Morris, David Explains why the Republicans are hypocrites for not cutting the Pentagon's budget and why cutting the Pentagon's budget would improve the military and save money. The main point of the article is to show the corruption of the Pentagon and call it the Apocrypha by of the Republicans. The source will be used as background information to show why people believe cutting the military budget will not affect national security. This is a good source because I can use it to show why people believe cutting the military budget will not affect national security.
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The article "Economics and National Security: Issues and Implications for US Policy,” was published January 4, 2011. The intended audience is to educate people on how national security and the economy are intertwined. The authors are Dick K. Nanto a specialist in industry and trade, and Mindy R. Levit an analyst in public finance. The information is supported by the sources the authors cite. The purpose of the article was to educate people on why the economy and national security are connected. The point of view is centrist.
In "Economics and National Security: Issues and Implications for US Policy,” Mindy R. Levit and Dick K. Nanto explain how the economy and national security are connected and how they affect each other. The main point of the article is to educate people on how the economy affects national security and how national security affects the economy. This source will be used to show why the economy and national security are tied together. 
Salmon, Diem Nguyen. "The US Military Budget Should Be Increased." The US Military, edited by Noah Berlatsky, Greenhaven Press, 2016. Opposing Viewpoints. Gale In Context: Opposing Viewpoints, link.gale.com/apps/doc/EJ3010978207/OVIC?u=sunyjcc&sid=bookmark-OVIC&xid=d99b95f2. Accessed 10 Feb. 2026. Originally published as "A Proposal for the FY 2016 Defense Budget,", 30 Jan. 2015.
The article "A Proposal for the FY 2016 Defense Budget” was published January 30th, 2015. The target audience was the voter to try to convince them to elect public officials who will raise the military budget. The article's writer Diem Nguyen Salmon is senior policy analyst for defense budgeting at the Heritage Foundation. The information provided can be supported due to the various sources he uses. This includes him listing the several military projects that were cancelled, such as the F22 fighter aircraft. The article was written to bring awareness of the degrade in the military due to budget cuts. The point of view is Republican.
In "A Proposal for the FY 2016 Defense Budget” Diem Nguyen Salmon Explains that the recent military cuts to the US army have led to its degrade and that the budget must be raised. The purpose of these cuts was to balance the budget. The main point of this article is to bring awareness to the degrade in the military.  This source will be used as background information to show the point of view of people who believe the military budget should be raised. It's a very good source because it will make excellent background information for why people believe the military budget should be raised, especially about fears of external threats.
Samuelson, Robert J. "The Dangerous Debate over Cutting Military Spending." The US Deficit, edited by Kathy Jennings and Lynn M. Zott, Greenhaven Press, 2013. Opposing 	Viewpoints. Gale In Context: Opposing Viewpoints, 	         link.gale.com/apps/doc/EJ3010852228/OVIC?u=sunyjcc&sid=bookmark-	OVIC&xid=61a64468. Accessed 10 Feb. 2026. Originally published in http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/the-dangerous-debate-over-cutting-military-spending/2011/10/28/gIQAnPWEXM_story.html, 30 Oct. 2011.
The article "The Dangerous Debate over Cutting Military Spending," was published October 30th, 2011. The main purpose of this article is to educate the voters on why we shouldn't gut the US defense budget. The author Robert J. Samuelson is an author and journalist who writes a weekly economics column for the Washington Post. This information can be supported due to the use of many sources. For example, the cutting of the F22 stealth fighter program. The article was written to say why we shouldn't cut the military budget. The point of view is Republican.
In "The Dangerous Debate over Cutting Military Spending,” Robert J. Samuelson explains why the military budget shouldn't be cut and should remain the same, and why it is not as big as people think it is. He uses the fact that the US was a poorer country in the 1960s than it is now as proof that the military budget has not grown and has remained the same adjusted for inflation. The main part of this article is to show that the military budget is not as big as people think and that it should not be cut. This source shall be used as background information to show the point of view of people who believe the military budget should remain the same. This will be for more moderate Republicans point of view. I planned on showing this as part of the opposition to people who want to cut the military budget.
Schmitt, Gary, and Tom Donnelly. "Defense Spending Should Not Be Cut." Government 		Spending, edited by Noël Merino, Greenhaven Press, 2013. Opposing Viewpoints. Gale 	In Context: Opposing Viewpoints, link.gale.com/apps/doc/EJ3010544255/OVIC?		u=sunyjcc&sid=bookmark-OVIC&xid=b43984d3. Accessed 10 Feb. 2026. Originally 	published as "The Big Squeeze: The Obama Administration's Defense Budget Portends 	Strategic Decline," Weekly Standard, vol. 15, no. 36, 7 June 2010.
