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Abstract The aim of thisMa st e r ' is to explaesthe scultural and discursive aspects of defense
procurement in the United StatesThe thesis examingdsow an American multirole combat aircrafthe
Lockheed Martir-35 Lightning Ifighter, has been framed by Membedos the U.S. Congrese 2016—2020.
Focused orongressionatommunication towards the domestic audiencketstudy exenineswhat kinds of
meanings of the B85 areconveyed by the frames and hdiwey relate to American strategic culture.

This is a study in theultidisciplinary field of American Studies, making use of previous research and concepts
from congressional studiedefense andtrategic studies, and political culture studigfie research material
consists ofpublic statements from Membersf the Armed Services Committees of thd.S.House of
Representatives and the Senataformed by a social constructivist viewpoint and a semiotic approach to
culture, the studyadopts framing theory/analysesa theoreticaimethodological framework through which

a combination of quantitative and qualitative content analysis of the research maiedahducted.As a
background for understandinitpe research materialthe studydefines a certain kind of Americatrategic
culture and discusses the role of Congress in defense spending.

This study finds that Members of the two Armed Services Committees have invoked broad, culturally
resonant concepts and timeless storylines to contextualize and justify-8%etd-the domestic audience in a

way thathasremained fairly consistent over tim&hestudy identifieghree dstinct but overlappingrames:

an economic frame, a strategiechnological frameandan apolitical patriotic frameThe framing of the +

35 has Ighlightedits economic and financial aspedtsit hasalsodiscussed what thaircraft provides or
means to the United States on the global aresapported by a perception of war and military power as
technologycentered and focused on competition between great power rivalries. The framing hagi\aso

voice toan understanding of the-B5 as a nonpartisan issue thavokes patriotic sentimentand was
permeated with ageneralnarrative of American national greatreand continuedhegemony in the world.

All the framesdidentified in this study are interpreted as havingasis in American strategic cultytaut a
more thorough understanding dhe F35 discourse arises by paying attention to a wider cultural context
The study suggests that the process and impacts of framing-8%edfe rooted in the existence and public
acceptance of an American ‘culture of war’
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1. INTRODUCTION

The United States was founded on a distrust of strong centralized government and standing armies.
Yet, thecountryhasmaintaineda political culture of massive peacetime military spendiimge World

War 2 (Thorpe 2014.3uch public spending in théS. would be difficult, or even impossible, to justify

in any other sector. In a time of deep partisan division in Congress, the topic of defense shéading

one of the few areas left where Democrats and Republicans see more or less eye-toretdeast

do not disagree as much as in other sectors. Together witMili@ry-IndustrialcompleX Congr es s’
continual support for massive defense budgets has institutionalized and normalized war in American
society and createda culture of warthat has ramifications for the entire international community

(Hodges 2013,-6). The continual presence and practice of war, even the perpptsdibilityof war,

shapes society: “Once a given society iseinterna

—a necessity, even, for the reproduction of existing social relations( Fer guson i)n Hodge:

The material foundations for the culture of war are provided by the acquisition of defense equipment

and supplies, known adefense procuremenWhen discussing the procurement of highly expensive
defense materiel in the 1$, a particular weapons prograis often mentionedthe F35 Lightning Il

Fighter Programhas become a prime example of defense procurement that seems to have
spiraled out of controlThe fighter aircraft program isthd.SDe f e ns e DegpQb)mbsnme nt ' s
expensive weapon system ev&tagued with countless technical issues, vast cost overruns, and
years of schedule delays, the trilliadollar program has been widely criticizddth at home

and abroad The late Senator and Senate Armed Services Committee chairman John MtOked

it as “a scandal a n dnd Represerdative Adarh Snittvl cu@eaa@man0 1 6 )
the House Armed Services Committeer ecently called it “a rathole”
(Smith in Gregg 2021Although Congress has maaied the program closely, lawmakers have

provided funding levels that far exceed the amounts requested byDRD(Kennedy 2020).

Thi s Mhesid wgllrexplsre the political culture sfichdefenseacquisitiongn the United States
with a focus on how discussions by Members of Congress have rationalized and contextualized the
procurement of the BB5to the domestic audiencand what kinds of meanings have beesigaedto

it. Specifically, | will examineow the F35Lightning Il Fightehas been framed by Members of the

! Defense spendinmcludes all regular activities of the Department of Defense; war spending; nuclear weapons
spending; international military assistance; and other Pentagtated spending.

2The * Minldiutsatrryi al Compl ex’ ref er s rytand the tefense irdusart thab n s hi p
supplies it. See suthapter 3.4. for further discussion.



Armed ServiceGommitteesof the House of Representatives and the Semag910r 2020.This is a
study in the multidisciplinary field of American Studies, making use of previous research and concepts
from congressional studiesiefense andstrategic studies, and political culture studies. Thesis
examines American political culture in theontext of defense procurement by presenting a case study
on the discourse(s) associated with the%: | will characterize the discourse(s) by identifying key
framesin public statements bymembers of the House Armed Services Committee (HASC) and the
Serate Armed Services Committee (SAF6¢. HASC and the SASC are standing committees of the U.S.
Congress and responsible for the funding and oversight of the Armed Forces and tha foebie is

a culturally determined system of meaning that organizes andes interpretations regarding reality.

It is a social construction of a phenomenon that places it in a previously familiar context, highlighting
certain aspects of the phenomenon and omitting othéfmmming analysiss a way to investigate how
events and issues are organized and interpre{@bffman 1974Entman 1993, Karvonen 2000 he

study aims to understand American culture by examining how the framing of-8%er€lates to the
characteristics ofAmericanpolitical culturein the realm ofnational security issueseferred to as

American strategic culture

The thesis approaches theframes as forming a particular type of discourskerough which the
meanings of the 35 are constructed. The discourse is segsboth a product of the political culture
where it takes place and something that itself constructs political culture. Such a premise is inspired
by a social constructivisviewpoint and asemiotic approach to culturewhich characterize the
underlying worldview of the study. These approaches, along with the foundatiorfsawiing
theory/analysis form a theoreticaimethodological framework through which a combination of
guantitative and qualitative content analysis of the research materithlbgi conductedFor both of

the keyconcepts in this studyframe/framing and (American) strategic cultur¢here is an array of
different definitions and approaches found in their respective fieldss study does not aim to apply
any single theory ogither one, but rather borrows ideas from a variety of sources that have proved
to be useful for this study in particulaBoth conceptsas well as their applicatioare informed by a

constructivist viewpoint and a semiotic approach to culture

This study concludesthat Members of the two Armed Services Committees have invoked broad,
culturally resonantconcepts and timeless stotynes to contextualize and justify the35 to the
domestic audience in a way thhasremained fairly consistent ovemtie. Theframing of the F35 has
highlightedits economicand financial aspectfyut hasalsodiscussed what thaircraft provides or
means to the United States on the global areaadgiven voicgo an understanding of the-B5 as a

nonpartisan issuehat evokes patriotic sentimentsThe discoursehasalsobeen permeated with a



generalnarrative of American national greatresnd continued hegemonyin the world. All the
dominant framesdentifiedin this study are interpreteds having #asis in American strategic cultyre
but some frame components can be better understood in a wider cultural contés¢ussed from a
number of different angleén the thesis.Theresults of the studybring forth newinsightsinto the
domestic discursive construction of an Ameridad weapons program that istrategically relevant

for a number of U.S. allies and partners around the world.

Thethesis has been divided intexenchapters:Thischapter introducathe topic of the F35; provides

the reader with an overall political, economic, and strategic context for understanding discussions on

the F35; summarizegelevant previous researcloutlines the objectives of the studyand introduces

the research material and methods used in this stddye second chaptgresentsthe theoretical and
methodological approach of théhesisby piecing togethea * t h emateid ca@llogi c al t o«
analyzing cultural meanings discourse Chapter 3focuses on two broad themes that form the
background for the study: the nexus between political culture and national security, known as strategic

cul ture, and Co nsgpendisgsThesempiricdl part df thehesise thapters 45, and

6 — describe the research process)adyze the framing of the-B5 and reflect on how the framing

relatesto American strategic culturand wider political cultureChapter7 concludes thehesis with a

summary of the key findingsonsiderstheir possibleimplications,d i s ¢ us s e s limitatioms, st udy '’

and assesses avenues for further research.

1.1. Background:TheLockheed Martin~35 Lightning Il Fighter

The Lockheed Martin35 Lightning Il ia fifth generation singlseat singleengine multirole fighter

aircraft developed for the U.S. Navy, U.S. Marine Corps, U.S. Air Force, and several U.S. alli€d nations
TheUnited States is the primary customer and financial backer of the prograet=35 is part of a
development and acquisitionzrogram calledrhe Joint Strike FightéSF) commonly known as the

F35 program which will be used in this study fds brevity. The aircraft uses stealth technology to
make the aircraft less visible tdetection and has sensors that provide extensive situational

awareness(Lockheed Martin 221.) The F35 has been considered suitable for a lasgale offensive

3 There are eight international program partnesho have participated in the funding and development of the
F35: the U.S., United Kingdom, ItaNetherlands, Australia, Norway, Denmark and Cankmiael, Japan, South
Korea, Poland, Belgium and Singapanmealsgorocuring and operating the-85. (Lockheed Martin 2021)urkey
was removed from the program in 20f@llowing its acceptance of a Rumsimade air defense syste(ehta
2019). Switzerland made a decision to acquire the fighter in 2021, and Finland consideBbthas &n alternative
in a procurement decision expected to be made in late 2021.

4TheJoint Strike Fightewas also the original name of the aircraft and is sometimes still used in official and
media sources.



war, offering few advantages compared to fourth generation fighters when it comes tefEnse
(Binnendijk et al. 2020)-he F35 is theD O Dlargest andnost expensive weapon system eyaiith
constantly rising costdn 2001, the estimated cost per aircraft was $40 million to $50 million. (Dao &
Holson 2001.) The current unit costs of theee different models-the F35A, F35B, and B5C-vary

from $89.2 million to $107.7 milliorflLockheed Martin 281). For the U.S. hte cost ofdeveloping and
procuring roughly 2,400 units through 203ias increased from $233 billion to over $400 billion.
Operating expenses through 2070 are estimated to cost an additional $1.1 tr{lRoblin 2019.)

The origins of the-B5 program are in the 1980s when the DOD began planning on replacing its fourth
generation fighters with new stealth aircraAmerican aircraft designers discasisapplying stealth
technology to airplanes already in the 1940s, butdts not until the 1970s whedesigners realized

that it might be possible to make an aircraft that was virtually invisible to ra@drS. Centennial of
Flight Commission 2003®uring the 1980s, thAir Force had started to develop a new stealth fighter
the F22 Raptor but concluded that the Rator was too expensive and specialized to replace-ié F
fighters. The Navyand the Marine Corps alsoisted to haveheir own versions ofstealth aircraft

Thus, he Joint Strike Fighter program wargated in 1992, with the goal of devising a cheaper fighter
that could be used by all service branches &edsold to U.S. allies. In 1996, Boeing and Lockheed
Martin were chosen to produce two prototypes of the plameakingtheir test flights in 2001. e
Lockheed Martin 85 was announced as the winner, and the DOD secured development funds from
ally countries, such as Australia, Canada, and the UK. Lockheed teamed with Northrop Grumman and
BAE to develop and produce the aircréfitial Operational Qaability (IOC) of thaircraftwas declared

by the Marine Corps in July 2015, by the Air Force in August 2016, and by the Rebyuary 2019.
TheF35has been used in combat since 2018, but continues to suffer from a variety of proatems

is yet toreach fultrate production (Lockheed Martin 202 Roblin 2019Reuters 202).

McMillan (2017) notes that as a general rule, the beginning stages of new weapons programs tend to
have overly ambitious goals, with most major programs requiring more than ten years to deliver less
capability than planned, at two to three times the inilyaplanned cost. However, even against such a
backdrop, the saga of the35s program is extraordinary. The program represents a departure in the
way the DOD procures weapomsthe past, each of the service branches bought their own individually
designed and manufactured fighters. The3-is essentially the same plane modified to fit each

service's needd he requirement that the plane use a common design for all branchetheasarting

5 The first modern stealth aircraft to be used in combat was the Lockhddd Mighthawkn Panama (1989)
and in Iraq (1991)



point of t he p Frong the pegimingpritice aveefonsd. that a joint fighter is

unrealistic and expecting too much from one aircraft (see Thompson 2021, for example).

Lockheed it sellie F2beanbines inpatieled dtealth with Baddegree situational
awareness and the ability to conduct attacks electronically, along with sophisticated data capturing
and a robust communication suite, [ ..].% malkadmkgh & ence
Martin 2021.) Dubbed aga flying computet (Capaccio 2021)he physicalaircraft itself can be see

as a platform forvarious weapons systems, sensors, radars, as well as a synergy between them,
providingadditional value compared to other fighterf.h e  a i missionaystemsare designed to
considerablyenhance the pilot's situational awareness and command and control capabilities
(Lockheed Martin 20B). The projectis a comprehasive combination of technology and way of
thinking not only does the B85 involvehightech devices, software, and systems, it atedlects the

ideas of a new kind of warfare, one where ittise technological systems that engage in and conduct
warfare,with the interoperability of those systemsbeing key.Such a high level of ambitiogives the

35 an extraordinary character and halsviously contributed tdts countless problems and setbacks

The Government Accountability Office (GAO), a research division of Congress, started to voice its
concerns regarding the program already in the early 2000s, warning that the aircraft was likely to suffer

from cost overruns, performance failures, and production delays (Dao & Holson. 2@@byding to

GAO, the program has hadd" iegriofrimaaircte @ardtb,] esns i
“routinely underestimated the amount of work needed f or i ts current moder n
2021) The National Security Networla Washingtosbased think tankgconcludedin 2016that the F

35 wouldstruggle to effectively perform missions due to shortcomings in its design and program
requirements and recommended that Congress and the DOD begin considering alternatives te a large
scale commitment to the-B5 (NSN2016) However, the progranmasgrown ‘too big to fail over the
years,having takemaway funds and development efforts from alternative fighteks.the F35 has

fallen behind schedule, the DOD halsohad to invest additional funds to extend the service life of

older aircraft. (Roblin 201pCurrently, the mission capable rate of th&¥ is 69 percent, below the

80 percent benchmark set by the military. Only one third of tf&5Fleet is available for any required

mission, well below the required 50 percent standard. (Hruska 202& JAiForce maintains that the

F35 will be‘the cornerstonéof its future fleet, but it may not procure as many fighters as originally

planned and has already started to develop a new type of combat aircraft called the Next Generation

Air Dominance (Weisgeeb 2021).



The economic impacts of the3d5 program on the U.S. economy are considerdble c k heed Mar t i

F35 website, www.f35.confeaturesthe economic impacts prominently a section calledEconomic

Impactg Powering Job Creation for America atsdAllies whichstates that

Lockheed Martin's B5 is delivering more than just air combat superiority to the men and women of
the United States armed forces. As an added benefit for the nation's economy, it's simultaneously
delivering tens of thousarglof high paying, high quality jobs to American workers across the country,
and around the world. [ ...] [ T] he mul ti moré¢than5t h
254,000 direct and indirect U.S. jobEqually impressive to the program's job creation prowess is the
sheer size of its economic footprint. The Lockheed MartBbFprogram teams witmearly 1,900
domestic suppliers in 45 states and Puerto Rimoproduce thousands of components from highly
sophisticated radar sensors to the aircraft's mid fuselage. (Lockheed Martin 2§2emphasis.)
The section includes an interactive map titil8de how the-B5 contributes to your State's economy
providing information on supplier locations, direct anahdlirect jobs, and economic impact for each
state. Texas, California, and Florida are the top thategesaffected by the B35, with approximately
129,000 jobs andraeconomic impact of almost $30 billion. Even a smaller state like Connecticut
benefits almost 17,000 job$here are only three states or areas that are not economically affected by
the F35: the District of Columbia, Hawaii, and North Daléoddl. otherstates, as well as Puerto Rico,
have at least one-B5 supplier(lbid.) Generally, researchers have speculatedt defense contracts
are deliberately dispersed as widely as possible in order to attract political support for weapons
programs (Mayer & Rumplist in Thorpe 2014, 6T.hus, he economic impact of the-B5seems to be

a significant incentive for Congress Members to support the program.

1.2. The political, economic, and strategic context

The long lifespan of the-85 project has inevitably meant that changes both in the domestic and in
the international setting have had an impact on the way that the project has been perceived and on
the many setbacks and problems encounteetoing the wayThe plansto develop the 35 started in

a world that was in many ways different compared to the era under examination in this $uln
Pentagorinitially started to plarfor replacing its fourthgeneration fightersthe Cold War and a bipolar
vision of the world was still very much aliowever, the end of the Cold War and the newly perceived
lack of identifiable military threats to the U.S. cleared the way for embarkingaronncertain
undertaking that would eventually make an ambitious joint fighter a redlityen Thompson (2021)

suspects that the-B5 program would not have been launched if military threats had been at a fever

pitch and that the collapse of the Soviend on al |l owed the Clinton Admi

5 The passage quoted above seems to misstate the number of states with supplier locations (45), asthe state
by-state graphic includes only two states and the District of Columbia that have no supplier locations.

ni



at the project Since then, the international security environment and the geostrategic position of the
U.S.have undergone several stages of change, ranging from theQ@ust War perceptions of a

unipolar, Americah ed worl d and ‘the end of history’ ( Fuk
9/11 attacks and the onset of the smlled War on Terror in the early 2000s. The 2010s have seen
increasing concerns related to tlfee)appearance of more traditional, great power adversaries with

modern and symmetric militariesapable othreatening the United States.

Gongressional discussions regarding thd5Hn 20162020 took place in a political, economic, and
strategic context tht was characterized by domestic political polarization, economic pressures, and
changed perceptions of the security environmebbomestically, lte decade saw the two presidential
terms of Barack Obam@009—2017) efforts to manage an economic recessithe rise of populist
movements, frequent congressional gridlock aneven government shutdown$ The election of
Donald Trump as Preside(®017—2021) sparked theculmination of a sense of profound division
between liberals and conservatives, as they clashed over issues ranging from immigration to the
legitimacyof the Trump presidency itse(Pew Research Center 202B)nding a common cause had
become increasingldifficult, if not downright impossible. However, national security issues, such as

defense spending, remained an area where bipartisan compromise was still p¢&sibld 2019).

The decade began amid an economic recessidginating from the 2007-2008financial crisis, with
significant economic and political impacain the United States. Debates regarding the appropriate size
and role of the federal government managinghe recessionsuch as bankinigailouts and stimulus
measurescontributed toa political shift towards the rigtt Theso-calleddebt-ceiling crsis led to the
passage of the Budget Control Act of 20d/hjch inflicted significant pressure on the defense sector.
The Acftcreated a deficitcontrol mechanism known agequestrationimposng limits or ‘caps on the
level of discretionary appropriatioris each year through 2021. Any legislation implementing a budget
resolution that violatel the requirements of the mechanism triggeet acrossthe-board budget cuts.
The defense communityas particularlyworried about the impacts of sequestration on national
security and readiness. However, the most significant impact hasdieére training of combat units

at home between their deploymentsh& F35 has been relatively immune to such cuts due to its
continued sipport in CongressThe capswere raisedfour times, and sequestration has not been

needed since 2017. (Center on Budget and Policy Priorities; Z¥#hdrasekaran 200)3Between

7 After a failure to pass legislation to fund government agencies and operations for the following fiscal year, the
U.S.entered what is known as a federal government shutdown in 2013, 2018, and-Zit®.

8 The 2010 miderm elections saw th&epublicans gaining a majority in the House of Representatives and new
seats in the Senate. In 2014, the Republicans gained control of both chambers, a setup that continued until 2019.
(Federal Election Commission 2021.



2010 and 2020, the United States remained by far the largest military spéntiee world.However,
the levels of U.S. military spending saw a continuous decline until 2017 and despaé@sreases in
2018—2020, remained lower thaits peak in 2016-11°

Budget pressures were not the only concern to U.S. military power between 2010 and 2020, as the
security environment also underwent notable changes. Uhit¢ed Sates retained its position as the
global superpower, but was increasingly challenged by Caiwh RussiaSuch challenges were
recognized by the Obama administratiorttie 2015 National Military StrategNMS) but brought to

the center by the Trump administration in tR2017 National Security Strategy (NSS) and 2018 National
DefenseStrategy (NDSWwhichhad an explicit primary focus on great power competition with China
and RussigSuch a reorientatioprofoundly changdthe conversation about U.S. defense issues in the
post-Cold War eraU.S. ounterterrorism operations became a kdominant element, while grand
strategy and the geopolitics of great power competition emerged as a starting . feertewed
emphasis wagplacedon capabilities for an extendddngth largescale conflict and conducting high
end conventional warfaresawel asmaintaining U.S. superiority in conventional weapon technologies
(Gongressional Research Serv@21b.)Defense budgetdegun tounderlire aligning U.S. military
forces with the 2018 NS andrioritizing compeition with China and Russia (Cancian 2019).