The article "Defense Spending Should Not Be Cut" was published June 7, 2010.  The intended audience is the public and is to inform them that cutting the military budget will lead to instability in the greater world. The authors of the article are Gray Schmitt a director of Advanced Strategic Studies, and Tom Donnelly a director of the Center for Defense Studies at the American Enterprise Institute. The information can be supported due to the use of many sources. The article was written to educate people on how the US is a stabilizing factor in the world and why cutting the military budget would risk this stability. Furthermore, it is used to tell people to vote in a way that will not cut the military budget. The point of view is Republican.
In "The Big Squeeze: The Obama Administration's Defense Budget Portends Strategic Decline," Gray Schmitt and Tom Donnelly explain how president-elect Obama's military cuts will destabilize the world. The president elects military cuts are to allow for greater investment in the United States at home and into stuff like Social Security and Medicare. The main point of this article is to show how these military cuts will destabilize stuff in the greater world, mainly in the Middle East. This source will be used as background information to show why some people believe the military budget should not be cut because it would bring instability. I plan on using this as a background source to show why people believe there will be instability in the world if we cut the military budget. This is a good source because I plan on using it to show a different perspective of the viewpoints on the military budget.
Wilkinson, Will. "America Can No Longer Afford to Keep the World Safe." The US Deficit, edited by Kathy Jennings and Lynn M. Zott, Greenhaven Press, 2013. Opposing Viewpoints. Gale In Context: Opposing Viewpoints, link.gale.com/apps/doc/EJ3010852233/OVIC?u=sunyjcc&sid=bookmark-OVIC&xid=4852b468. Accessed 10 Feb. 2026. Originally published as "Hands Off the Warfare State!" The Economist, 4 Oct. 2010.
The article "Hands Off the Warfare State!," was published October 4th, 2010. The target audience for this article were members of the Tea Party to convince them to continue fighting to cut the military budget. The article was written by Will Wilkinson who writes about American politics for the Economist and other publications. The information can be supported by evidence due to the use of various sources, such as the amount the US spends on the military budget, which he argues is too much.  Furthermore, he argues that other countries should carry more of the burden. The article was written to explain why the US should not carry the weight of protecting the world's shipping lanes and cuts to the military budget are necessary. The article was written to convince lawmakers to cut said military budget and make other countries carry some of the burden. A point of view is from a member of the Tea Party.
In "Hands Off the Warfare State!," Will Wilkinson Explains why the US cannot carry the burden of being the only country to protect free trade and why it should cut its military budget and other countries should help with protecting shipping lanes. The main point of the article is to tell members of the Tea Party to continue to fight to cut the military budget. This source shall be used as background information to show a third-party point of view on the issue of the military budget. This is very good because it will give yet another point of view for the military budget debate.
Frank, Barney. "Cutting Military Spending Would Reduce the Federal Budget Deficit." The Federal Budget Deficit, edited by Susan Hunnicutt, Greenhaven Press, 2010. At Issue. Gale In Context: Opposing Viewpoints, link.gale.com/apps/doc/EJ3010619213/OVIC?u=sunyjcc&sid=bookmark-OVIC&xid=bec7a0b7. Accessed 18 Feb. 2026. Originally published as "Cut the Military Budget—II," The Nation, 11 Feb. 2009.
The article "Cut the Military Budget—II," was published February 11th, 2009. The intended audience for this article is to inform them to why cutting the military budget is a good idea and how it will improve society. The author Barney Frank represents the Fourth District of Massachusetts in Congress and is chairman of the House Financial Services Committee. The information from the article can be supported due to the use of various sources. Such as the fact that funds from the military budget can go to health care. The article was written to explain why cutting the military budget can improve social systems like healthcare and how it will save US money. The point of view of this article is as independent.
In "Cut the Military Budget—II,” Barney Frank explains why cutting the military budget is a good idea and how the money from the budget can go to better things like healthcare. The main point of this article is to show the people that the military budget should be cut and that can go to other things such as health care and can save the US money from its deficit. I plan on using this source as background information to show another third-party point of view of the military budget. This is a very good source because I want to show another perspective on this debate.