1.3. Previous research

The remaining part of this chapter is dedicated to discussing previous research, specifying the
objectives and relevance of this study, and introducing the research material and me8tadsng

with previous research, thisub-chapter recognizes an apparent lack of similar research, especially in
the context of the United States spite of the considerable literature pertaining to Americational
security issues andefense spendingabundant media reporting on the 35 and its problems, as well

as research on how culture shapes defense and security peb@minations ofthe cultural and
discursive aspects of the35 are quite rare in academic research. Two relevant contributi@me

from Canadian and Italian contextsoth focusing on the public framing of the3b.

Srdj an afticle Whoiframed the B5? Governmemedia relations in Canadian defence

procuremeni2016) looks into how the Canadian news media covered~8f purchase, proposed by

9U.S. military spending peakedtime early years of the decade, wi$#iv38B (4.9200f GDP)n 2010 ands752B
(4.84%o0f GDP) in 2011. However, the levels of defense spending saw a continuous decline after that until 2017,
with spending falling by 22 percent between 2010 and 2@Etween 2018 and 2020, U.S. military expenditure
increased again, almost reaching the previous level in dollars, but remained 15 percent lower with respect to
GDP than in 2010 (2018: $682.49B (3.32% of GDP); 2019: $731.75B (3.41%); and 2020: $7FPR32BRJS



the Harper government in mid010 Using framing analysi¥ucetic found that the news coverage

was mostly negative and became more negative as consensus within official decéiersregarding

the acquisitiordissipatedThe press generallpvoided usingfficial F35 story frames in faor of those

built on oppositional viewpoints. As consensus within official decision circles dissipated over time, the
press gave more and more spacestechcounterframes The study conductedreanalysis of the tones

of newspaperheadlines and for the subsequent text, concentrated on two predefined frames:
diagnostic (problemindicating frames and prognostic (problem-solving frames The commonly
identified diagnostic frames includeadk of due diligence, lack of accountability industry rent-

seeking lack oftransparencyand fscal irresponsibilityTheprognostic framesncluded ompetitive

tender, industrial benefits, oversight andransparencyreevaluation ofAir Forcerequirements, and
alternativeaircraft. Vucetic concludgthatt he news paper s’ -35pvasoditheaircrafti t h t F
itself so much as the process by which tBanadiag o ver nment sel ected it as

Thepress seized primarily onéhissue of procedure rather thamost or performance.

In an article titledA Controversial Warplane: Narratives, Counternarratives, and the Italian Debate on
the F35, Fabrizio Coticchi#2016) examines the content of salled strategic narratives and
counternarratives developed kgolitical parties and peace movements in Italy regarding the decision
to acquire the RB35. The studylistinguishes the following dominant framasthe Italian debates (a)
‘peace frames(frames based on traditionabacifist values, such as nonmilitary solutions to esis

(b) ‘effectiveness framegeffectiveness of political decisions, such as savings conntected F35),
(c)‘strategy frames(emphaszingthe strategic dimension of the-85 in the global arena), (ligned
frames (frames that link unrelated aspects, such as a tie between defepsadingand other
economic factors), and (€pambiguity frames (e.g. emphasiing the inconsistencybetween the
government story ofhumanitarian missiori@nd the acquisition of strike aircrajt§he generatheme

of ‘technology is also examined, although is not linked to a specific narrative but highligithe
overall attentiondevoted toward such aspediCottichia 2016, 1997 he study finds thaa rhetoric of
peace missions was adapted to the case, suggestinghdE35 will be used in the defan of peace

not as a show of forc8he strategic relevance of tie35for Italian defensevas emphasizedtressing
that the continuity of ltaliandefense policy would depend on the quality of the equipment adopted in
operations abroadThe narrativealso focused orthe economic benefits for Italian industs The
counternarratives focused on the mounting costs of Ea@5, the ambiguity and inconsistency of the

official narrative, and performance and technical problems of the figli€@uottichia 2016, 208-203.)

While the works cited above have taken placalifierent contexts, using different kind of research

data, the frames identified by Coticchia and Vucetic provide examples of what kinds of frames may be



possible in the American contexs noted by Cottichiaxisting research on the discursive aspeaifts
the procurement of the 85 lacksa systematic analysis dliscourseadopted by political actors and
across countries that participate in the3b program(Cottichia2016, 208)A lack ofanalysis of framing
by political decisionmakers in theAmerian contextseems to represent a gap in existing research,
which this study aims to fit or at least serve as a starting point for sudturther, a consideration of

strategic cultureas a frameworlprovidesadditional insights into the-B5 as a research topic.

1.4.Research questions, objectives, and relevance of the study

The aim of this study is to examine the discursive aspects of-8ifighter and the 35 programin
the American domestic contex®pecifically, the aim is to analyzevhat kinds of meanings have been
assigned to the-B5and how thoseneanings are constructed a2) what, if anything, those meanings
reveal abouthe political culture of defense procurement in the United Statds.a way to approach
the former question, | will examine how the35 and the related development and acqtisn
program hae been framed by a specific group of Congress Members, the members BABE and
the SASCIn order to understand the discourse associated with th@5Fand to say something
meaningful about it from a cultural perspective, the charactarssof American strategic cultusnd

the broader political culture arexplored as way to approach to the latter question.

Two underlying assumptions guide my approach to the objecthef study Firstly, discussions
concerningmilitary artfacts and related defense spendiage in essence discussions abaouititary

power, war, andwarfare'® for examplewhat makes actors militarily powerfulyhy is the capability

in question needed, in what kind of a war is it intended to bed) against what kinds of threats and
enemies, and in what kind of a security environni&fhis premiséocusesmy attention to what kinds

of perceptiongegarding waand military powerMembers of Congredsaveassociated with the 85.
Secondlyc onventi onal wisdom holds that direct econo
shape how they vote on defense issues, such as weapons procurement or military bases, but
researchers disagree over whether theredsistent evidence to support this clatfin addition to
exploringperceptions regarding war and military powewill examinghe role of economic arguments

in the framing of the B5. These two premises guide, but do not limit, the analysis of tB8& F

discourse, leaving room for other perspectives that may emerge during the analysis process.

YOn the difference beColw@aynotesthedd [ W] @amdi swa headited,al rel a

l egal , soci al, and military. Warfare is the conduct
wa r f a pceurs[in.tHe context of the whole war, and it needs to be conducted in such a way that it fits the
character of the war and thereby vyalé)l ds useful strate

11 See sukchapter 3.2.3. for a more detailed discussion on this topic.
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Specifically,his study seekanswers to the following questions:

1. How has the RB5 program been framed by Members of the United States House and
Senate Armed Services Committees in 20120207

a) What is the role of economic arguments in the framing of tigbR

b) What kinds of perceptions does the framing of th&3-includeregarding warand
military power?

¢) How does the framing of the-85 relate to the characteristics of American strategic
culture? How is strategic culture reflected, reproduced, or modified in the frames?

The relevance of this research topic is manifold: Firstly, #3& Brogram involves massiymiblic

spending, which is why it is not insignificant how faisonalizedby politicaldecisionmakers. Defense
procurementdoes not directly improve the ordimglives of individuals and communities the way that

spending in health care, education, or infrastructure does. The framing of the pragnasto make

this kind of massive spending acceptable to the electorate. Secondly, the production and maintenance

of the F35 has been dispersed among so many locations that its effects on the economy are
considerable. However, if defense acquisitions are justified on the grounds thaptbeiglejobs, the

Armed Services may not end up with the best capabilities plessithirdly, statements regarding
defenseacquisitiondikely entail a discourse on the strategic motives, priorities, and interests of the

state, revealing perceptions concerning the nature of wadt he st ate’ s own identi
power. Statements regarding the3s do not address any particulasar, but military powerandwar

in general whichmay well reveal nevinsightsinto American strategic culture. Fourthly, the program

also has ramifations to countries outside the United States: it has been arguedttieal).S. uses the

F35 program to further its own influence intheworldh i | e maki ng participatin
reliant on the U.S. for decades (see for example Caverley 20H0) thus tyingAmerican allies to an
Americandominated perception of waand military power The ways of speaking about the program

are thus interesting andonsequentiato foreign audiences as well.

1.5.Research material and methods

Theresearch material for this study consists of a corpus of 227 public statements by the members of
the HASC and the SASfom the years 2016- 2020. The unit of analysis in this study is a discrete
statementitem. The statementtemsinclude press releasesp-eds, interviews, blog entries, floand
opening statements, and comments given to newspapéhe statements were retrieved from the

Congress Members’' official websi'aThexollecsonprardss as t

12 A fewitemswere also retrieved from publicly available media sourcesaises where thile mber s* websi t
or the ProQuest Politics databaseluded only an extract of the actuabs¢ment.
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will be further detailed in the beginning of the empirical pgpt36). Tables 1 and 2 belosummarize

the number ofstatementitems selected for analysig/ publicationyearand statement type.

Table 1.Corpustemsby year 20162020 Table 2.Corpustems by statement type

Year Itemsn Statement type ltemsn
2010 16 Press release 169
2011 36 Letter 22
2012 12 Comment imews article 11
2013 14 Oped 10
2014 10 Floor or opening statement 7
2015 17 Blog entry 3
2016 37 Interview 3
2017 35 Speech 2
2018 12 Total 227
2019 27

2020 11

Total 227

As this is a study of the domestic dimension of tHg5Fdiscourse, | have excluded statements that
deal exclusively with the international aspects of the progrdixcept for the exclusion of the
international aspectthe material was not demarcated befdrand in terms of statement topics or
contexts, nor was the sizsf the corpuspredefined The statements included in the corpus address
the 35 in a variety of different domestic contexts, the two most common ones being the contexts of
defense spending ahthe selection of a specific military base as a location for t86.A he contexts

of the statements will be further elaborated in the empirical part.

The reason for choosing this material in particular is that statements from Congress Members reveal
how the F35 program has beepresentedby those who make decisions regarding its funding. The
Armed Services Committees have been chosen as they are sbfmior funding and oversight of the

DOD and théArmed Force$?® This particular time range, from 2010 to 2020, was chosen as it is long
enough to cover two different U.S. administrations as well as a shift in the Western security
environment and perceed threats after the Russian annexation of Crimea in A&k& Hicks 2020,

for example)and the rise of Chindt is interesting to seéo what extentthe priorities of the Obama

and Trump administrations and/or the shift in the American view on percelwegts are reflected in

the statements. The time range does not predate the year 2010, as the data sources mentioned above
yielded only sporadic results for items older than thEie selected timeframe is thus short enough to

comprise a manageable worldd.

13 Yet, this study does not aim to cover how the two Committees as bodies of Congress have addressed the F
35. The focus is strictly on how individual Committee Members have communicated towards their constituents.
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This study examines theontent oft he fr ames i dentif-B&ddastheonse:i

method of analysids content analysjswhich aims to examine patterns in communication in a
systematic manner, often with the help ¢fabel i ng, usually referred
meaningful pieces of content in the research materfgluori 2021; Tuomi & Sarajarvi 2018o0th
gquantitative and qualitative methodsere applied in this studywith a focus on the qualitative content

of the data.The data were processed using twechniques for interpreting patterns of text in a
systematic and reliable fashioFirstly, the statements were coded according to their topic, tone, and
perspective following a basic content analysis approaglded by the first coding phasthe second

phase focuse@n identifyingthe dominant frames present in the statemeriig coding secalled key
concepts and master story lines in thata, the content of which ws then elaborated by presenting
examples of the text. Finally, the patterns formed by the dominant frames are discussed in the context
of American strategic culture. The interpretation of the research material relies on a close reading of
the statement texs, while the analysis is done based on the frames as well as their relation to the
social context of American strateganid politicalculture. The theoretical basis of framing theory as
well as faming analysis as a means of labeling wilfuréher discussed in Chapter 2. The empirical

part of thethesisbegins with a detailed description of the selection, coding, and analysis of the data.

13
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2. ATHEORETIGMETHODOLOGICAL TOOLKIT FOR ANALYZINGAAIUBARINGS

The theoreticalne t hodol ogi cal ‘ t ahediskandists ofthee relaed pefspestives i n
and approaches to the study of cultural meanings. This chapter will briefly introduce the constructivist
viewpoint thatcharacterizes the underlying worldview of the study as well as address the concept of
culture from a semiotic perspective. The bulk of the chapter, however, focuses on the premises of
framing theoryand analysis As a conclusion to this chapter, these threlementsare combinedo

form atheoreticakmethodological synthesis, which provides thasicframework for analysis.
2.1.Meanings as social constructions: Text, discourse, and society

The theoretical foundations of this study can tlearacterized by a social constructivist approach,
which holds that reality is constructed in social and linguistic interaction and that meaning is a socially
constructed evolving phenomenon. Constructivism is a generic term for a number of different
research orientations in political science, international relations, and cultural studies, for example.
Social constructivism places emphasis on language, assuming that different versions of reality can be
constructedthroughthe use oflanguage (SaaranerKauppinen & Puusniekka 2006When it comes

to language use, a key conceptliscoursewhich refers to a consistent and uniform use of language

in a given field. The object of inquiry in this study is the discourse through which the meanings of the
35 ae constructedDiscourse is often taken to mean all forms of meaningful semiotic human activity,
but for the purposes of this study, | use the term to mean language in use (written texts, spoken
language, and the transcription of spoken language). Disequwides the vocabulary, expressions,
andstyleof communication in a certain context.defines what can be said or written about a tapic
entailing both the social context aridxtsthat exist in it. Jokinen 1999\ text is the verbal record of

a communicative actBrown & Yule 1983:190), which in this study refers to individual statements
regarding the F35. Those statements form broader discourses, or ways of speaking about3the F
which in turn are constructions and reflections of the societyo | | owi ng Faircl ough’ s
on the relationship between text, discourse, and society (Diagrarhdpproachdiscourseas both

constructing and being constructed by the practiceg$ocial context

TEXT :J

DISCURSIVE PRACTIEE

SOCIAL PRACTICE

Diagram 1.The relationship between society, discourse, and text (Fairclough 1992, 73).
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As illustrated above hie 35 statements do not exish a vacuum but within theliscursive practices
of the social contexfThe arrowslescribe language uses a tweway process, in which society shapes
language and language shapes socidigcourse practices are not merely reflectionstioé social
contex, but they alsohave the capacity toeconstruct it.On the other handthe context may also

limit how discourses can frame issues

22/ dzt GdzZNB & WwaSYAz2dA0Q

As this is a study in the field of (political) culture, a brief discussion ofaultate is and how one may
attempt to study it is in order. William H. Sewribkes a distinction betweetwo fundamentally
different meanings of culture: culture as a theoretical category of social life (culture in singular) and as
a concrete and boundeHody of beliefs and practices (cultures in plural) (Sewell 1999, 39). The first
definition entails general theorizing regarding the concept of culture, while the latter refers to the
specific character of American culture, for example. Thischiapter deds strictly with the first notion,

and American political culture in the context of national secustyiscussed in the next chapter.

A fundamental conceptualization that informs this study is the notion of cultuseasoticin the vein

of anthropolaist Clifford Geertz (1973), | approach the concept of culture as essentidiyniatic

one. The term semiotic refers to signs and symbols, which are anything that communicate meaning.

For Geertz, culture consists of socially established structures ofimgdle argues that culture is, in
essence, a web of me a n i n @nythingthdt is praduced in a dieativew h i ¢ h
relation involving human beind4.Sewell adds thatulture should be understood as a dialectic system

of meaningsangpr acti ce: “To engage in cultural practic
something in the world [ ..] Part of what gives ¢
play on the multiple meanings of symbelthereby redefining situatins in ways that they believe will

favor their pur pos es.fdrDelosaamddlsdn (20194ltAre reférslto ) Si mi l

(1) the transmission and transformation of meanings, (2) the practices that situate those meanings in
the world, and(3) the full range of consequences surrounding those meanings: how they structure our
senses of self, group, and world; how they both delimit and open up possibilities for being and
becoming; [ ... and] how t hey ¢ hangOsont20l7,8l7.ph creati v

According to Geertz, cultural analysis is an interpretative science in search of meaning. An analysis of
culture entails sorting out the structures of signification, an interpretation of them in their context,
and then saing somethirg generic about the culturdheoriesin cultural analysiare used to search

for what is significantleading the researcher to pay attention to certain aspects of the research

YA " text’ f orercGreaprthaz aeiba reard bf a communicative acts defined earlier.
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subject. (Geertz 1973, 31317.) Deloria and Olson addiat the researcher shol d seek “spec
interpretations of particular meanings that, taken together, shape that large complex of meaning we
call ‘ (Dalotiat &uOisen’2017, 131Prawing from these perspectivedove culture forms an

evolving system of shared meanings that affects hbumans view themselves, their social
environment, interests, and behavioral possibilitysproviding the basic framework for viewing the

world. Meaningsare not inherent in words butather come into being in social interaction, making

them culturally contingent phenomen#n simple terms, culture is the conteixt which actions take

place and hat contextinfluenceshow discussiosabout specific topis may be framed.

In this study,the meanings assignei the F35 are interpreted in relation toAmerican strategic

culture. Strategic culture can be seen as a direct descendapolitical culturethe concepf which

was first developed by Gabriel Almond and Sidney Verba (1963). They defined political culture as "that
subset of beliefs and values of a society that r
2002, 90)Political culturedefines thoseshared values, attitudesand sentiments thagive order and

meaning topolitical processes and prode the underlying assumptions and rules that govern behavior

in the political system(Pye in Badie et al. 2017, 6@)n understanding of political culture provides

insights into how a state’ s p-toidaypoaiticahdecisensmade m i s
in the state.Almond and Verba stressed the centrality of national identity to political culture, but
subsequent scholars have also emphasized the rataltdral practices, such as language use, national
values, myths, and narratives. Political culture may also include ideas about the use of force on the
state-level or predispositions toward the role af country in global politicfLantis 2002, 992.)
Political culture is not particularly precise or troulitee as a scientific concept, which is addressed by
Chilton (1988) and Welch (2013), for exampa.detailing the scholarly debate over the conue

would go beyond the scope of the present study, it seffibereto recognize thathe concepthas

been debated and some have deemed it vague or confuglogiever, @spite the contested nature

of the concept, the endurance of political culture approestin the field of national security studies
indicates its usefulness as a framework through which phenomena candegstood andnterpreted

(Lantis 2002, 92)Precisely, this study approaches (political and strategic) cultura ens for

understanding and interpreting congressional discussions on-8t F

2.3.Framing theory/analysis

As a tool for analyzinghat kinds oimeaningshave been assigned to the35, | will utilize the concept
of framing, which involves the social construction of an issue or situation. In this approach, the

construction of reality is seen as variduames through which issuesnd eventsare interpreted. The
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approach is both a theoretical premise and a methodologicalcehoften referred to as botframing

theory and framing analysisIn this study, frames and framing offer a theoretical perspective into
cultural meanings in discourses avell asa methodologicalapproachfor analyzingthe research
material. There is aidersity in definitions, theories, and methods found in framing research, which
has resulted in a lack of coherence on how frame analysis is to be applied. (Hertog & McLeod 2003,
141; Mills et al2012, 4). This study does not applyaingle theory, butather borrows ideas from a
variety of sourcethat are considered relevamtnd usefufor the study.Thus, he basis of how frames

and framing are conceptualizégtreisinformed by the views of several scholars

The concept of framing was introduced by Erving Goffman (1974), who defined frames as culturally
determined definitions of reality, systems of meaning, that structure how people view reality and allow
them to make sense of objects and everfisaming refes to how individuals, groups, and societies
communicate reality by making decisions regarding the organization of informdti@mes, in
essence, provide answers to tAs aoted hydsesd, ey are Wh at
“organizing principles hat are soci ally sha(Reese 2609 d/Whenitsi st en
comes to the difference between frames and framibtgrtog and McLeod explain that frames are
structures of meaning, while framing is the construction and use of frames (HerkdgL&od 2003,

141). Meaninggreciselyare the building blocks of frames: people make interpretations regarding
issues and situations based what kinds of meanings those issues have for thelmwever, a noted

earlier, meanings do not come into being ivacuum, but in social interaction. The aspect of being

shared’ is essential: frames are power ful beca

culture.Frames and framing are not brainwashing, as emphasizétlibgiow (2018)

The power of a frame is not derived from its capacity to completely shape discourse and opinion. Frames
do not work on audiences, they workith audiences. Frames encourage a particular interpretive lens,
but because frames are contingent and dynamic, theyst derive their appeal from existing cultural
narratives, symbolic traditions, and social orientatiofé/inslow 2018, B, my emphasi3

Although frames derivéheir powerfrom the existing cultureEntman (1993) stresses thtite act of
framing involvesdeliberatelymaking something significant or meaningful. Accordindhitm, * [ t ] o
frame is to select some aspects of a perceived reality and make them more $aliéfitsuch a way

as to promote a particular problem definition, causal mpeetation, moral evaluation, and/or
treat ment r e cEoatmank¥I34b2) Sdliemee-the tate @ conditionof being prominent

or important— may be emphasized by repetition, placement, or association with culturally familiar
symbols narratives or myths (Entman in Goldie 2013, 12Bjames always link the situation or issue
at hand with something familiar, something that has previously existed or been experiéfa®dnen

notes thatdifferent frames result in an altered perception thie nature or character of the issue or
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situation that is being framed. Frames may <chan
aspects and ignoring others, without having to alter the basic facts. (Karvonen 2000.) Thus, the ability

to frame issusentails a significant wielding of poweXs all situations or issues may be interpreted in

a number of ways, multiple frames may also be present in the satmation. This makese framing

process a site for struggle and thus possibly multiple real{fidills et al. 2012, 3).

Framing theory/analysis is a broad theoretical approach ihpbsitioned as socially constructivist and

has been usetb study discourseén political science, media studies, and sociology, for example. It
offersa theoretical, methodological, and critical tool for exploring processes of meaning in discourse
(Ludvigsen & Millward 203®Vinslow 2018, 1)Framing analysis is a way to investigghow events

and issues are organized and interpreted. When doing frame analysis, it is possible to focus on the
format or the structure of frames, but similarly to Hertog and McLeod (2003, 145), | will approach
frames ascontentbasedphenomena® Methodologically the approach can belassified under the

broad umbrella of content analysi this connection it must be noted thapplyingframing analysis

is also an act of framing@sdefining the frames is made based on interpretations by the aesger.

The researcher classifies and labels the research data in the form of frames and thus emphasizes some
aspects and demphasizes otherslhe significance of research material is considerabl&aming
analysis but the approach is not completely inductiva@nce it also entails fundamental theoretical

assumptions that guide the researdPuroila 2002, 5]

In national security and defensgelated research, Janis L. Goldie (2013) has utilized framing analysis
when studying the framing of peacekeeping arglrible in Canada. Goldie emphasizes the cultural
aspect of frames and framing, noting that culture is permeated with frames. Frames are relatively
stable cultural structures, but new ones are also created and old ones are modified and replaced. Thus,
cultural categories are reproduced through framidpenotesthat framing is actually an essential part

of all public deliberation, but actors differ in their resources, such as knowledge, expertise, institutional

role, and available media, and thus in thebwer to frame issuesFr ames al so creat e
communities’ t hat u s e: mentbers of discuesivekconmalinitiesfwill bdopt g u a g e
similar kinds of ways to talk about subjects prevalent in that commy@bidie; Pan and Kosicki in
Goldie2013,123-125). Discursive communities are obviously in a more influential position to frame
issues than individuals. Reese (2008es thatframing analysis is critical in the sense that frames can

be seen as expressions and outcomes of power. Framglgsas enables the researcher to understand

15 As Reese (2009, 38) notes, the content of frames must be understood before their effectivity on the public
can be analyzed. Although briefly conjecturdds study does not examine the effects or the public reception
of framing In orderto limit the scopeof the study, @l attention will be directed only at the aspect of content
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how issues, objects, and events are constructed by decimigkers, for examplePersons with
authority, such as Members of Congress, may be
legitimating frames hat are more often than not taken for g

with authority have a role to play in how powerful frames are institutionalized in a culture.

2.4.Doing framing analysis

Existing literature regarding framirapalysis does not usually include precise instructions on how to
identify frames in research data. Framing analysis is therefore more an approach that guides the
researcher than a detailed method for analysis (Puroila 2002, 51). One contribution that seems
include at least some instructionsdn articleby James K. Hertog and Douglas M. McLeod (20128}

A Multiperspectival Approach to Framing Analysis: A Field GLheg start off by noting that frames

as cultural structures consist of central ideand more peripheral concepts, and mentioning one
central concept usually activates an array of related ideas. Some of the most powerful central concepts
include myths, narrativeend metaphors that resonate within a culture and carry extensive meanings
to individuals, whereas the peripheral concepts may be more concféeauthorgecommend using

both quantitative and qualitative methods in conducting the analymsvever, many powerful central
concepts need not be repeated often to have profound efffén which case a qualitative reading of

the material may be more revealinfHertog & McLeod 2003, 142143, 153—154.)

When doing frame analysis, Hertagd McLeod instruct that one should first try to identify the central
concepts that make up varied frames. Each frame usually has its own vocabulary, including the
presence or absence of certain key words. Attention should be directed to the choiceds, igures

of speech, and catch phrases. To induce frames in text, one may start by identifying the repetition of
certain adjectives, adverbs, nouns, or verbs; these may be peripheral to the actual frame but their
identification may helpwith identifying the frame as well as boundaries between different frames.
According to Hertog and McLeod, most frames include a master narrative that orglangeeamouns

of information and ideas. Closely related to narratives, myths may also be central to a fratiney as

are often widely shared and understood within a culture. After identifying the key concepts, the
analyst should then strive to seek a master narrative or myth in the téxtl 2003, 149150, Hertog

and McLeodn Goldie 2013, 12826.) Patricia Dunrite (2013) notes that narratives have a capacity
to express ‘what is possible’ i the repetitopn of familiarc u | t ur
‘'t okens ' -ifamiliadhbitstimome haseeheard or seen somewhere before (Tool®uimmire

2013, 36)BothDunmireand Hasian et al. (2015) have fouicherican national security discourse

often expressfamiliar master story lines or elements of national mythologjey find that e
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repetition of similar rhetorical figurations ovenie constitutesanimportant contributor to American

audi ences’ accept anc ©Ounmnire 2018, 38 1oHasah et 8.€@15,R)i ty pol i c

The researcheshould also be aware of other potential frames for the topic under study. Hertog and
McLeod instruct that before starting the analysis, one should prepare preliminary models of as many
frames as one can based on background reseatttrtdg and McLeo@003 150—151) Forming

some kind of an understanding of possible frames and getting acquainted with background
information is imperative, but it seems that Hertog and McLeod place a great deal of emphasis on
creating models beforehan@reliminary models makelp in identifying frames in the text, but relying

too much on suchrmapproach carries with it the possibility that something valuable may be missed.
For this reason, the approach taken in this study is informed by background research, but relies more
on a close reading of the material. As Hertog and McLeod also note, the frame models should be
considered guides rather than coding categories set in stone. Using the models as guides will help
staying on track and avoid unnecessarily multiplying the nundieframes. (lbid152). Thus, the

objective is tdkeep the framegeneral enough so that the number of frames is reasonable.

*k%k

The three sukchapters above have summarized some of the basic ideas involving a social
constructivist orientation, a semidatiinterpretation of culture as well as framing research from the
perspective of what is relevant and useful for this study in particular. Drawing on the viewpoints

discussed above, the theoretical assumptions of this study can be summarRiegjiam 2 b&ow.

q
TEXT F35 STﬁTEMENT\_
4 v
v —
DISCURSIVE PRACTICH F35 DISCOURSE
A Frames
v 3
SOCIAL PRACTICE AMERICANSTRATEGICULTURE

Diagram 2 A theoretical synthesis

The theoreticalView described above provides an intelligible frame through which the interpretation
and analysis of the research material and its social context will be conduttadst be noted that

such theorizing as summarized here does not havecthdty of a theory that could be proven or
disproven. It merely guides the researcher towards noticing certain elements in the research data,

making it susceptible to a certain degree of subjectivity.
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3. SETTING THE SCENE

This chapter addressesvo broad themes that form the background for this study: American
political culture in the context of national securitycéh2)the U.S. Congress and defense spendihg.
chapter has been divided into five sghapters.The firsttwo sub-chaptessintroduce the concept of
strategic cultureas a nexus between politicaliiture andnational securityf, summarize how previous
scholars haveharacterized\merican strategic culturend present aynthesis of those characteristics
forthi s s puupdsegs Fecusing on the role of Congregsdefense spendinghe last threesub-
chapters delve into such concepts dse military-industrialtcongressionalfomplexand pork barrel

politicsand discuss what kinds of incentives Conghsmbershavein supporing defense spending.

3.1.Thec2 y O S LsitatedicEdzf Wi dzNB Q

Thomas Sheper@012)notes that political culture not only shapes the values, interests, and behaviors
of a state,but it is also an inherent part of the perception and interpretation of threats, challenges,
and opportunities in the strategic environment. Culture shapes how actors perceive their
environment, ask securitkelated questions, and consider options to imfhce that environment.
(Sheperd 2012, 27282). The ideathat culture influences national security poligan already be
found in theclassic writings of hucydidesand Sun Tzpand later Carl vo@lausewitZLantis2009, 33).

I n the 1930s, Basi l H. Liddel Hart wrote about a
idea started to gain more popularity the form of secalled national character studies, strivitogdraw
connections between culture andate behavior. The concept afrategic culturevas coined by Jack
Snyder in the late 19706AFRodhan 2015Lantis 2002, 87; 91.) Theoretically, the impacts of culture
on national security issues have been researched from a variety of different appsyasganning
from rationalist to constructivist perspectivésJeffrey S. Lantis notes that especidh rise of

constructivism as a theoretical approach in the p@stid War era has influenced theoretical work on

¥l'n the United States, the terme’'naft enaWbsNatbnavat y2, r
Security Act of 1947 transformed the concept of national security into an official guiding principle of foreign

policy, and the concept of defense was extendexyond national sovereignty and borders. The focus shifted

from the physical territory of the state to defending
political and economic institutions. (Dunmire 2013, 35.) National securisyoniginally conceived as protection
against military attacks, but is nowadays understood to include domesticmilitary dimensions, sealled
homeland security affairs, as well. However, the present study focuses only on the military dimension.

17 Reseach concerning strategic culture has commonly been divided into three generations. The key
di sagreement among resear cher s has—whaherdtmtegicictlthre ir o w
seen as a context or as an independent variable timpiaicts strategic behavior. (Johnston 19€5ay 2005 As

the purpose of this study is not to discuss the general concept of strategic culture and the related academic
schools of thought, but to focus specifically on American strategic culture, detdigrggholarly debate between

the proponents of different approaches to strategic cultisexcluded fronthe present study.

cu
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strategic culture. Newadays there is aonsensus in national security policy studies that culture may

significantly affechational security policy and strategy antis 2002, 87; 96.)

Before delving further into the concept of strategic culture, a definitionswltegy is in order.

Clausewitz famously defined war as a continuat
[1873], 12). Elaborating on the views of Clausewitz, Col@r&y (2008) writes that war needs to be

permeated with political considerations to be successful: the use or threat of force is instrumental for
political purposes, not an end itself. Following Clausewitz, Gray defines that strategy is about the use

or threat of force for the goals of policgbout the relationship between means and ends. Strategists

are not interested in the actual conduct of wathey are interested irthe meaningof the conduct.

Strategy requires that it be defined from a politicarppective what the war is meant to achieve. Thus,

the essence of strategy, Gray finds, is thetrumentalityof the threat or use of forcg(Gray 20086,

14-15))

Returning back to the concept of strategic cul't
conditional emotional responses, and patterns of habitual behaviour that members of the national
strategic community have acquired through instruction ortatidn and share with each other with

regardt o [ . . . ] s t r aRodhary 2015) A natiah's stratégin culfute flows from its
geography and resources, history and experience, and society and political structure, and tends to
evolve slowly (Mahnke 2006, 4) However, it may change under the impaift traumatic strategic

shock such as war and its consequences (Gray 2006b11). It can be argued that domestic changes,

such as the election of a new President, may also have an impact on stratiégjie.cu

Theconceptof strategic cultureis based on the idea that a national style derives logically from the
stat e’ s po(bamuels 2084, 688naHling thecoacept of strategic culture a descendent of

the concept of political cultureFor Sgder, elements of strategic culture include the context
associated with perceived security threats and technological development; historical legacies; and
beliefs about the role of the military and concerned institutions in the policymaking. (Snydertis Lan
2002, 9394.) Kartchner et aldefine strategic culture afa] set of shared beliefs, assumptions, and
modes of behavior, derived from common experiences and accepted narrdtivethat shape
collective identity and relationships to other groups, and which determine appropriate ends and
means for achieving secuyibbjective$ (Kartchner et al. in Mahnken 2006, &fephen Rosen (1994)
adds that strategic culture includes the "beli
international military behavior, particularly those concerning decisions to go to preferences for

offensive, expansionist or defensive modes of warfare, and levels of wartime casualties that would be
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acceptable” ( Ro s e iThese definitioasrclearlysecha 8 Sefhiptic \diedv i) culture,
consisting of shared systems of meaning that are constructed and reconstructed in social interaction.
This suggests that the theoretieaethodological toolkit adopted earlier in this study is a consistent
frameworkfor the analysis of strategic cultur8imilarto Gray (1999), strategic culture this studyis

seen as &ontextthat gives meaning and provides a way to understand strategic behavior

As already suggested by the definitions above, inherent in theaqtrof strategic culture is how war

is understood. How those understandings are communicated may be analyzed by identifying certain
presumptions in a text: the perceived threats that require preparing for waryéferent objectof the
threat; who or what is ‘the enemy’, the justifi
purpose, objectives, and means of war, what makes a state or other actor powerful or influential
militarily; or what kinds of capabilities anelvkel of technology is needed. (Raitasalo 2005; Raitasalo &
Sipila 2004.Besides aimterestin how war and military power are understood in relation to th8%;

this study focuses onow strategic culture may be used bijites® to frame issues in discose more
broadly. Snyder notes thaglitesarticulate a unique strategic culture related to secuHitylitary affairs

that is a wider manifestation of public opinion socialized into a distinctive mode of strategic thinking
(Snyder in Lanti2002, 93) Formal institutions and elites, such as Members of Congress, maintain
strategic culture by anchoring broader beliefs and values of the society and providing continuity and
permanency to then{Berger in Lantis 2002, 10Bnyder contends that asresult of this socialization
process, sets of beliefs, attitudes, and behavior patterns may achieve a state of semipermanence that
places them on the level of culture rather than mere policy. This leads him to argue that strategic
culture is‘'semipermanent’ in the sense that new problems and developments are assessed through

the perceptual lenses provided by the existing strategikure. (Snyder in Lantis 2002, 931.)

As Lantigoints out, such a conceptualization of strategic culture is fairly steftovever,treating
(strategic) culture as aevolvingsystem of shared meanings, constructivism offers insights into how a
semipermanentstrategic culture is shaped and may evabwer time.According to Lantis, elites tend

to be cognitively predisposed to maintain the status quo, but studies also show that they choose when
and where to uphold strategic cultural traditions and when and where to move beyond the boundaries
of what istraditionally considered acceptabl&lite behavior maytherefore be more consistent with

the assertion that leaders are strategic "users of culture" who "redefine the limits of the possible” in

discourses. (Lantis 2002, ,9807; Lantis 2009, 13 For elites, strategic culture may function as an

18 Elites areselect groups of powerful people who hold a disproportionate amount of wealth, privilege, political
power, or skill andire superior in terms of ability or qualities to the rest of society.(Cambridge Dictionafy 202
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instrument or tool for framing issues of national security, but th&y, are socializeth the strategic
culture they produceThusthey may notalwaysb e abl e to ‘ri se abowe’ t he

and instead, can be constrained by its discourse practices (see Johnston 1998, 3@r example).

In strategic culture studies, these of at least two levels of analysis has been suggesteritwo most

common, and according to Johns(200§ 8),the most appropriate, are the levels of national culture

and organizational culture, such as the militafjpomas Mahnkei2006) notes that at the national

l evel, strategic culture reflects a society’'s v
strategic culture expresses a natwapntsto fight wawsay of
The nationalevel represents the underlying context in which the military level is shadatinken

also examines a third level, that of the armed services, noting Aima¢ricanservice brances have

their own distinct culturs, with mutual competition and even intensdce rivalry(Mahnken 2006, 3-

5.). Although thethird levelwould alsobe relevantwhen examiningthe discursive representations of

amilitary artifact used by several service branchasocus on Membersf Congressaturally directs

attention away fromsuch alevel Further, to limit the scope of the studgnly the national and the

military levelcharacteristics of American strategic cultune considerechere.

When analyzing strategic culture, thresearcher confronts several questions: What are the most

salient beliefs and attitudes that comprise a certain culture? To what extent does strategic culture
actually determine attitudes and behavior? And which institutions serve as the keepat
transmitter sof strategic culture? (Mahnken 2008) Zhe latter part of this chapter attempts to answer

the first question by charting what kinds of elements previous scholars have found to be defining of
American strategic culture. Certain answers to the selcquestion are likely impossible to fimdthin

the confines of this studj o wever, on a gener al | evel it can be
strong a word here, as an endless number of other factors will likelynajsactattitudes and behavior.

Yet, strategic culture is certainly one of those impacting factors. As for the third question, for the
purposes of this study it suffices to establish that members of the Armed Services Committees are in

apositontoserveaes t he ‘keepers” ahdsttatbegmctcecel ture.

3.2.Adistinct Americanstrategic culture

The notion of a distincAmerican strategicculture s i nextri cabl y | bookkhed t o R
American Way of War: A History of United States Military StrategyRuoity(1973). Ever since
Weigley’'s account, resear cher s haauaiqud Anencanat t r ac

strategic culture thaprovides a milieu for debating and making decisions regarding strategic ideas and
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defense policy in the United StateGray (1981) definesAmerican strategic culture as modes of
thought and action with respect to force, which derive from perceptionhef hational historical

experience, aspiration forsetfhar acteri zation [ ..] and from al/l C
experiences [ ..] that c hUndestandiegrAineriean sirategidculeurecana n ¢ i

help explain whyJ.S policymalers have made the decisions they have madesdyes (Gray 1981, 22.)

According to Graythe uniqgue American historical experience includes opposing propensities, which
account for the often intense oscillation in U.S. policy, such as isolationism vetsustionalism

that have marked U.S. strategic cultuferior to 1945, the American military experience had been
characterized by relatively shosind cheap, unambiguously successful campaigning against enemies
that were easily portrayed in demonologiderms Graybelieves that U.S. strategic culture changed
dramatically after 1945 when Americans accepted the idea that the United States should be a
“permanent guardian of the inter naglabaroea(Grayor der ”
1981, 2934, 44) Despite some significant strategic failures and cultural traumas that were defining
of a particular generatior such as the Vietnam War, the 9/11 attacks, and the ensuing War on Terror
—American strategic culture has been marked more by consistencyctieamge Michael Hunt (2009)

and Nayef ARodhan (2015) find thadh the period after 1945there have beerfew other countries
where strategic culture has been as consistent as in the United Stadésnerican political culture

and institutional structure stemming from it have been much more stable than those of other nations.

American strategic culture is a concept whose essence has been debated, but it is possible to identify
somecharacteristicshat seem to be commonligentified by scholarg® On the national level, authors

tend to emphasize thahow Americans define themselves and their place in the world is reflected in
strategic cultureSuchaspiration forself-characterizationis commonly described through the concept

of American exceptionalism?® American public ideology has traditionally emphasized political and

mor al uni queness, nati onal greatness, and somet |
mission that imbue U.S strategic culturewnith a sense oéxceptionalism{Mahnken 2006; Gray 2006a)
Exceptionalism leaddmerican strategic culturm“ not r ecogni ze that Ameri ca
many other nations with whom it must deal as ri\

an armedrebellion against the universal and eternal principles of the world society. No war can end

19 Some scholars discuss the characteristics without making the distinction between the national and the military
levels. Although it is difficult to draw @ear line between the two, this suthapter strives to develop an
understanding of the subject starting from the national level and moving towards the military level. Yet, some
degree of going back and forth between the levels is unavoidable.

20 Americanexceptionalism is a manifestation of American identithjch entails a belief in the uniqueness and
moral superiority of the United States in the warftiee chapter 4.4.1. for further discussion.
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rightly, therefore, except by the unconditional surrender of the aggressor nation and by the overthrow

and transformation of it skep?2006,§ Thecangruencebgtiveere . ” ( L i
seltcharacterization and strategic culture haseant that the fundamental idea of).S.strategic

culture has been the active pursuit of superiority and influence combined with the spreading of liberal

democratic values and promotirffyeedom in the world (Hunt 2009, 128; AtRodhan 2015).

Both geography and history have shaped Americatiamal strategic cultureit has developed based

on an historical perception of being far removed from threagsulting in an insular political culture
(Gray 1981, 29)uch aninsular position and the ensuing existence of free security have bred the
American viewthat war is a deviationfrom the norm of peacenot a continuation but a
discontinuation of policy. Grayotesthat the Uhited Stateshas traditionally had difficultyegarding

war and politics as a political unignd hadacked clearly defined political goala wars.According to

him, American strategic and military culture can therefore be charactedzgedparating politics from

the conduct of way as apolitical and astrategic (Gray 2006, 13—14.) Weigley also found that
Americans tend o “ gi ve | it t |-dlitary eogsaquahces af whattthefarehdooni n g ”
(Weigley in Mahnken 2006-910).

Graynotes that,for an insular power to take expensive and dangerous actions, foreign threats have to

be seen as immediate and massive. As threats need to be seen as massive, the U.S. often mobilizes in
response toBvilCbehavior by foreignersOn the other side of thetmtegic coin is the belief thahe

United States onlyages war fofgood causesabeliefthatst e ms f r om selinmge@a® unt r y’
an extraordinary countryand pioneer in democracy and liber#ccording to Gray, American political
culture cannot accommodate the idea that the&®Jcould wage a war for goals that are controversial

in terms of enduring American ideas of justif@ray 1981, 2645; Gray in Jones 2012, 2291.)This

is echoed by Mahnkemwhonotesthat American strategic culteremphasizebberal idealism which

leads Americans to be extremists on the subject of war: war must be either condemned as
incompatible with liberal goals or justified as an ideological movement in support of those $oelts
extremism has led to the American tendenoyemphasize¢he goal ototal American dominationand

displayng an aversion to waging war for limited political ainfslahnken 20067-8.)

Moving towards the military levellVeigleyfound that American millary culture is characterized by
aggressivenesa quest for decisive battlesandthe employment of maximum effortThe American

way of war—how the U.S. militaraspiresto fight wars=has vi ewed “t he compl et e
enemy, the destructionfo hi s mi litary power, [ as] Graytexplaiosbj ect

that there are many plausible explanatiohso r A meggrassvefferssive style it is required for
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a decisive victory, it is mandated by mnmpatient domesticpublic expecting conclusive results and a

qguick end to the war, i1t is fitting as the U.S.
U.S. strengths, and it has a record of pastcess. (Gray 208630—48; Gray 1981, 2845.)Sara K.

McGuire (2009nlso emphasizethe prevalence ofin offensive strategic culturthat relies on the
maintenance opreemptive capabilites “ 1 nherent i n the concept of a
the idea of maintaining preemptive capabilities, whereby the military is able to foresee security threats

and act before those threat ©Onareated ioeGraybddsthat e d” (|
deterrence theory?, whichpresupposes that a condition of near wartime readiness is needed during

peacetime as well, has defined American strategic culture from the 1950s ori@eagd 198133-34).

Mahnken adds a few elements the characteristicaabove these includean industrial approach to

war, firepower and technologyintensive approaches to combat, and casualty averswanich are

inextricably linkedMahnken 2006, 4-6). On the national level,he industrial approachis driven by

the defense industrand adesire to generate profit from defense initiative<Congress Membegdso

tend toadvocate for policies that will generate defense dollars for their own states and districts, known

as pork barreling?? McGuire writes that prk-b ar r e | politics “invam ves t |
rationalization of that need backed by the overriding goal of national security and voicing that concern

|l oud enough [ ..] The result is | ucr atverallaffeadin f ense

that it serves as a soci éMcGuper200866art) f or t he awar d

Two characteristics that flow from the industrial approach areediance on firepowerand an

emphasis orthe role of technology.According to Mahnken, no nation in recent history has placed

greater emphasis upon the role of technology in planning and wagingTarAmerican way of war

is marked by the exploitation of machinery, with airpower and information systems bleé¢igdading

military instruments. Technology and firepower allow the United States to engage isinbégisity

operations with substantially reduced risk of casualties. (Mahnken 206612) As Gray explains,
extraordinary dependency on technology and disprofmovéte reliance on firepowedire especially Hl

suited for the conduct of irregular war, such as counterinsurgency or counterterroAscording to

Gray, the U.S. has arofoundly regularview of war and unconventional warfare and confronting
irregul ar enemies has wusually been seen as ‘the

against a symmetrical, regular enenijurthermore, @&ed by its longstanding material superiority,

2! Deterrenceefers to theprevention from action by fearfdhe consequence$Deterrence is a state of mind
brought about by the existence of a credible threat of unacceptable counterat{P@D terminology 2021)
22Pork barrel politics will be discussed in more detadhapter 3.2.2.
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the American engagement in warfare has, with a few exoegt beerlarge-scale with U.S. presence

in foreign countries often resembling occupati¢Gray 2008, 30—48; Gray 1981, 2845.)

The emphasis on technology has fostered an illusion that thieetd Statescanwage war without

killing American soldiers and innocent civilians. Especially the U.S. advantage in airpower has allowed
it to avoid putting a large number of American lives at rike military has consistently sought to
reduce casualtiespelieving tha the use of overwhelming force will bring victory sooner while
producing fewer casualties. (Mahnken 2006:413) For Gray American culture ikighly sensitive to

military casualtieswhich originates from the idea that government is a necessary evilanagtee

the life, liberty, and pursuit of happiness of its citizefss a result, the U.S. has perfected a way of war
that is expected to result in very fel.S.casualties, employing machines more than peapidforce
protection as the most important go. (Gray 2006, 30—48; Gray 1981, 2845.)McGuire recognizes

a characteristitermed¥a S OdzNA (i & ¢ Awdichéntls that theQNkriEah AuliQis not willing

to accept unnecessary constraints ocetofAmericamv eni en
strategic culture is the desire to balance between patriotism and support for the armed forces, and

individualism and the reluctance of individuals to volunteer to go to.watcGuire 200991—92.)

Despite the wealth of different elements mentioned by previous scholars, there are sommon
characteristics that stand out from these accounts. In conclusion, it seems that American strategic

culture can be described kat leastthe following charactestics:

Liberal idealism, setfharacterization, national greatness, exceptionalism

Separation of politics and waapolitical

War in response to evil, total American domination

Industrialism, pork barrel politics

Superiority of American technology

Offensive, aggressive, neamrtime readiness during peacetimareemptive capabilities

Largescale, regular, symmetrical, reliant on fjpewer

Casualty aversion, force protection, ‘secur

= =4 -8 -4 -8 _a_°a_2

This is not to suggest that these charad#ds individually are unique to American strategic culture.
Other cultures, especially western ones, will very likelgresssimilar characteristics, especiatiye

to the United Statesdominant influence on the western world since the rii€I00s. Yet,ltey form a

body of elements and aspects that, taken together, characterize a distinct American strategic culture.
There is at least onkurther caveat to theseaccounts. Thgall have a common feature in that they
assume, at least implicitly, that there is a single, unified American strategic culture instead of multiple

American strategic cultures. Different states the Unionhave different political cultures, which
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presumably wald result in different strategic cultures. Moreover, different generations have different
strategic experiences that are defining of that generation, which may lead to multiple strategic cultures
being expressed at Capitol Hill. Howeegeping in mind lte sense of continuity and consistency
identified by Hunt and ARodhan above, the starting point of the analysishis studyis based on a
premise of a single American strategic cultuteserves the purposes of this study to outline a certain
kind of American strategic cultureshile acknowledgng that the concept is subject to temporal and

contextual change, constant redefinition, and struggle over its meaning.

3.3. The ArmedServices Committeesf Congresand the defense budget process

Having defined a certain kind of American strategic culture for the purposes of this thesis, the latter
half of this chapter will now turn to discussing aspects related to the U.S. Congrestetense
spending. Defense spending has long been a priority of the federal government. It may seem
contradictory that a political culture that generally opposes high government involvement and
centralized politics accepts massive defense spending guavarful military. However, the federal
government has a legitimacy in national security issues that other sectors have traditionally lacked.
According to former Senator Jim Talent (2010),
national secuity: national defense is the priority job and the only mandatory function of the national
government.The next three suighapterswill outline thedefensebudget process and the role of the
Armed ServiceSbmmittees, discuss the relations between thmilitary industy and Congressand

finally explore what kinds of incentives Congrstambershavein supportingdefense spending.

t

The Armed ServisceanGomgiscfoentnd € & Ble us e a@afn dRedphrees e

Sendhe House AersmeCl nBertvtiece ( HASC), the Senate Arr

and their respektaveej subEomdi hgeaesdeD®@ndi ghe

Armed HoeHABE€. andatrkeecB8ASCder edhapawkeroéoad, masdathe
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the second | argest itPmweéemf ulheCdmnlietrtad e bmamledr s

Ranking #Meembeossi dered experts in defense issue:

repreat at i n@se isrer volmswtmiatk e € 5t Farnodm dsiwdatt rkeiscltasr ge mi

establ icsohnmmeotntlgy t o g edc oamns ¢ d te midry mtclto mmi tt ee me mbe

served i n tthlkeens aiihkegeariys a | ongstanding traditio
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consensus in and bet@eelMr abk 2WR1 JoBimei hkRager

The feder al budget is composed of two general

c

di scr eteinodnianrgy. sMandatory spending involves progr
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need to be annually authorized. Di scretionary pr
appropriation bills that must The skelpatogd aawrsd ap &s
‘discretionary’ because the | aws that establish
set the fundingpltesehsi egchbyetara hal| fmoét abll d
defense spendiomealytesardiaspcprr opri ati ons are often wu
progra@®ihnhgress can choose to increase or decrea
yedhe share of mandatory spending haskiingcndedas e
of di screti ontahrey |shireguedside y marddiydefense spending
greater congrassaoocah(s@rpRRHAXZGPNNbot 4)m 2017, 3
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3.4. The Military-Industrial-Congressional Complex

Defense spendintpas been shown tproducepositiveeconomic impacts in every state and virtually

every congressional distrigHigginbotham 2017, 3)ndeed, previous research has indicated that

2 As noted by Higginbotham (2017), the budgeting process is extremely detailed and complex, with over 25,000
people dedicated to the process at the Pentagon alone. Before the Presides b udge esemedtg uest i s
Congress, it actually takes years of planning ahead bip@Band the service branches.

2 The NDAA sets budget authority for the DOD, but to fund such authorized policy, appropriations legislation is
needed. Therocess of passing the appropriations bills of the NDAA is similar to the authorization process.
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political and economic factors often induce higher levels of defense spetitingare necessary for
national securityeasongMintz and Ward in Higginbotham 2017, 9hen it comes to the-B5, two
economic factors are of special significance: firstly, the defense industry that manufactuessctiagt

and the components and systems related to it and secondly ntiléary baseghat host the fightes

or serve as testingites. According toChrisHigginbotham(2017, Membersof Congress are keenly
aware of the impacts of defense spending to their state striit and recognize that the geographic
proximity of large defense companies or military bases means increased tax revenue and job growth
for their constituentqHigginbotham 201723). Defense contractors operate in a unique environment,

as the sole consner of their products is for the most part the governmefitius, the success of a
given defense sector company is basically determined by government conttafense spending

also has a spithver effect on civilians who live in areas where defense sector companies or military
bases are located, as military bases in particular increase the population of small communities, which

in turn generates income for bimesses in the area. (McGuire 2009;7%)

Congress’s relationship to the defense industry
IndustrialfCongr es si on ahe te@o Miptdrygngustrial Complex without the word

‘ ¢ ongr evasorignallpcoined by President Dwight D. Eisenhower, who in 1961 warned the

nation of what he viewed as one of its greatest thre#it& armed forcesndthe industries that supply

their weapons and materigberpetuating war. Prolongechternational conflict after World War 1l

produced high levels of military expenditure and created powerful domestic interest grbupsg

the Cold War, defendirmsbecame significantly dependent upon DOD contracts, states like California
became healy tied to military spending, and the United States emerged as the world's principal
exporter of arms. (Koistinen 2003Burley 2014.)n the postCold War period, theomplexhas been
especiallyfueled by & ambiguous and unseen enemyterrorism. The secalled War on Terror(sim)

created perpetual profits for a new and larger complex of business and government int¢iestsy

2014).More recentlythe U.S. has increasinglynded capabilities suitefbr alarge-scale war between

global powers(CRS 2021b). The military-industrial complexis able to muster the necessary
congressionakupport for defensespendingfrom both Democrats and Republicando represent

states anddistricts with economic stakes in such spending has been speculated that

Ei senhower act ualMilygaryilndusteiat@endyrtec ss ayn al compl ex
to call out lawmakers for their role in the growth of the military industry, @pparently

worried abou political blowback, deleted the wor@dongressional(Greenwalt 2021). However, the

inclusion of the word doeslescribethe systemmore accurately as it underscores the role that

Congress plajin the complex
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The close ties between the defense industry and Congress becomes evad@mtly in congressional
support for vaiousweapons programs, but also lobbying and election campaign contributioog

the defense industryThe defense industry tends to contuiie heavily to the election campaigns of
incumbent members of Congress. The industry's favorites indHABC and SASC memkbend the
Appropriations committees that oversee defense spending. If a member of Congress is up for re
election and they get camjgn contributions from the defense industry, they are more likely to
become reelected but also more likely to make decisions that are favorable to the indugtrg

future. The defense sector also has a formidable federal lobbying presence. The main feas
defense sector lobbying is securing contracts and influencing the defense budget to make contracts

more likely. Center for Responsive Politi2620 Dimascio 2010%

35t 2N] o0F NNBf L2 dircantives o skpyOR defersgpehdidy & & Q

Congress’s incentives to support defense spendir
Fleisher (1985), and Pasley (2012) all mention that, according to conventional wisdom, parochialism

and direct economic benefits for districtékhiape how Congress votes on defense issues. However, all

three conclude in their respective studies that economic interest is inffaca key factor: instead,

voting on defense spending is largely ideological according to their research. Benjamin l@niord

(2008) challenges such a conclusion, noting that the effect of ideology on congressional voting has
changed enormously over time and that most previous research conceives of constituent economic
interests very narrowly, examining only the benefits ab&l from providing military goods and

services rather than the broader economic stakes of military spending in statkfistricts

Rebecca Thorpe (2014) also challenges previoksss e ar ch and argues that i
ideological beliefs, the economic reliance of an area on the defsestor is actually a key factor that
shapes Congr ess Merpestadied Votingdrethei Holis® of Representatives on
defensespending initiatives and found thaisproportionatelocal economic reliance on the defense

sector yields stunning levels of congressional support. None of the weapons progjiamsamined

would have reached a majority of congressional support if votathldeen restricted to Members from

areas with no economic stakes in the According to Thorpe, legislators representing

2The New York Times described the lobbying for t8& Eontract in 2001: With so much money and so many
jobs at stake, lobbying for the35 by thelL ockheed Martin, Boeingnd their Congressional patrons was intense.
Both companiesspent millions on markétg, advertising and campaign contributions, and members of the
Missouri Congressional delegation, where Boeing makes military aircraft, aggressively warned the administration
that President Bush would lose votes in their state if Lockheed won. (Dao &H81)
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disproportionately reliant areas take a special interest in the growth of the defense industry and
aggressively seek out opportunities éxpand their influence over decisions regarding the industsy.
Republicans generally tend to show stronger support for defense spenitliisgnot surprising that
Republicans supported weapons spending regardless of the economic stakes in their district. However,
there was a | ot more variation among Democratic
i nfluence De moc rease sgendisgute g graater extenirhorpg G14, 10206.)

Thorpe found thatlocal economic reliance magiso reinforce existing hawkish ideologiesose

members who represented disproportionately reliant areas were also more predisposed to support

war and war funding than their partisan allieShenotes that,in addition to serving the economic
interests of their voters, Members who press f ol
favor American military supremacy and that are reaffirmed sevdarded politically in places that have

a |l arge economi c s leadikgeetdo conclude that theredisactiallyia symbidsis

of local interests and ideological beliefsplay.(Thorpe 201419-22, 95-96, quote on page 10%

When discussin@ o n g r eeam@miciacentives to vote for defense spending, the tefpork barrel

is often mentioned as a factor that drives Congr&ssmbers Pork barret®is metaphor that refers to

the allocation of government funds for local projedissigned to please votersinaCongfeegsmb er ' s
district andearn their support Such support may come in the form of votes or money donated to

election campaigns(Evans 2004.Although usually considered to be one and the same, some
schol ar s have made a di st i nc Earmarksarb eohgressienal ‘' e ar r
appropriations that are placed in spending bills at the request of a single menhsiEgmed as funds
oraddons not i ncl ud e Huddgetmequesh evhefeas park bairechspending has a

more subjective quality, implying that the spending is unnecessary or wasteful. Higginbotham notes

t hat “ITw]l]hether called por k, edhanges imallbcgtions afr mar Kk ¢
funding are significant and (Mdgidboteamr26174,d887i) n t he
Research has showthat the number of military ingtllations in a district is a significant driver of

defense earmarks as well dsks between defense earmarks and campaign contributions from the

defense industryFurther,states with seats on the Armed Servi&@snmittees tend to receive more

defense fund. (Rundqvist et al; Rocca and Gordon; Lazarus in Higginbotham 2017, 87).

Suchlocal economic interests create powerful electoral incentives for Members of Condlags.
barrel projectshave been shown tinfluence electoral resulideadingCongress Membeit® seek to

generate income for their constituencies by advocating that weapons systems or infrastructure be

26 The exact origins of the term are not known, but it has been suggested that it refere farofit a farmer
got from a barrel of pork. (Merriam Webster 20)
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manufactured or based in their states (Crespin & Finocchiaro in Higginbotham 2017, 89; McGuire 2009,

70). Electoral resultsave a close connectido how constituentsview individual Members as well as
Congress as an institutiom.he appr oval ratings of Congress are
perceptions of the economy, but rather than holding individual Members accountable for the national
economy, congressional responsibility tends to be local due to the association of a specific Member

with a district or state (Bosteffensmeier et al. in Higginbotham 2017, 3Mjgginbotham has

examired the impact of congressional approval on U.S. defensadipgand notes that

[tihe scale, salience and extensibility of the defense budget offer a tempting target for Congress to
provide quick stimulus to the electorate on a scale impossible with any other single appropriation.
Whether motivated by fear opotential foreign enemies, nationalistic pride, concern for service
members, or economic advantage, the defense budget is as close to a bipartisan priority as can be found
in U.S. society. The defense budget is a useful tool for Members of Congressdndafindividual and
institutional public approval and one that is regularly utilized both within and without time of war or
economic extremis to garner constituency support. (Higginbotham 2037, iii

Thisview undelines the extremely negative congressial approval ratings of the recent yedrs
Higginbotham suggests that Congress, as a deeply unpopular institution, may obtain reelection of its
members by finding a bipartisan lever large enough to give common ground to Members, regardless
of party, state or districtThat lever is he defense budet, which provides a tool for Congresgo
address negative publigciews of the institution. He concludes thatncreases in negative approval
induceCongresso increasedefensespendingasthat isthe quickest and least electorally risky way to

stimulatethe economy across all states. (Higginbotham 201+#16.)

The accounts summarizesbove provide further perspectives for the present study: Is a similar
symbiosis of ideological beliefs and local interests at play when discussing3g#®Bo Democratic
Members emphasize the economic aspects of tf#bFnore than their Republican counterps? And

is spending related to the-B5 discussed as bipartisanissue?As noted by Kathleen Hicks (2020), at

the heart of defense spending lies also a fundamental question about what the U.S. military should be
prepared to do. What are the strategic goalsd interests of the United States? In what kind of a war

are the Armed Forces expected to fight? Why is a specific military acquisition needed? The empirical
part of this study sets out to examine how such fundamental questions are addressed by Congress

Members when discussing the3b fighter and the 5 program.

271n 2010—2020, the congressional job approval rate vasied betweenl0—20 % (RealClear Politi2621)
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4. TOWARDS A FRAME ANALYSIS

Thisempirical part begins with an outline of how the research data were collected and selected (sub
chapter 4.1.), the coding ab-calleddescriptive classifiers (4.2the coding of the frame components

that were used to induce the frames (4.8nd 4.4), and finally a first formulation of frames is
presented (45.). The purpose of this chapter is to provide a detailed account of how the research data
were processed and how the first formulation of frames was induced as well as present the key findings
of the first coding phase<hapter5 presents the final versions of the frames and analyzes their
contentby presenting examples from the research matehbpter6 discussewhat kinds of cultural

meanings thdramesconvey and what is therelation to American strategic culture.

4.1.Collection ofthe data and the coding process

The collecting of theesearchmaterial started with compiling lists of all Senators and Representatives
who have been members in the two Armed Servicemmittees between 2010 and 202Next, heir
statementsregarding the B35 were collected using two different sources: Statements from those
Members who werein office at the time of writing were retrieved primarily from their official
congressional wetites?® The websites of former or deceased Members have been archived by the
Congress and are no longer publicly available. Thus, to retrieve statements from those Members, the

ProQuest Politics database was usgdihese two searchenitially yielded300+statements

Those 300+ statementsere then categorized based on how big of a role tf85fhad in thent! This
was done in order to distinguish relevant research material from irrelevant material. Then, all passing

mentions of the B35 were excluded from the materidPassing mentions entailed thtte 35 was

28 |n 2010- 2020, the HASC has had altogether 158 different members and the SASC has had altogether 62
members.The positions of Chairman and Ranking MembehefSASC have been held by Carl LeviMI{iDJohn

McCain (RAZ), Jack Reed fR), and James Inhofe-@K). The positions of Chairman and Ranking Member of

the HASC have been held by Adam Smithv®), Mac Thornberry (RX), and Buck McKeon-QR)

®The search w8bds {dol nte &t rAfel solaked iphstwere alsp retsiavet! fromJ S F’
publicly available media sources.

30 Keyword/search: (noft(*85") OR noft("joint strike fighter")) AND (noft("press release") OR noft("news

release") OR noft("statement"))

Applied filters: anywhere except full text”™ [ “Congr
“ S e nAanmee@ Services, Committee on OR House of Representativesd Services, Committee on

31 COriginally, the codingofthel at a st arted with the creation of a cl as
categories describing the extent to which th&% was mentioned: extensive, moderate, marginal, and passing.

All the statements in the research data were coded into thimee categories. However, as the coding process
progressed, it became evident that only the separation of passing mentions was relevant for the research task,

and consequently the categorization of the remaining statements was left out of consideration.
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only briefly mentioned with no relevant context as part of a longer list of Defense Authorization Bill
provisions, for exampleln order to be included in the materiathe statementhad to express
something meaningful about the-F5 in a relevant conteX by aMember of the Armed Services
Committees in their own words. Only statements dealing with the domestic aspects of-3be F
program have been included. For example, statements regarding the removal of Turkey from the F
35 program in 2019 after the country accepted a Russiade airdefense system have been
excluded. The research material consists of only items that have been released in writterifiosm
excluding ideos and audio segment$-or the sake of limiting the amount of the material, only those

statements that have beenmadkur i ng a Congress Member’'s term in
have been included. For example, Senator Roy BluM@Rwas a member in the SASC from 2013 to

2015, and tlereforeonly those statements that he made between 2013 and 2015 have been in¢gluded

even though the Senator may have also commented on the issue before and after his tenure in the
SASC. Some statements have been published multiple times in the same format as parts of several
different press releaseswhich may include passages regardititte F35 in identical form Such

overlaps have been excluded from the material.

Based on thsecriteria, the final number of statements examined in this analysis came o@Rt

items, which, despite not being exhaustive, forms a corpus big enough to conduct an analysis of how

the R35 has beerframedby Members of the Armed Services Committeesomplete list of all the

statements can be found in theeferences (pl10). A vast majoty of the datais comprised of press

releases. The data also include some lettengeds, floor statements and opening statements in
congressional hearings, blog entries, and speecfie® pr ess sections of the M
featured someitems that are actually news articles or intervisthat the members have wanted to

promote. Such items have been composed by outside journalists, not the Members themselves or their

staff. Therefore, onlydirect quotes by Members in such items have been analyrétereas for other

statement types le entirethe language of thestatement has been included in the analysis.

Obviously not all HASC and SASC members have released statements regardid®.the the
research material, there are altogethét individual speakers, of whom 32 are SASC members and 29

are HASC membet$The majority of all HASC and SASC membems hatvissued any statements

32 Anirrelevant contextis, for examplea comparison such as how many teachers could be hired with the cost

of one F35.

33 The total number of 61 individual speakers excludes 23 members of the HASC who have signed one letter by
the F35 Caucusf the Houseof Representativeand have not isswkother statements regarding the-35.

That particular letter has been marked under Caunmshairs, Reps. Mike Turner and Marc Veasey. Further,
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regarding the RB35. It goes without saying that only those members who have some kind of a stake in
the matter— either support or oppositior- are likely to comment on the issue. Given the culture of
bipartisan consensus in theommittees it must also be noted that it is likely that the most critical
voices in Congress are not to be found among the members of the HASC and the SASC, which
undoubtedly has an effect on the research results. Compigteofall theMembers whosstatements

were included in the research materizn be found in Appencdés 1 and 2Some press releases have
been issuedointly by a group ofegislators in which case the statement usually includes comments

by severaMembers. Such items have been rked under just one speakefhe distribution of the
speakers’ p oslightly filtedadwardgsRepublicae$83 indigidual speakejscompared to
Democratq28 individual speake)sHowever, the number of speakers in this samplso smalfihat it

is impossible to make any generalizations regarding the impact of party background on how likely a

CommitteeMember is to give out statements regarding th&%:

The identification of thelominantframesin the statementsvas based on a combination of deductive

and inductive strategies: thprocessstarted with a few hunches of predefined frames that might be
present in the data, but as the reading of the material progressed, the spedafipossible frames

was extended. Several rounds of reading the research material allowed for the opportunity to refine
the preliminary findings. The first formulation of the frames was induced largely based on a close
reading of the research data. The final versions were formed based on a dialogue between the content
of the statements and existing literature on Americaolifical and strategic culture. The role of
literature was to inform the frame analysis, not to completely determiiné\s the identification of
frames involves interpretation on the part of the researcher, some level of subjectivity is unavoidable.

Howe\er, systematic methods and a detailed account of their use limit such subjectivity.

The process of coding the research data started with a quantitative orientation, gradually moving
towardsafocus on the qualitative content of the data. The coding wasdacted in three phases: the

first phase focusd on the coding ofsimple frequencies and their distribution in the data as well as
labeling. The process involvefirst the coding of secalled descriptive classifierstopic, tone, and
perspective-which initially served the function of organizing the data, but later also provigghts

into how the F35 has been framed and in what kinds of contexts it has been discuasthis phase,

the data was coded according to the subject or contexthef statement (topic), according to their

stance towards the B5 (tone), and their perspective on a loceltionatglobal scale (perspective)

Senator (2019-2020) and Representative (2042019) Martha McSally {RZ)has been a member in both the
HASC and the SASC and was counted only once as an individual speaker, representing the SASC.
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each entailing a number of different categorielaborated in the next subhapter. In the second
phase the pracess continued with the identification &y conceptsnd master story lineghat make

up the components of the frames. They are instrumental for the researcher in the identification of
frames but also demonstrate to the reader how the frame works. Theerjative classifiers, the key
concepts, and the master stoines were then interpreted together to form preliminary frame
categoriesln the third phasethe preliminary frame categories were refined and reformulated into

three dominant frames present in the statements

4.2.Coding of descriptive classifiers: Topic, tone, and perspective

After the exclusion of the passing3b mentions, thenext step was to categorize the research data
according to theitopic. As Reese (2009,18) notes, frames are bigger than topics, as they structure and
organize information. Thus, the identification of topics alone is not enough to induce frames in a text,
but it does serve as a nudge towartat. Each of the statements was/gn a label describing what

the statement was about or in what context it was issued. Tapkeesents the topics identified among

the statements, descriptions @fieir content, and their absolute frequencies in numbers.

Table3. Descriptionsand frequertiesof statementtopics

Classifier: Topic Description HASC SAS(C Total
n n n
DEFENSE BUDGET National Defense Authorization Act, defense spending in 32 44 76
general

F35 BASE LOCATIO Military bases hosting the-B5 or its development, testing 19 34 53
F35 IN GENERAL 35 development, procurement, costs, criticism, problen 21 22 43

congressional support, congressional hearings
F35 ALTERNATE 2010—2011 discussions regarding the development of 13 16 29

ENGINE another engine model for the-B5

DEFENSE INDUSTR Procurement contracts between DOD and defense indus 6 7 13
defense industry in general

VARIOUS Gomparisons to other fighteaircraft aviation programs 4 9 13

national securityand military investmentén generajitems
with more than onemain topic
TOTAL 95 132 | 227

For example, items discussing the passage of the NDAA and mentionin@3hedgram were labeled

as DEFENSE BUDGET and items dealing with a contract between the Pentagon and a defense industry
companycontributing to the F35 program were labeled as DEFENSE INDUSTRY. The objective was to
label each statement according to only one overall tppmwever, a few statements involved more

than one main topic and were labeled as VARIQWSiscussion of theseopics can be better
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understood together with the tones and perspectives of the statements, the coding of which will be
outlined first before discussing the topics in more detail.

The classifietoned es cr i bes t he st at e m3b5actordsg tethreercategorieso war d s
NEUTRAL, POSITIVE, and NEGATIVa&hle4 below presents the distribution of the three tone

categories found in the data. A majority of the statement87 percent— voiced either positive (44

percent) or neutral (43 percéntones towards the 5. There were relatively few statements with

negative tones (13 percent) towards the3b.

Table4. Distribution of statements by tone

ClassifierTone HASQ1 SAS@ Totaln Total %

Positive 46 53 99 44 %
Neutral 39 58 97 43 %
Negative 10 21 31 13 %

The classifieperspectivedescribes the orientation of the statements on a scale of LOCAL, NATIONAL,
and GLOBAL leveéfsThe category of LOCAL refers to a perspective that highlights either a state level,
a district level, or in some cases a city/town level. The NATIONAL category entails a perspective that
focuses on the entire country or the federal level. GLOBAL refexp@vspective that emphasizes an
international aspect or the role or position of the United States in the world. The coding takes into
account the perspective of the entire statement, not just the perspective directly surrounding the F
35, as that refled the contextin which the F35 is placed in the statements. The data were coded
according to their primary perspective and secondary perspective. Naturally, there may be other
perspectives present in the statements besides the primary one, but the pripengpective has
significance when identifying the frames used in the statements. Therefore, special attention was given
to the primary perspectivebut a possible secondary perspective was also coded to gain an
understanding of how primary and secondargries work together. In some cases, it was impossible

to identify a single primary perspective, in which case the perspective was labeled as MIXEDB. Table

below presents the distribution of primary perspectives found in the research data.

Table5. Distribution ofprimary perspectivein the research data

ClassifierPerspective HASGQ SAS@ Totaln Total %

Local 33 73 106 47 %
National 35 31 66 29 %
Global 10 9 19 8 %
Mixed 17 19 36 16 %

34 A category of MIXED tone, reflecting both negative and positive tones without an emphasis on one over the
other, was initially cosidered, but as the coding progressed, it became evident that there was no need for
such a category, as the data did not include such statements.

35 A fourth, regional level could have been included in the scale, but there were no items reflecting such a
perspective, and therefore it was left out of the scale.
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The salience of the local perspective is quite strikingiitively, one would not expect military

artifact to matter that much on the local levelThere arealso surprisinglyew statements expressing

a primarily global perspectiveafter all, statenents regardinghe F35 could alsoframe the debate

more in terms ofthe international security environment or the geopolitical position of the United
States.However, positioning the -B5 in a global context was by far the least common primary
perspectivein the research data. This is where the coding of the secondary perspective adds value to
the analysis. Even though the global perspective was not prevalent as a primary perspective, it had an
important function as a secondary one: describing the strategievance of the-B5 was often used

to reinforce the argument when the primary perspective focusedhenlocal or the nationdevel®®

Before detailing theanalysis procesturther, the findingsof the first coding phasecall for some
discussion.The topic of DEFENSE BUDGET was the most common topic in the research material. Those
items typically discussed the passage of the National Defense Authorizatipantiche F35 was
discussedas one of the budget items that ¢hSenator or Representative highlighted as benefitting
their state or district. Accordingly, the topiategorywas dominated by a local perspectized lacled
negative tones The significanceof the federal defense budget was communicated from an
overwhemingly local perspective, leaving the public with an impressionite@rimary function is to
provide for local interestsThe second most common context in which the@Fwas featured was the
selection of a certain military base asoaationfor the fighter or serving as a development or testing
facility, labeled as-B5 BASE LOCATION. The itemsigcttegorywere overwhelmingly positive in
tone andalso voiceda primarily local perspective, with a few conveying a secondary perspective that
placal the F35 in a larger contexiMost of the statements also covered the topic of the base itself
and its role for the local economy with equal importance compared to t&5,Fwhile some
emphasized the B5 itself.A localperspective imbviouslynatural & the issue at handas to do with

a localmilitary base however, it is somewhat surprising that only a few of these statements glace
the aircraft in any kind of larger contexigain, the RB5 wasprimarily presented as a boost for the

local economy oas highlighting théocalimportance of a military base.

% The higher number of local perspectives found within SASC statements compared to H&8@rs is
explained by the fact that the SASC material was dominated by four Ser&aisard Blumenthal (QT), Angus

King (I/BME), John McCain {&Z), and Dan Sullivan-fX)— all of whom had ten to twenty statements each
included in the materialTwo of them, Blumenthal and King, expressed almost exclusively a local perspective.
The HASC material was also dominated by only a handful of speaRemesentatives Rob Bishop (), Mike
Turner (ROH), and Marc Veasey-IIX)- but they voiced a vartg of different perspectives, largely explaining

the difference. Yet, even without Senators Blumenthal and King, the local perspective would still be the most
common one among the SASC statements, and thus in the entire material asaltdit with a sm#er margin.
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The third most common topic was the3b itself or aspects involving the35 program labeled as
GENERAL. The category includes press releases that discys®gdghessor funding of the F35
program and summarizeslated congressional hearings, as well as several letters and press releases
by the F35 Caucus’ Roughly half ofall the itemsthat had a negative tona the entire datawere to

be found in this categoryVith only one exception, afluchitems in the SASC material were statements

by just one Senator, Committee Chairman (262818) and Ranking Member (20Q@15) John
McCain (RAZ), who was known for beingry critical of the F35 program As for the HAS®aterial,

the category is somewhat more positive in tone. Thus, it cannot be concluded that statements dealing
with the F35 program in general would be more negative in tone compared to other topies
Senator who has negative opinions just happensawehlots of statements in the GENERAL category.
The GENERAL category is the one with the most variation when it comes to perspective: a national

perspective was the most common one, but global and local perspectives were also featured.

Although most of the items in the overall research data treated t3& h a positive or neutral way,
a related but somewhat separate issue, thecstled Alternate Engine Program, wasdiscussed in a
more negative tone. This topic, labeled ALTERNATENE\@ias the fourth most commame. The
Alternate Engine, officially the General Electric/ReReyce F136, was another engine model for the F
35, developed and funded up until 2011. In the early days of & frogram, Congress required that

theDODdeel op an alternative to the aircraft’'s Prat
adequate competition. The program was highly contedtedvith Congress repeatedly rejecting

proposals from the Obamadministration to terminateit. Havingmaintained funding without a

request from the DODdiween 2006 and 2010Congressagreedin 2011not to fundthe program

anymore (Gertler 2012.) Almost all of the items in this category treated t85 Rself in a neutral

way, taking a stance only on tleagine program. These items all voiced a national perspective, with a

few including a secondary local and/or global perspective.

Finally, theconsiderable presencef the local perspective in the research data may have led the
researcher to assume thatatements dealing with local defense industry contracts would have been
extensively featured in the research material. Yet, the DEFENSE INDUSTRY category included relatively
few items compared to the other topic categories, being only the fifth most comamong the six

topic categories. The items in this category were without exception positive in tone and had a local

37 Acongressional caucts an informal group ofongress Memberthat meets todiscuss issues of mutual
concern and tgursue common legislative objectiv8dS Senate 2019%ee pp59—60 for further discussion.
38 Supporters of theAlternate Engingrogram argued that engine competition for other fighters has saved
money and resulted in greater reliability and less operational risk. Chidicsthat longterm affordability is
best achievedvith multiyear contractfrom a single sourcéGertler 2012
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perspective as expectedThe content of the least common topic category, labeled VARI®&ES0
heterogenous that no generalizations can be made regarding it. An interesting finding is that, overall,
a local perspective seems to overlap with positive and neutral tawcesss all topic categoriesthe

local impacts of the-B5 havehardly ever leendiscussed in a negative tof2A negative tone could

have been taken when discussing, for example, the environmental effebtstihgthe F35 at a local

base, but there were no such items in the data.

4.3.Coding of frame components: Key concepts

The next phase of the coding process involved the identification of key concepts found in each
statement. The key conceptsnclude wordsor phrases that have a great significance and are
informative in the sense that they act as a key to unlock biggetiestf meaning. Attention was
directedatwordsor phrases that stood out somehdvy repetition, placement, context, or connection

to other conceptsThe number of key concepts identified per statement varied between one and six,
depending on thestatement ’lesgth and complexityOn average, most statements were assigned
with three to five key conceptsihe concepts included individual words (nouns, verbs, adjectives,

adverbs, or their compoundsuchas j ob s ' |, domi nat e’ | proud’ , “th

(groups of words without a subjegerb unit suchas support our men and wom

competitive)edge in the skies

Except for the mentions of specific threatsadversarie Russi a’' ) , proper nouns,
of U.S. states, citiemilitary basesbusinessesor various systems related to the3b, were not taken

into consideration as key concepts, even though they may have been repeated several times in the
statemens. The key concept needs to trigger a larger meaning that applies either teXhét$elf or

the context in which it is discussed. Thus, the key concepts somehow describg3be iEs immediate

context. Particular attention was directed at passaged #omehow justified or contextualized the F

35, stated reasons for its existence or acquisitmrgescribed its effectsr meaning Each statement

was labeled according to its key concepts, which were documented in a large matrix. The first step was

to simply sort out which individual concepts were most frequently identified as key concepts

presented in Tablé below.

3 For the HASC material, all the items categorized as LOCAL are either positive or neutral in tone. In the SASC
material, only five items in the local category express a negative stance towards3thelTRose fivare all by

an individual Senator, Claire McCaskitMD), who compares the-85 to another fighter aircraft, the scalled

Super Hornet, and focuses on its local impacts (instead of those of3bg F
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Table6. Top 20 most frequently identified key concepts

Key concept SASC | HASC n | Total n
JOB(S) 35 20 55
BIPARTISAN 27 21 48
TAXPAYER(S) 29 14 43
THREAT(®)nidentified) 20 20 40
PROUD, PRIDE 22 13 35
SUPERIORITY, DOMINANCE 18 17 35
ECONOMIC, ECONOMY 17 13 30
SERVICE MEMBERS 19 10 29
Threats (identified, such as RUSSIA) 16 12 28
COMMUNITY, COMMUNITIES 20 7 27
NATIONAL SECURITY 16 10 26
SUPPORT* 11 14 25
TECHNOLOG* 18 6 24
WORK* 16 8 24
READINESS 8 15 23
SEQUESTRATION 10 10 20
MEN AND WOMEN IN UNIFORM 12 6 18
HOME 9 9 18
TROOPS 7 11 18
MODERNIZ* 6 10 16

As portrayed in Tablg, the word 'job(s)' was most frequently identified as a key concept, followed by
'bipartisan’, 'taxpayer(s)’, 'threat(s)' and 'pride/proud’. A comparison of the key concepts identified in
the HASC statements and the SASC statements reveals that the comegptlargely similar between

the two data sets, with some small differendegheir frequendes. Forsome of these concepts, it is
obvious that they are either synonyms or variations of the same conEepexample, 'job(s)’, ‘work*',

and 'economy/economic’ clearly belong to the same category reflecting the broader concepts of
employment and economyf herefore,somecategorizatim of the top 20 concepts into larger groups

is necessary to provide more accurate understanding of their relaiimportance

Table7. Most frequently identifiedgroups ofkey conceps

Key concept group SASC n| HASC n Total n
JOB(S), WORK*, ECONOMIC, ECONOMY 68 41 109
PROUD, PRIDE, COMMUNITY, COMMUNITIES, SUPPORT* 53 34 87
SUPERIORITY, DOMINANZH|ONAL SECURITY, READINESS 42 42 84
THREATS (unspecified), THREATS (specified) 36 32 68
SERVICE MEMBERS, MEN AND WOMEN IN UNIFORM, TRO 38 27 65
BIPARTISAN 27 21 48
TAXPAYER(S) 29 14 43
TECHNOLOG*, MODERNIZ* 24 16 40
SEQUESTRATION 10 10 20
HOME 9 9 18

As Table7 above indicates,three concepts related to employment and the economy were most

frequently classified as key concepts. The second most common category includes the key concepts of
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‘proud/pride’, ‘community/communities’, 'support*', and ‘commitment’, which often appeared close
to one anotherandsignifed a sentiment or reaction towards the35 or its immediate contexiThe
third most common group includes concepts that refer to national security or milt@amgepts such

as superiorityand dominance. References to identifiabldh r e at s or mer el y t hreat
fourth most common group, while a group of concepts involving American soldiers was the fifth most
common one. One further group of concepts was identified as being formed by words related to
technology and mdernization, which were often encountered in close proximity to one another or in

similar contexts. At t his stage, t he rel ati on

sequestration’, and home’ t o tsewtbencomhcepts,gvbich gr oup

is why they were not categorized further at this point.

Yet, sucHistsdo notaccurately represent th&ull scopeof the key concepts identified in the research
data, asthey do notillustrate how often other, closelyelated concepts or synonyms ftiresewords

or phraseutside the top 2@vere featured as key concepts. Thus, as a second categorization step, all
of the key concepts that were initially identified and documented were organized into larger groups
based @ an interpretation of their meaning, relation to one another, and relation to tif85FThis

step resulted in the identification of altogether seven categories of similar or rekdgadoncepts

Table8 presents the seven categories, their frequenciex] axamples of their content.

Table8. Categorization of all key concepts

Category Examples of key concepts Description of category SASC HASC Total
n n n
SECURITY  Air superiority, dominance, Strategiclevel concepts referring to perceive 94 76 170
MILITARY increasing threats, China, Russi: threats, the security environment, strategic
deterrence, US military might  goals and capabilities, military identity
ECONOMY Jobs, employees, workforce, The economic and industrial impacts of the 102 52 154
economic growth, industry, 35 or related defense spending
manufacturers, businesses
SENTIMENT Pride, community, commitment, Sentiments or reactions towards the35 or 86 52 138
support, honor, home, patriotic defense spending in general, local support f
warmth, sound of freedom the 35, symbolic functions of the 35
DEFENSE  The American taxpayer, spendin Financial aspects of the3s and defense 62 44 106
SPENDING/ wasteful, competition, costs spending, with a focus on the role of the
FINANGAL taxpayer or being on the side of the taxpaye
CONGRESS/ Bipartisan, putting asidpartisan Political concepts referring to the bipartisan 60 41 101
POLITICAL differences, bicameral, support for the F35, ‘constitutional duty' to
constitutional duty, responsibility provide for defense, 'sequestration’ as
sequestration harmful to defense spending.
TECHNOLOC Technology, cuttingdge, Emphasizing the role of technology in 61 34 95
transformation, modernization, changing or ‘“transfc
lethality, a gamechanger an advantage
SERVICE Service members, men and Prioritizing members of the armed forcesas 62 33 95
MEMBERS  women in uniform, troops, the beneficiaries of the-B5 or defense
soldiers, protecting spending, with a focus on force protection
servicemembers, saving lives
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Based on the sorting of all of thdentified key concepts into the seven categories above, it became
evident that concepts related to security and military considerations were most frequently identified
as key concepts. Almost equally common were concepts encompassing employment, thengcono
and industry.However, nany of thestatemens that discuss strategic or military aspects are longer
and more complex thamhose focusing on the economy, whidkkely leads to a bigger number of
identified key concepts per item. Théswhy the frequencies of the concepts alone cannot be used to
determinethe most dominant frames, adiscussedurther in sub-chapter 4.5 Descriptions of some
kind of a sentimentvere the third most common as key concepts. This category was also tiedpr

to include the key concept 'home’, which refers tonditary baseproviding 'a home' for the-B5. The

four remaining categoriestechnology, service members, financial, and politicakre almost even
when it comes to the frequency of their resg/e key conceptsYet, dhoughthe tables presented
abovedo give an indication of the kind of language that has been ubey alone do not provide

meaningful research resultad call forfurther methodological step® be taken.

4.4. Master stowy lines: Narratives ananyths

Some of the key concepts and their categoigtssarly point towards bits of information that sound
familiar from other contextsBased on thm, it is possible to identify several mast&pry lines that
are commonly recognized in American culture. The identification of such eleffiuetitsr contributes

to distinguishing the most frequently utilized frames in th83-statements. This suthapteroutlines
the cultural basis of several master stdiryes thatthe key conceptgarigger. The characteristics and
elements of these storylines go partly beyond the level of strategic cyhargever, an understanding
of the cultural basis of widely recoged national narratives and myths contributes to a deeper
understanding of strategic culture. How the storylines work as frame components in-8% F

statements will be discussed in more detail and supported with examples in the next chapter.

The mastestorylinesidentified in the datanclude the narratives of American national greatness and
uniqueness; the supremacy of American technoladne significance o&irpower andthe military
airplanein American culturand military strategyself-reliance, entrepreneurship, arahegative view

on public spendingand the myth of national unitin matters of warTable9 presents an overview of
these,together with the corresponding key concepts and their categofidss is not to say that it
would be impossible to identify other master stdiges in the P35 statementshowever, these are

the ones that drew the attention of the author of thisesis. Although a certain degree of subjectivity

is always present in framing analysis, the careful documentation of the key concepts and their

prevalence in the statements provid@esolid foundation for identifying such storylines.
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Table9. Master storylines and corresponding key concepts

Category Examples of key concepts Description of category Master story lines

ECONOMY Jobs, employees, workforce, The economic and industrial impacts of Selfreliance,
economic growthjndustry, the F35 or defense spending in general entrepreneurship,
manufacturers, businesses economic success

SECURITY  Air superiority, dominance, Strategielevel concepts referring to National greatness,

MILITARY increasing threats, China, perceived threats, the security supremacy hegemony,
Russiareadiness, projecting  environment, strategic goals and significance ofairpower
power, US military might capabilities, American military identity

SENTIMENT Pride, community, Sentiments or reactions towards the35 National unity, national

commitment, support, honor, or defense spending in general, local greatness and uniquenes:
home, patriotic warmth, sound support for the F35, symbolic functions o reverence for the military

of freedom, a higher calling the 35 airplane
TECHNOLOC Technology, cuttingdge, Emphasizing the role of technology in ~ Supremacy of American
transformation, modernization, c hangi ng or ‘ t r an s technology, Rvolutionin

lethality, a gamechanger providing an advantage Military Affairs, force
protection, airpower

SERVICE Service members, men and  Prioritizing members of the armed forces W{ dzLJLJ2 NIi (i K §

MEMBERS  women inuniform, troops, as the beneficiaries of the 35 or defense protection
soldiers, protecting spending, with a focus on force protectic
servicemembers, saving lives
DEFENSE  The American taxpayer, Financial aspects of the35 and defense Negative view on public
SPENDING/ spending, wasteful, spending, with a focus on the role of the spending, the Amerian
FINANCIAL competition, costs taxpayer or being on the side of the taxpayer trope
taxpayer
CONGRESS/ Bipartisan, putting aside Political concepts referring to the National unity, defense
POLITICAL partisan differences, bicameral bipartisan support for theB5 or defense issues as nonpartisan,
constitutional duty, spending, Congress's 'cortgtional duty’ apolitical

responsibility, sequestration  to provide for defense, 'sequestration’ as
harmful to defense spending.

44.1. The narrative of American greatness, uniqueness, and supremacy

As discussed earlier, previous scholars have founadhien of American exceptionalisto proliferate

in American discourses of war and military fordée ideas of American exceptionali8ma belief in

the distinctiveness oAmericandealsand’ al ues deri ved from theandountr.y

in the moral and political supmacy of the United States stemming frora religious sense of
predestination— are often recognized as one of tlentral elements of American public ideolpg
(Lipset 1963, Lipset 1996; Walt 201$)o me have even defined it as a
Creed’ ( Paul-Levg ®@1}Y One ™ dhE yuadamental concepts of American studies
American exceptionalism has drawn an array of definitions, debate, and criticism, the full scope of
which will be impossible to represent in the confines of tthesis. Broadly speakingymerican
exceptionalism has been seen as informing and structuring Americarepe#fsentations. It has an
important role in fashioning internal coherence, batoften used as an ideological tool to project

American hegemony outde the US.as well.(Paul 2014, 17.)

S €

40 The concept of American exceptionalism is usuadiged back to Frenchwritek| e xi s de Tocquevi l

Democracy in Ameriqd.840)
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For a work in the field of American strategic culture and American studies generally, it is edeential
acknowledge and recognize the tradition of American-sk#racterization through the notion of
exceptionalism Yet based on the key concepts identified in the research data, American
exceptionalism asraexplicittheme is not particularly prominent in the F35 statements The key
concepts do involve notions of American national greatness, uniqueneskegedony but the moral

and religious dimensions of exceptionalism seem to be largely missing frostatteenents For this
study, American exceptionalism can be seen enas arundertone from which the ideas gfreatness,
unigueness, andupremacystem. Further, exceptionalism as a recurring theme in American political
and strategic culture has been examined and debated ad nausehioh is why it is unlikely that a
study of this scope would contribute anything substantially new from this perspective. Given such a
limitation and the explicit content of the research material, the consideration of American
exceptionalism as a mastetosy line is reduced to a more general framework of American national

greatness, uniqueness, and samacyin this study.

4.4.2.  Technology as revolutionary or transformative

The presence of technologelated concepts in thelataleads the researcher to identify a familiar
sounding narrative of superior American military technology. Such a narrative has been especially
articulated in the concept of thRevolution in Military AffairfRMA) that was widely debated the

United State duringthe 1990s, but the fundamental ideas of which continue to be expretsady.

The idea that technology has a profound impact on military power and the way that states wage war
can be traced back to Polish banker and-talight military expert JaBloch, who in 1898resaw

how newtechnologies would overturn thinking about the character and conduct of war (Brose 2019).
Such a view is encapsulated in the concepRMA thathighlights the evolution of weaponsnd
information technologyas well asnilitary organizatiorand doctrine It is oftenalsoused to refer to
technological advancements alone. The hypothesis claims that there have been certain periods of
history where new doctrines and technologies have led to profound change éncttnduct of war.
(Dal by 2009 ,8) ®dmHatechnologicadh@elther evol uti on i s wunders
emergence of technologies so disruptive that they overtake existing military concepts and capabilities

and necessitate a rethinking of how, withh at , and by wliBrose2018)r i s waged”

Dalby (2009) finds that the American preoccupation with the role of technology in warfare stems from
decisions made in the 1970s that emphasized technological advantages in command, control,
intelligence, ad coordination on the battlefield, as well as such things as stealth aircraft. Further, once

the U.S. moved to an alblunteer military in 1973, a smaller professional military was seen as needing
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technological superiority. (Dalby 2009, 9he RMA thesisxplicityemergedin the United Stateas a

way to explain the American victory in the 1991 Gulf WEechnological changevas seen as
revolutionizing the way that states wage war, allowing for sophisticated combat operations that out
maneuer the enemy and destroy its targets relatively easily with Hégth precision weaponry, while

reducing the number of American casualties. (Krepinevich, Sloan in Raitasalo 20P3Bct88ding to

RMA critics, it is questi banabhet whéetheocautraed,
( O’ Ha n 8) andthaRethdrging technologies will change and have changed the way war is waged,

but they will not change its nature (Brose 2019). Moreover, advanced technology hasodotced

equally successful outcomes in asymmetric confliciesdeed, the RMA thesis is about technology

designed to defeat conventional armies (Dalby 20091 2)L

According to Brose and Schousboe (20tt®8) American RMAnfluenced discourse has takstrikingly

similar forms from the late 1980s onwardeechnological innovation has been seen as imperative in

the face of ‘unprecedented <change’ and maintai
“transf or mi nTfgh ewa rrfeivgohltuitnigon.h e thwesr kb eeern tcrailcl ewar f a
1990s, ‘“transformation’ in the ear | ybut2he Baics , and
idea has remained consistent with the RMA the@sose 2019.Dne profound charg in the RMA

discourse is identified bpalby who argues that since the onset of the military responses to the 9/11

attacks, the American technologyentered perception of war has been increasingly accompanied by

a geopolitical understanding that watan now happen anywhere and anytime thanks to
technological developments, such as precisimded weapons and unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVS).
Technological superiority is seen as allowing American forces to intervene anywhere at relatively short
notice, and thegeopolitical specification of global dangers has provided the rationale for new forces,

weapons, and basing arrangements. (Dalby 2209; 11-12.f*

4.4.3.  Airpower and the military airplane in American cultarel military strategy

The preoccupatio with technology is not only evident in Ameriaamderstandings of war and military
power: it also has &nkto how the (military) airplane is perceived in American culton@e broadly

The airplane as a military #dct has a connection to ideas and beliefs about technology, but also to

41 The American technologgentered discourse hasadimplications for other states as well. Jyri Raitasalo
(2005) examines how shared western conceptualizations of war tizamged after the end of the Cold War

and how the Americated discourse concerning RMA has affected western understandings of military power.
Heconcludes that the AmericaRMAdiscourse has had greater influence on the westearticulation of

military power than other related phenomena. &bhared understandings of military power atsolinked to

a wider set of shared understandings concerning.war
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conceptions of national power arglrategic superiority achieved by airpow@Pisano 2003, 247 he
notion of airpower was included within the foundations of American warfare aitéorld War 1
because of its strategic utility and perceived mordiftit. was seen as allowing for the proportionate
targeting of the enemy, reducing civilian casualties, and protecting American soRjjevgorld War

2, airpower wasperceivedas the means to achieve those goals and to maintain U.S. strategic
superiority. (Roges 2015.)Instrumental in achieving and maintaining airpower is ttneilitary)
airplane Dominick Pisano notes in a book titl@dhe Airplane in American Cultuf2003)that the
airplanehaslong been and continues to ken object of reverencén American cultureand is often
described in anenthusiastic andiconographic mannef® The airplane has been treated as an
autonomous force, a perception rooted ia general human tendency to beliewhat there is
somet hi ng ‘ ma gnimachihe, andhas beeo endoavadithaualities of life, almost like
a species of birfHansen in Pisano 2003 8J. Reverence toward aviatiois not auniquely American
phenomenon, but as Pisano notes, it is reinforcedAnyerican ideas and ideals about industrialism,

individualism, progress, arespeciallyfaith in progress in terms of technolo@yisano 2003, 6)

In the postWorld War 2 periodaviation technologyas come to beeen as integral to modern military
campaigng* The significance of airpower has not only changed how the United States wages war, but
has had i mpacts on t he Aarandthenalitary pinplaneAdrian RsLewie r c e p 't
(2012)arguesthat the age of airpower initiated a process of transformation ultimately leading to the
elimination of ground forces as major combatants in war and marking a significant change in American
culture: the removal of the American people from the conduct afsv(Lewis 2012, 41; 366; 4982

the other handthe airplane hagxerted important cultural influence because of its pivotal role in the
constant state of readiness for waisandighlightsthe role of popular culture in celebrating military
aviation asessential to understanding thei | i t a r ycultral significanced he £mergence of

the United States as the lone superpower after e ofthe Cold Warreateda market for media
imagery ofU.S.aerial dominance, and the American public becasver morefascinated with the

military airplane on which the viability of American leadership depe(Risano 200312;247.)

42 |n the interwar period, two air power theorists, Italian general Giulio liBand American brigadier general
William Mitchell, highlighted the significance of achieving air supremacy in war and believed that wars can be
won by the application of air force alone (Kajanmaa 2021, w8ichinfluenced American strategic thinking
43The public recognition of thfirst motor-operated flight by the Wright brother& 903 was slow and hindered
by public skepticism, but by the tinteat Charles Lindbergh made the first solo transatlantic flidi®27),the
American public had accepted dstarted to admire the airplangilstein in Pisano 2003, 17; 23)

44 With the development of technology and military systemsrfare has become increasingly complex, giving
rise toideas andheories about thepurposeand application of airpoweto extend the battlespace (see John A.
Warden, for example), aboutaster cycles of informatiorand decisionmakingin war (see John Boyd, for
example) and about combining the capabilities of the service branches to achiewel @wer all dimensions of
the battlespace. (Kajanmaa 2021-58; 70.)Such ideas have also inspired th@83-project.
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4.4.4. Selfreliance, entrepreneurship, and negative view on public spending

Asnoted earlier, references tandustry andemploymentrelated words and phrases are a dominant

feature in the F35 statements. Defined as a key characteristic of American strategic culture in the
previous chapter, the industrial approach to war and thesire to generate profit from defense

initiatives have their basis in a broader culture that highlights hard wiodividualismand private
entrepreneurship. It is hardly a novel observation that American political culture has traditionally

placed greatemphasis on the idealof selfreliance and determination that will eventually be
rewarded in ‘“the | and of -olaphamworkingiAmgrican' tThhee siemafg e
made man’ , as the centerpiece ofrequetiefeatineccand can e
widely recognized culturabken. Heike Paul (2014) recognizes an economic asgsotplaying an

i mportant role in the ideas of American except:i
promise of economic selimprovementf ...] connects economic success toc
framework of national solidarity and belongi'g The economic di mension i s
notions of individual success and selferest, which are seen as legitimate and necessary for #le w

being of the nation (Paul 2014, 1517, quote on p. 173. The industrial approach to wanot only

normalizes issues of war into mundane economic benddits also contributes to the economic

strength of the country, whiclranslates to a sense of natiahidentity and greatness.

The key concepts also feature references to the costs of #3®, Fwasteful spending, poor
management of the 85 program, adpr ol i fi ¢ menti ons of ‘“the Amer
image associated with private entrepreneurship above turns into a negative tone when the focus is on
aspects of the public sector. McMillan (2017) distinguishes a neoliberal component of American
political culture that is critical of public spending and the public sector in general and regards private

sector business practices as more efficient and effective. According to McMillan,

[t]he distinction between public and private organizations is edded in the social fabric of American
culture. The country's collective imagination is one characterized byedelhce, entrepreneurship, and
private enterprise. Emphasizing a limited and accountable government from its point of inception, the
United $ates instilled Lockean classical liberalism. (McMillan 2017.) 115

As noted by McMillanneoliberalism has its roots firmly in American culture, but it primarily emerged
in the 1980s as part of theo-calledNew Public Managememfforts to make the public sector more
‘“businesslike’”. Proponents of trbwastefildndshaulslben el d t
held in sharp contrast to privateector efficiencySince the 1980s, there has been a growing concern

that public sector programs drain public resources, interfere with free market expansion, stifle

entrepreneurialism, and encoage dependency on the governmeRtograms falling behind schedule
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and building up unanticipated costs anften characterized as government mismanagement. (Ibid,
113- 116.) This daracteristicof American political culture provides rhetoric that accentuased-

relianceandentrepreneurshipand argues thathe public sectoiswasteful and inefficient.

The negative view on public spendingpf'ena ccompani ed by references to
and ‘'t ax p.aAltheugh tieaymieism’ of taxpayer politicaigiallyconnected to British Prime

Minister Margaret Thatcher, American politiciassofrequently label unfavored public spendingas
waste of ‘'t axpay governmentmoneyar puble mdney(Carillor2620144).The
commonlyheld truism of Americans having a universal aversion to taxapien seis likely an
oversimplification, howeverVanessa Williamson (2015) h&mind that in reality Americansview

taxpaying as a civic responsibiligg taxpayers, Americans feel that they are fulfilling their obligation

to the country and believe they have a stake in the political system because of #tahmericanslo

tend to beconcerned that the governmerand political leaders arsot held accountable for how tax

revenue ispent. (Williamson 2013illiamson in Young 2018, 4)8he taxpayer tropaot onlyholds

that the interests of the t axgoewesmentsgdogdbutdgbe pr
also entails an implicit assumption that taxpayers are a cohesive group and treaiaclowe

taxpayers and nontaxpayers as not really belonging to thatgrarillo 2020,145)%° Although
objectively, virtually everyone in the United States pays some form of tax (such as sales tax), political
discourse increasingly prioritizes federal income tax payments as the most salient marker of a true
taxpayer (Willkmson in Young 2018, 41%uch perceived identity of the American taxpayer serves to
construct a sense of nationaentity focused on economic succesghile alsodefining who is an

American andherefore has a stake in public spending programs.

445 Wt 2f AGAOA &G 2 LiNatibnal unitkaSd waragiépdlifical SRISQY

There are several key concepts in giatementsthat hint at afamiliarsoundingstory line ofnational

unity — either actual, perceived, or desired. Here, thidghem arehighlighted for discussioffrirstly,

the phrase politics stops at t hebipartsanesuppodfore d g e
matters of foreign policyand military affairs The phrase itself does not appear in tt@pus but it
represents a narrative that is widely recognized in American culBipartisanshigefers to a political
situation where both of théwo major parties in a tweparty systenagree about a political choice.

When focusing on bipartisanshigithin the Americanlegislative branch, the levels of congressional

4 The taxpayer tropehas also beerdeemed racist by some scholar3axpayerimplies whiteness, while
nontaxpayers are racialized regardless of actual taxpaying levels. (Walsh 2016.) Some have even identified the
rise of a racialized taxpayer identity narrative as fundamenttide development of neoliberalism. (Carillo 2020
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support defined as ‘biparti san’ (nohaegessardyimeganihgr om a
unanimity) to coalitions that barely get enough votes in Congress. (Collier 264,)TJhere is a

commonly held belieih the U.Sthat foreignand military policy should not reflect partisan differences,

but instead should be ised above party politics€eKissinger and Vance 1988, fonaxle).*¢ Collier

points out that some believe the termonpartisaninstead of bipartisan should be used to make the

point that partisan politics should not be a factor in foreign policy (Collier 20389).71t was

Republican Senator Arthur Vandenbetgoperatng with the Democratic Truman administration on

foreign poligy issueswhoar t i cul ated the nonpartisan view by n
water's edge” (Vandenberg in Collier 2011, 11).
border, reflecting a position of an insular country thatis seetnigg pr ot ect ed by ‘ wat er
of the continent. Thestipulationthat politics stop at the national border holds that internal political

disputes should be forgotten when dealing with the external world. Whether called bipartisanship or
nonpartisanfip —and whether or not such bipartisan consensus has actually existed in the past (see
Inboden 2012, for example)the underlyingaspirationof such a position is to present a unified voice

in international relations (Woods 202Hor the domestic audice, references to nefbipartisanship

give the impression that the issue at hand is of utmost importance, possibly urgent, and should not be

subject to partisan politicking, thus fostering a wide acceptance of the.issue

A secondelement of the national unity story line is the definition of defense spending as a
constitutional duty. The U.S. Constitution is a document that has a special place in the American public
consciousness, with Amer i cans dtoakficnmdingitorMicleaals e pr i
Kammen(2006 [L986), there is a disjunction between Americans' sacral regard for their Constitution

and their disproportionate ignorance towards its content$is indicates that as an element of

American culture, the Constitution has more of a symbolic or ceremonial meaning than a substantive
one.The Constitution as a political symbol expresses the ideas of patriotism and nationalism, providing

a sense of naonal identity and unity (Klein 1995, 1:6472). Framing something as a constitutional

duty simultaneouslyinvokesthose sentiments, elevates the isswato an extraordinary level of
significance, and evades any debate or questioning. The U.S. Consstytienc i f i es t hat “ [t ]
shall have Power To [ ..] provide for the common I
8, Constitution of the United States). This powesften framed as a congressional responsibility that

should be agreed uym unanimously without the normal procedures of debate and compromise. Such

46 Bipartisanship has usually been associated with an interventionist foreign policy, marking the era from World
War 2 onwards, but it was actually isolationism, the dominant theme of much of U.S. history before WW2, that
started the tradition of bipartisaionsensus. (Woods 2021.)
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references to the Constitution are meant to uni#®r in other words, to erase critical voices from the
decisionmaking process and to raise the significance of one sector ofgmment above others.

And thirdly, the frequent references to Americasoldiersin the F35 statementswere identified as
reflecingafamiliarn a r r a taidaL#&J2 NI ‘(i ThéheraickBegidaiiisOldier as the centerpiece

of military affairs and theecipient ofunwavering public support is a narrative that has extensive
appeal in American cultur&oth Roger Stahl (2009) and David Fitzgerald (2019) trace the evolution of
the narrative adeginning after the Vietham War and reaching significant visibility during the Gulf War,
which they find to be a crucial moment in the deepening veneration for soldiers in American culture.
Military parades celebrating theeturning soldiersrepresenteda novel form of American patriotism

that called for unquestioned support for the troopand te Viethamera image of the soldier as a
broken or rebellious draftee was replaced by theageof the volunteer service member as a hero.
Stahl findsthat h e p'‘p® r t t rhetorictradefimep war as a fight to save or protect American
soldiers rather than as a struggle for policy goals external to the militéeyn ot es t ha't R
tautology—that the military exists to save itselhas emerged as a primaralidation for military
action” (StTahhd ‘2500M@p o r5t4 5t) tbastets foweoppotectionds asntatbeuof s e
collective concernbut it alsodepoliticizes armed conflict the appearance of the phrase is often a
signal that there wilbe no debate on the issue at hanthus separating the public from questions of
military action (Stahl 2009, 535Hence, asimilar notion of defense and military issuesam®liticalis

reflected inthe s up p or t discoursens in theccals fapipartisanship and constitutional duty

4 5 First formulation of frames

Asindicatedin Table9 (p. 46), some of themasterstory lines discussed above were initially identified
as constituting several different categories. In order to indaoberent and unambiguous frame
categories, the next step was to summarize and combine the elements presented in the table into
broader categories ra possiblyrelabel the categories. However, if the framesre inducedsolely
based on the identification ahfrequency of the key concepts and the master story litiest would

likely lead to a slightly distorted understanding of the franmi¢aturally, the framing of an issugoften
developed over the course of several sentences and paragraphs thabaeasily summarized into
simple key concepighe contexts in which the key concepts are present must also be taken into
consideration. etopic of this studyalsodirectsthe researcher to pay particular attention to concepts
relating to war and militey security, which likely results in the prolific identification of related
concepts. Furtherthe exclusion of proper nouns from the key concepts ignores the fact that the names
of different states, cities, military bases, and defense industry comparees, w fact, prominently

featured in the statements. Proper nouns may not count as key concepts, but they do function as a
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further clue to identify the frameslherefore, a further round of close reading the research material
was seen agssential At this stage, focus was also directed at headlthess they often indicate
something abouthe dominant frame. Thaeew categories formed based on these steps served as the

first formulation of the frames, presented in Taldl@below.

Table10. First formulation of frames

Category Examples of key concepts Master story lines Frame
(first formulation)
ECONOMY Jobsemployees, workforce, economic Selfreliance, entrepreneur
; : ECONOMIC
growth, industry, manufacturers, ship, the trope of the hard >>>
businesses working American INDUSTRIAL
SECURITY  Air superiority, dominance, increasing National greatness,
MILITARY threats, ChinaRussia, readiness, supremacy, American >>> STRATEGIC
projecting power, US military might uniqueness, airpower
SENTIMENT Pride, community, commitment, National unity, national
support, honor, home, patriotic warmth greatness and uniqueness, >>> PATRIOTIC
sound of freedom, a higher calling national pride
TECHNOLOC Technology, cuttingdge, Supremacy of American
transformation, modernization, lethality technology, RMA, force >>> TECHNOLOGICA
a gamechanger protection, airpower
SERVICE Service members, men and womenin * Support t he
MEMBERS uniform, troops, soldiers, protecting protection, national unity >>> PATRIOTIC
servicemembers, saving lives (TECHNOLOGICA
DEFENSE  TheAmerican taxpayer, spending, Negative view on public
SPENDING/ wasteful, competition, costs spending, the American >>> FINANCIAL
FINANCIAL taxpayer trope
CONGRESS/ Bipartisan, putting aside partisan National unity, defense issug
POLITICAL differences, bicameral, constitutional  as nonpartisan, apolitical >>> POLITICAL
duty, responsibility, sequestration

Based on the key concepts, the master story lines, the descriptive classifiers, as well as another round
of close reading the statements and their headlines, the followirgrames were initially identified:

an economicindustrial frame afinancial frane, astrategic frame atechnological framea patriotic
frame, and apolitical frame Although references to American soldiers have an important role in
utterances that focus on force protection, which was interpreted to constitute the technologicagéfram
the close reading revealed that the primary role of such references was to give voigeatdadic
narrative of suppor t .Thisé whyrthe oategory of Service Members was interpreted to
primarily reflect a patriotic frame. The formulatiori these six frames was then reconsidered based
on their content and relation to one another, and mirrored against the previously identified
characteristics of American strategic cultumad the identified master story lineShe aim was to
further summarie the frames so that they are generic enoughithout losing a sense of their
distinctivenessThis reconsideration led to a reformulation of the initial six frames into three final

frames, presented in the next chapter and accompanied by a discussibaipgalience and content.

47 Excluding the news article items, as their headlines were crafted by the editors of the news articles.
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5. FRAMING THE35

As discussed in the previous chaptdre ffiinal versions of the frames were induced by identifying all
the key concepts and master story lines that are logically associated with one another as parts for
building a consistent account of the35, supported by the prior identification of topidsnes, and
perspectives as well asflected against the background of American strategic culflihe aim was to
formulate the frames in a fashion that made the them as general and comprehensive as possible
without losing a sense of their distinctive @ifénces and thus risking the possibility that they could be
merged into one alencompassing but meaningless frame. The final formulation of the most dominant

framesidentifiedin the F35 statements include the following:

1. An economic frame
2. A grategic-technological frame
3. An gpolitical patriotic frame

The economic framecollects all the aspects of the35 discoursethat represent the economic

dimension of the B5, encompassing employment opportunities, impacts for industries, wider
economicinpacts for communities affected by the3b, and the costs of the-¥5 program. The frame
formul ation initially included separate e€eategor

i ndustrial i ssues (empl oy me ddse readimgcthe data gndl a Af t e
reconsideration of the frame categories, it was

describes the content of bot h, al so making the i

The strategictechnological frameencompassesaspecs that focus on the strategic relevance,
purpose, or impacts of the-B5 in the global arena, entailing descriptions of the international security
environment and theglobal role or position of the United Stes. It also coversnstances of the
discourse that highlight technology as the most significant aspect of-Bedfd providing the LS.
with a certain position in thaevorld. Although the enduring centrality of technology in American
strategic thinkingndicates that itcould a be a frame of its own, it overlaps significantly with the
strategic dimension and is therefore considered as part of #meeframe. It must be noted that, as a
category, the strategitechnological frame is inherently broader iorntent than the other two frames,
combining two significant aspects of the discourse: the strategic significance of3BeaRd the

consideration of the aircraft as a technological capability.

The patriotic frame and the political frame were also merged into one, more comprehensive frame, as

their respective contents are largely overlapping and seem to have a common purpose or intended
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effec.t. The political componentc awlaken tegktlsenthe apoliicalme d
patriotic frame approaches the 85 and related defense spending as fmartisan issues, above the
normal realm of political differences and motivated by a patriotic sentiment. Some aspects of such
framing emphasize asse of patriotism more, while others focus more on the political apolitical

— dimension, but the desired effect of both seems to ibeoking a sense of national unignd

separatingpolitics from matters of war and military power

After the final \ersions of the frame categories were identified, all the statements in the corpus were
assigned with a primary frame and possible other frames present in the statement. This coding stage
revealed that hardly any statements reflected only one single frafnenajority of the statements
included two of the frames, with some featuring all three of them. With the exception of three
statements, all the statements in the corpus reflected at least one of the three dominant fraislas.

11 below presents the distribution of the primary frames identified in the data.

Tablell. Distribution of primary frames

PRIMARY FRAMES n %
ECONOMIC 111 50 %
APOLITICAL PATRIOTIC 63 28 %
STRATEGIECHNOLOGICA| 50 22 %
Total 224 100 %

The economic frame was by far the most common primary frame identified in the statements, with a
half of the statements framing the-85 primarily as an economic isstdeeapolitical patriotic frame
accounted for less than a third of the primary frameg] #ime strategietechnological frame accounted

for slightly less than a fourth of the primary frames. However, in some cases, determining the primary
frame was not as clearut as in others and thus subject to greater interpretation by the researcher.
Therdore, in order to provide an accurate account of theerallsalience of the three frames in the
data, the assignment of primary frames and counting their frequencies asasmpaniedby an
examination of all the frame incidentsboth primary and secondaryidentified in the data. AFable

12 below shows, the relative importance of other frames compared to the economic one increases

when taking into consideration all frame incidents.

Tablel2. Distribution of all frame incidents

ALL FRAME INCIDENTS n %
ECONOMIC 163 38 %
APOLITICAL PATRIOTIC 146 34 %
STRATEGITECHNOLOGIC/ 124 28 %
Total 433 100 %
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Further, & depicted in Appendix 3, an analysis of the cumulative occurrence of the frames by year
indicated that there were no major leanges in the salience of the frames over tintiee relative

differences between thérame occurrencesemairedfairly constantetween 2010 and 2020.

The remaining part of this chapter is devoted to describing and analyzing the content of the three
frames Although combinations of two or three of the framagre frequently utilized within single
utterances as complementing one anothethe analysis is presented in a form where each frame
constitutes a sufheading of its owr{5.1.—5.3.). Sukchapter 5.4then accounts for how the frames
work together The discussion is supported by the presentation of glamtterances marked with a
reference to the peaker, date, and item number in parentheses. The item number facilitates locating
the specificstatementin the References sectiorin longer examples, some words or phrases have
been marked irbold to emphasize particularly interesting utterancd$e purpose of the examples is

to point out typical utterances for each framieowever, some atypical utterances are also highlighted

to draw attention to either the presence or absence of patterns identified in the data.

5.1.Economic frame

As noted above, the Members of the HASC and the SASC most commonly discusse8bthie F
economic terms.The economic frame was encountered across all topic categories, but focused
particularly on items dealing with the defense budget, base locations, andltemate Engine. The
general F35 items also had a considerable presence, focusing particularly on the costs or management
of the programOut of all the frame categories, the economic frame is the most explicit and detailed
in its content. The two other framcategories frequentlincluderather vague and unspecific concepts

that are not elaborated in any wayg uc h as ‘' n a.tTheocesomdmic sliscaurse is mgré
detailed, with very specific descriptions of how many jobs will be created by-8% Rowmany

additional residents the basing of the3b will bring teanarea, or what the cost of the fighter will be.

The economic frame is dominantly positive in tone, with some neutral and negative stances present
as well.The positive itemiargelyreflect a local perspective, while the neuteadd negativeones focus

more on a national perspectivé/ith the exception of a few isolated local perspectives halltegative
itemsin the economic categomyoice a national pepective,centered aroundhe costsof the aircraft

itself or that of theAlternateEngine or the mismanagement of the related programs. fiéatral items
primarily deal with the enginewicinga neutral tone towards the-B5 itself, but addresagthe engne
program in a negative or positive fashi@werall, Democratic members frantethe F35 in economic

terms more often than Republicans. A pabigsed difference is particularly clear when accounting
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only for the primary frames identified in the data: Democrats issued approximately two thirds of the

statements that featurd a primaryeconomic framemost of thempositive in tone.

The economic frame has two main components tkaémin some ways irreconcilable: discourse
praisingthe economic benefits of the-85 (discussed in suthapter 5.1.1.) andrther onecriticizing
the costs and the management of the8b program (suizhapter 5.1.2.). Yet, the two components not
only coexist but actually complement each other feynforcing the idea ofjyenerating profit from

defense initiatives and normalizinlge 35 asequipment to be used in wgb.1.3.).

5.1.1. Local economic advantages

The dominant way of framing the-35 has been focused dts positive economic impact3he positive
economiccomponentcoincides with a local perspective, focusing on the creation of jobs in the area
benefits for defense industry companies,the economic impacts of basing the§ at a local military
base Suchitems discuss, for examplepntractsbetween the Pentagon and a lodalisinesgaking

part in the production of the aircraft-or exampleRepresentative Marc Veasey-{IX) emphasized

what an 35 contractin 2018meant for this home state of Texas:

The Pentagon’s announcement o35siddgnentaewsf@rdur7 bi | |
national security andur local economyLockheed Martin has hirealver 2,000 new employees

in Fort Worth since the beginning of last year because of the grawthe F35 program. The

program supports oveB4,000jobs n t he state of Texas alone. (.
this funding in Congress as we developed the defense budget, and will contisugport the

jobs of the men and women who help builthis aircraft. (Veasey2018, #17)

Especially Democratic committee members call attention to the local economic and employment
impacts of the B35, as highlighted by Representative Veasey ab@vecal economic advantageas
alsofrequently brought up in connection t6-35 basing decisiong-or Representative Joe Wilson (R
SC), locating-85 squadrons in Beaufort, South Carolina meétite creation of 1,532 military jobs
with an additional 200 jobs being created in the private seéctpr w lyrieatlyh berfefits the
Lowcountry (Wilson 2011, 227). Senator Dan Sullivan ) not only focused on job creation but

alsoon new residents coming to Alaska:

Announced by the U.S. Air Force in April 2016, the two squadron8®a$ will ultimately bring

54 new aircraft and approximale2,765 new residents o | nt eri or Al aska. [ ..]
2016 to 2020, the Alaska congressional delegation authorized and appropriated $533 million in
military construction directly related to the bedbown of the F35A at Eielson Air Force Base,

bringing thousands of construction and associated jobs to Alagi&ullivan et al. 2020, #8.)

As the examples abovduistrate, the local economic impacts of the35 are described in a very

detailed fashionwith precise numbers of jobs, residents, and budget allocatiériscus orthe local
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economic impactsas also encounteredin connection to Presiderglect Trump voicing criticism

towards the F35 program ifate 2016 andearly 2017 Representative Veasegpliedthat President
electTrump “should be more responsible with his twe
the |livelihoods of 14, 000 workers in the dNorth T
#209) Repesentative Veasey chose to explicitly draw attention to the local economic asgecting

all other possible implications of presidential criticism towards a major weapons proddaerall, the

committee membersseem to be accepting, if not even suppee, of advancing parochial local

economic interestsvith the F35. The only Member who has been openly criticatoéh an approach

is Representative Seth Moulton-{BA), whose statement is very atypical in the data set:

[Tlhe idea that the defense budget can keep growing at the pace at which it's grown for the last
several years is probably unrealistfc....] it nfean$ that we have even less room for the

parochial interestor as Senator McCai n, put it the *“ Mil.iH
When it comes to defense spending, you know, it's not just about, well, we should throw in a
fewmore FopQa 0SSOl dzasS GKFGUE I FS¢6 WaexlotblbeNlida YI R

aggressively cutting costs, cutting fat, cutting old systems to make room for the new in order to
keep up with China and Russia and emerging threats around the globe. (Moulton 2820, #

Thissingle utterancealone may not constitute an act ofédme contestation' (Rees2009),but it does

stand out as remarkably differemmt comparison to other items in the corpuBhere are a few items

that advocate for some other fighter by criticizing th8%-and highlightinghe local economic impacts

of their preferred alternativesuch as Senator Claire McCaski#MD), who compardBo ei n-g’' s s o0
called Super Hornet to the-35, and items that criticize the role of pork barreling in the Alternate

Engine debatghowever, such items alwageem to have local economic agenda of their own.

In press releases whose intended audierisethe constituents,the economicadvantagesare

frequently the primary way of framing the-85. Yet, such anaspectalso hasan important rolein
communicationtowards other audiencessuchthe President, committee leadership, or the service
branchesUrging the HASC and tBefense Appropriations Subcommittés their continued support

of the F35 program, detter by the F35 Caucudlustratesthat the economic benefits are not only

part of the rhetoric aimed at the public, but part of the argumentation towards other etk&aders
aswellThe | etter starts by describing the security

quickly turns to the economic aspeasreasons foincreasing the funding for thE-35 program:

Not only does the 85 program deliver air superiority for the United States and its key allies, it
also bolstersour domestic economy by supporting more than 1,800 suppliers and more than
254,000 direct and indirect jobs across the countiherefore weare requesting your support

for a total of 98 R35 aircraft in the Fiscal Year 2021 defense authorization and appropriations
bills[ ..(Turner et al. 2020,¥99)
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Acongressional caucus an informal group o€ongress Memberthat meets todiscuss issues of

mutual concern and t@ursue common legislative objectivB4.S Senate 2019)Several members of

the HASC are or have been members of #85 Caucus, most notably RegsentativesMike Turner

(ROH), Rob Bishop {&T), Joe Courtney {OI'), and Marc Veasey {IX). Announcing the launch of

the groupin 2011, a press release the Caucusnembersnotes hat t he pur powme of t |
provide Members of Congress accurate and timely information on the development, testing, and

deployment of our nexgeneration fighter ” The press rel ease goes on t«

[i]n this time of budget cuts, some Members of Congress have suggested curtailing or delaying
the [F35] program. When countries such as Russia and China are testing éx¢igeneration

fighters, the[-35] program isan absolute necessity [ ...] I n addition, the pr
indirectly supports more that27,000 highkskill, highwage jobs across the country in 47 states
and Puerto Rico [ ...] Our membership reflects3hahim broad

Congress and part of our role is to make sure Members have the very best information possible
so we can alinake the best decisions possibléTurner et al. 2011,%84.)

Russia an€China are mentioned as the justification for th&%; but the Caucupromptly reminds of

the positive employment impacts well Such a reminder combined with the statement that th83~

is “an absolute neces sCatuyc’usdiss middhsedd i ayn yt s eammsalek eo
deci si on.Moreowes, the simple fact that HAS®@mbers who make decisions regarding the

funding and oversight of the-B5 program, may also be part of a group promoting the aircraft raises
seriousquestions of objectivity. For example, RegentativeTurner later served as both the Chairman

of several HASC subcommittees as well asehadr of the F35 Caucus.

Indeed, here are several mentions in the dataspleaker®xplicitlyadvancing local economic interests

in their capacity aCommitteeMembers “As a member of the House Armed Services Committee, |

am open to the discussion of cestving proposals to thg~35] program if it does not compromise
capabilities, the safety af u r service member s, or jbo#A0H Hérem; Nort h
Representative Veasey explicidgys that in his capacity as a member in the HASC, he is willing to
consider cuts to the-B5 as long as jobs in his home stafélexasare not affeted. Similar utterances

can also be found in items discussing MI2AA when the speaker in question mentions that they used

their position in the Armed Services committee or in the conference committee to advance budget

allocations that are considered iragant for their district or state.

As noted earlier, the items that deal with the passage ofiAAframethe defense budget primarily
in local economic termg\ typical NDAA ita usually starts with a description of the overall importance
of the NDAA to the nation, with possibly sofiaély vague descriptions of the security environment as

a context for the bill. The main focus of the NDAA items is, however, on what the passags for
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the state or district of the speaker, entailing detailed lists of which local company takes part in
programs that are funded by the NDAA and how many jobs those will specifically create.aBelow
examples of typical NDAA itesmby Senatos RichardBlumenthal(D-CT)and Martha McSally (RZ):

“I am gratified thafthis critical defense biiwill help protect our national security ariing jobs

to Connecticut This authorization legislation supports crucial programs that enhance our
national security andur state economy Producing more helicopters, submarines, and joint

strike fighter engines in Connecticut means stronger national defensenam@ workforce

opLI2 NIidzy AGASE F2NJ / 2yySOGAOdzi Q8 MRy uSDOA GridS RBE ¢

and Whitney is the sole engineaker for F35 Joint Strike FightersThi s year ' s def
authorization bill includes over $8 billion in procurement funding for 6i&itJStrike Fighters

across the Air Force, Navy, and Marine CofBdumenthal 2016, #25.)

This year’'s annual defense bill [ .] i mproves t

important future capabilities] ..McSally secured an amendment that provides $28.0 million to
install[F-35] threat emitters and maximize efficiency of LUkéA F B-35sn]ssionThe F35 Joint
Strike Fighter prograrsupports over 8,440 direct and indirect jobs in Arizona with an economic
impact of more than $936.9 million statewidgMcSally 2018 #131)

Even though the Senaterment i on protecti,ng®” rneaadionneasls ” s e caunr

c a p a b ildcality ane e Bconomic aspect are emphasized by describing the local economic effects
in more lengthand in much more detaiFurther, an important dimensionof the NDAA items ia
certain degree of solemnness createddry understandingf work and economic success as sources

of pride and honorBelow, Senator Angus Kindgo-ME) describes thBIDAAprocessn 2018:

“Throughout this process, I have thp peopledof y hi gh
Maine play in our national defens@ hi s f i nal bill wi || make sure |
workers in defenserelated industries have the resources they neetb continue making

important contributions to national security’ Senator King secured several major victories that

will directly benefit Maine [The]bill authorizes the procurement of 9035 Joint Strike

Fighters of all three variants. SeveMhine-based companies, including Pratt & Whitney in

North Berwick and General Dynamics in Saco, are in the supply and production chain for this fifth
generation fightef. ...] The men and women iin our Ar med For
industries — including thousands of people in Maine serve our country with honor and

distinction] .l] am proud the 2018 NDAA builds on their
role in protecting our nation. By passing this bill the Senate has helped ensuredbeisated
Americanshave the resources they need to do their jobs, defend our country here at home, and
support our servicemembers staa#?7 201vefd®) ar ound t h

Not only does the budget Maiunédori bati on ediabéetsl

Americans who work in defense related industrie

“

t o mak e i mportant c o nt r iManufacturing snilitaty oequipnaettiiso n a | S
presentedin the statemelts as a privilege and honogs a contribution tonational security The

employees and industries manufacturing th8%-are framed agart of abroader communityworking

towards” k eéngpA me r i c,as esemplitetl by SenatdloeLieberman(D/I-CT)* The wor ker s
Pratt & Whitney have long been a source of immense pride for Connecticut. Their tireless efforts and

commitment supply the equipment needed to defeat our enemies on the battlefield and keep America
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safe" (Lieberman 201d, #96.) In the economic framegconomic successthusconnectedto a sense

of national solidarittandap er cepti on of the nation’s security.

5.1.2. A focus on the costs and public spending

Although the F35 has been largely discussed in a positive tone, therealsmsdbeen somenegative
attention to the mounting costs of the aircrafts well as the management of the3b program. A
minority (13 percent)of the statements took a negative stance towards th85; emphasizing the
problems that the program has faced over the yedesgely focusedtosts and managementn
addition to the osts of the 35 specifically, the overall context of weapons procurement has been
discussed i negativetone. At times, sich a positiorwas also voiceth items that discussed the35
itself in a positive or neutral tonebut expressed negative views astte public sector and public
funding. Furthermore,some Members of Congress discussed one part of tk&b Fprogram, the

Alternate Engine program, in a negative tone, despite taking a positive stance o/3figsElf*®

The items that voiced a coesentric perspective and/or a negative stance towards public spending
were most commonly found among the topiof Alternate Engine and GeneraBBb items. The key
concepts that were frequently identified in those statemeimnisluded adjectivesnd nounssuch as
‘“wasteful ' rrednumedeaaend s a a.Bésidas suahorig there is One key concept
that has a great significance as a framing device: the American taxpayer trope, whichdigtussed
below?® A costcentric perspectivewasadopted slightly more commonly by Republicans (53 percent)
than Democrats (47 percent), which is consistent with the traditional platforntseatfivo parties but

the difference is so small that it may perely coincidental and impacted by the presence of prolific
individual speakersTherefore, no conclusive generalizations on the impact of party background
cannot be madeAn overall findings that the costs of the 85 and the problems associated with the

35 programhave been addressed by tllemmitteemembers regardless of party background.

A costcentric approach to the-B5 has usually been accompanied by a very negative tone, highlighting

t he -drn apvpMcCan 2014, #10)pr i ce tag of the aircraft and

“The classifier of tone, however, was code-8 mnly acc
towards public speding or the F136 engine program. Therefore, the number of statements that were coded as

having a negative tone does not reflect the number of items taking a negative stance on the Alternate Engine or

a negative view on the public sector. Such items werelmmore prevalent in the data than the number of

coded negative tones indicates.

49 Althoughanotherkey concept’ s e g u e s dlsphag to do with the defense budget and thus reflects an

economic aspect of the-B5, an interpretation of the content of the utterances involving sequestration placed it

under theapolitical patriotic frame. See sukchapter 5.3. for further discussion.
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(McCaskill 2016,122). HASC Chairman and Ranking Member Adam SmthADeversuggestedhat
the R35 progr am i s(Sniith 2016, #66). Asthay are respangibfe for the funding and
oversight of the Armed Forces, itnaturalthat the Armed Service Committe@sll focus on the costs
of the program.However, @ committee memberdrequently issue press releases of committee
activities highlighing precisely the issue of costé#, makes their communication towards the
constituents very much focused on such aspeCepability or strategpased criticismowards the F
35 has been almost nonexistent, apart from two specific Members who have comparde3heo
other fighters: Representative Michael WalRFL) compared the I35 to socalled lightattack planes,
and Senator McCaskill made a comparison toRh&18 Super HornetThese two contributions are

atypical in the data sehowever, they did also bring up the issue of costssociated with the B5:

While we can be proud and grateful for its capabilities, th@sHs alsathe most expensive

weapon system in historyThe price tag of a single unit alone is over $90 million per plane and

its operating cost is more than $42,000 per hqdur..] l't’s time to | et [ US
Command] take charge of lighttack aircraft so our special operations forces have the best

tools they need to be fully equipped to complete their missiahthe most reasonable cost to

the American taxpayer(Waltz 2019, 222)

“1" m fighting to make s ur shrink thé &ze ofuhe dederabt and t
government we're notsaving any moneynless we target the huge amounts of dollars going

to government contractors. This cap on the money the Defense Department spends on
contractors is an important way toold down government spending and prevent wasteaud,

and abuse of taxpayer dollarOur military leaders know what | kneshat the F/A18 is a

critical national security asset, and comesira fraction of the cost of the £35. It also happens

to be a huge jokrreator, by one of the state's top manufacturers, and it will continue t@nex

my strong and st e a8fpaganm haswbecprihe leadihg examplehoda F

bloated defense procuremernthat is substantially delayed and over cqdtcCaskill 2014, #20.)

As exemplified by Senator McCaskill abovegstcentric approach is also frequently accompanied by

broader, negative perceptions on government spending, with references to the size of the
government, public spending as ‘wasteful’, and °
particuarly critical of the F35, but a costentric approachwith negative stances on the public sector

can also be found amongembers who have voiced positive views regarding tf&5.FReplying to

Presidente | e c t Tr ump’ s-35n12017 Serator8lomenthalnoted: e F

Hforts to further cut costsare already underway. | will continue to press for more innovative
ways to make the-B5 even moreffordable.[ .Jeopardizing the-B5 program would lead to
increased cosand risk for our military services and allidfe mere suggestion that production
should be slowed or stopped threatens to create confusion and uncertainty among the
manufacturers and their supply chain. There are more tii&hardworking and dedicated
businesses in Connecticat and more than 1,250 suppliers across the countryhat need to

plan production and hire and train new workers ndw...The entire military contracting and
procurement processequires reform to eliminate the cost overruns and tiy/s endemic to
weapons production That's a cause-bigger and broader than any single weapons platferm

that should bring us together. (Blumenthal 2@1#27)
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Similar to Senator McCaskill, Senator Blumenthal places Bt iR a broader context of defse

procurement programs, implying that the problems th&% has faced arendemic to government

programs in general A focus on the cost overruns frequently recogsigach issues as a systemic

problem, something that applies to other contexts as wéltiticizing the use of scalled costplus

contracts, in which aontractor is paid for all of a project's expenses plus an additional fee for the job
SenatorLindseyGraham(RSClasted that “[ijt 'a system only the government would lovehe

|l onger it t akes, the more it cost s, t he more t he
to the taxpayers and demands congressional refé(@raham2011,#58) “ A system only
government would | ove” expresses a deeply negat

‘government i's intenti onal ISgnatar&rahare, fisusdb manyi ohhesf f i ¢ i
colleagues, focuses on thleystem not on the F35 itself Senator Thom Tillis {RC)elaboratesvery

explicitly:*Wh i | e i t ' s -3% program hahbadn massively dver budget, this is a symptom of

the inefficiency and waste of Washington and the bureaucracy within the Pentagonthaot

worthiness of the program itself (Tillis 2016, #181.) According to Senator Tillis, there is nothing
wrong with the program itself, but with “bureau

also found blame in systemic factors w8snator M€ain

[Tlhe CEO of Lockheed Martin gave Presidddatt Trump her personal commitment to
aggressively drive down the cost of the8¥ Joint Strike Fighter in light of concerns he raised
about the program. These comments were surprising given that | have been Iseadotmed
the F35's system development and demonstration phase has been delayed another seven
months,another costly stumble that will cost the American taxpayer at least $500 millidhis
is yet another troubling sign for a program that has alreadgriyedoubled in cost, taken nearly
two decades to field, and has long betse poster child for acquisition malpracticd. ...] -The F
35's dismal record on cost, schedule, and performance is a predicab#equence of a broken
defense acquisition system(McoCain 2017, #16.)
As exemplified by the speakers abouge hegative economicomponentfocuses on the costs of the
F35 and public mismanagemerit;is not particularlycritical of the aircraft itself, bubf the program

and its management. The negative component has to do with the process of acquiring and developing

theR35, bl amed on the inefficiency of government
When it comes to the Alternate Engine Programthbsides of the engine debate expresseztative

views on government spending, claiming that either the continuatiorthe termination of the

program would be a waste of monefrequently accompanied by assertions thlaé issue exemplifies

broader government inefficiency andismanagementSupporters of theAlternate Engine claimed

that it would end up saving monaw the long run whereas critics held that terminating the program

would do the same immediately\Supporters of théwo-engine arrangemenglso emphasized the

notion o f ‘ c ocamgffieient and saving money
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Within the past week, DoD officials have informed me that they may finally be willing to meet
with the F136 contractor team to discuss their offer. | am hopeful that this shows more openness
within DoD leadership to consideritige benefits of competitionfor a program that may spend
more than $30 billion on fighter enginegLevin 2011, 90.)

In this era of fiscal responsibility, | am stunned that the Administration and the Congress would
accept the argument that it is good polity save a dollar today oly to spend a thousand
dollars tomorrow. [ Gding forward, we will explore all legislative options available to us to
maintain enginecompetition in the largest acquisition program in U.S. histgifcKeon 2014,

#124.)

Such utterancedlustrate howthe neoliberal perspective prioritizesipate-sector business models as

more efficientthan those typically found in the public sect@®nt h e csidg theé statements
steered clear of such c o ffocused orfsamiagstheéngine prpgemn ast i o n '’
‘wasteful anslpe ndamgé€xampl e of politicsc#d9.kosual i n
Representative Joe Courtney-M)jtwas® an embodi ment of wastef ul red
eliminatedas g o v e r n m@ourthey 2041,42). T(h e n o toiveemr narfeerptassesadry

negative image of publispendingas di sgust i ng swgestingrthatghe gosernmag * f at '
an obese person who needs to lose weigbto u r t allewy Cosgress member from Connecticut,
SenatorLiebermama | so f oundhei epi 6 olme bf g oanenmnecessarytandwa st e’
extravagant expensgLieberman2011b, #94; 2011c, #95)The factthat the original enginavas and

continues to beassembledn Connecticut was a powerful incentive lBepresentative Courtney and

Senator Liebermato denouncethe Alternate Engine.

Indeed theenginedebate focusedieaviyon cr eating or cutting jobs in
or districts. Although the debate was characterized by a negative view on public spending, a
important determinant for which siderastakenwaswhether or not the state or district of the speaker

benefited from the construction of another engine mod&he speakersparty backgrounar views

on public spendingid not seem to determine their stan¢eather, the distribution of support and

opposition to the program reflected state or local econoriniterests in a straightforward wayhose

statesthat benefitted from the development and construction of another engine saw their Senators

and Representatives voice their full support for
while Congress Members from those states or districts thate involved in the construction of the

original engineverev ery cri ti cal towards t he ‘thabwobuidhaveengi ne’

directed funding away from their states or districts.

Senator RobOH)rgtmatné medqtRpeni t € ogi n @édeneohbpralviwi es ho

isalsocrystallizedn the abundantuseof the American taxpayer tropghroughout the research data:
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The best decision for our fighting forces and threerican taxpayeis to allowcompetition. [ ...]
With the competitive engine at 80 percent completion and planned funding by the contractor,
the decision is not a difficult on&axpayers deserve the continued benefits of competition
one part of the troubled Joint Strike Fighter program thatisking well.(Portman 2012, #156.)

Thek ey concept of ‘ t hasebeeAfneenily used whenafrarpirangt emly’ the
Alternate Engine program, but the entitbe F35 program in economic term®articularly prolific in
suchreferences wa$enator McCairwho focused on the perspective of the taxpayer, for example,

a floor statement in 201that blastedthe B 5 program as “a”scandal and a

In a nutshell, the JSF program has been lzoitandal and a tragedyhe JSF program has been

in the development phase for ten years. Over that time, it has been the beneficiary of an
estimated $56 billion ofaxpayer investment.And yet after so much tim and so great an
investment by the taxpayersye still don't have an aircraft that provides the Air Force, Navy,
and Marine Corps with the combat capability they need. (McCain @G341D4.)

Throughout the data, lte taxpayer tropehas been commonlysed to criticize the B5 program
however,it can alscexpresssupport of the programEollowing an agreement between the DOD and
Lockheed Martin on reduced costs for th&% in 2017 Representative Turnaroted that” [his is a
good deal for the Department of Defense, our foreign partners, for Lockheed atiteftlS taxpayér

(Turner 20%, #60).RepresentativeCourtneyalso use the taxpayer tropen a similar fashion:

"Many years of hard work by industry and our military leaders have gotten this program on track
and on a path of declining costs. Rather than waste time and money interrupting our nation's
upgrade to a 5th generation fighter, it's time to work together fiod more savings and
efficiencies fothe American taxpayer.{Courtney 2016, 45.)
The rhetorical capacity of the taxpayer tropeems to be flexible, which farther illustrated by the
statements discussing the Alternate Engine progr&ath sides of the debate buitheir argument
around being on the side of the taxpayedaiming that either the F136 engine program or its
termination wastedaxpayer moneyHASC Chairman Buck McKeorOR) praised the engine program
bystatingthat [ i ]t ' s a wi n f ¢ McKkeanr201lh #L25). @nrih'e sppasiie gide afy e r s
the debate,Representative Tim Griffin {&R)noted that in voting for theermination of the engine
progr am, he wsaasve' p¥dud” mitlol i“on f or t he 68mer i car
Membersof Congresgare obviously aware of the public criticism towards th@5Fand feel the need
to addresst by positionngt hems el ves as bei ng .lteeemstthat¢hesginele of t
debatealsoprovided an avenue for Members to be critical towards a specific part of-Bgrogram
without actually criticizing the entire progranhighlighting cost savings ione part ofa massive
program makes it more justifiable to the publiGuch acostcentric approach is likely appealing to

most Americans, who try to balance their own personal and family budgetb ut t he myt h of
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money’, instead of ‘public money’ ofr gover nment

the sanctity of private property and a preference for limited government.

5.1.3. DiscussionProtecting private profit from wasteful government

Thissubchapter 5.1. hasxemplifiedthe content of the economic framingf the F35. This discussion
part aims to draw togethethe two main componentshat conveythe meanings assigned to the3b.

The positive economicomponentportrays the F35 as prouing jobs and indirect economic benefits,
such as additional residents in sparspbpulated areasThe positivecomponentis directed towards
the Congr ess Me mb ealss has araenirscomntunicatiort whgse ittanded primary
audience is not the electoratébwever, even when not communicating directly to them, Congress as
a representative institution must ikmiedleadifgei r co
Members of Congress toighlight the local economic berief of military acquisitiongn a variety of
contexts The simplicityf the positive economiaspect coupled with the fact that the frame has been
utilized more frequently than othersindicates something significant: it is the simplest, most tangible
meaning that works the best when framing a military acquisition for the American pétditier

unsurprisingly, the 85 st at ement s e mpindassidl baseocand employmemmi | i t a
opportunities reflects the enduring culture of pebarrel politics and the desire to generate profit

from defense initiativesthe tradition of serving parochial economic interests in weapons procurement

seems to be alive and well at Capitol Hileeconomicframenormalizes the B85—military equipment

to be used in war into mundane economic benefitdut it also constructs a more abstracind
complexmeaning wherit is simultaneously framed antributing to the economic strength of the

countrythat translaesto a sense ohational identity andsecurity.

The finding that Democratsaveutilized the positive economiframingmore often thanRepublicans

is consistent with the research results Bkiorpe (2014), discussed earlier in tthesis. As noted by
Thorpe, Republicans tend to support weapons spending regardless of the economic stakes in their
district, but local reliance on the defense sector ssemt o i ncrease Democrat s’
spending. However, this study lacks a systematic consideration of how much the districts or states of
the Democratdncluded in the corpusvere reliant on the~35. The limited size of the corpus also

inevitablyaffects any comparisons between the partiés

50 Further, the results by Thorpe only apply to the House of Representatives, which represents smaller districts,
and is thus ‘closer’ to their constituents than Sena
therefore be inclined to prioritizéocal economic benefits to a greater degree than Senators.
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Although the dominant way of framing the35 focuses on its positive economic effects, there is also

a negative economic discourse at play, highlighting the perceived difference between the economic
rewards of private entrepreneurship and wasteful, poarignaged public spending@he F35 has
become known as the most expensive weapons program, &ret b most Americars, any military
acquisition of this magnitude likely sounds ludicrousherpriced The culturallyprevalent negative
perceptions on publispending and managemenncentivize Congresblembersto address the

p r o g rchmhiag expenses and to justify the price tag to their constituewhat is particularly
noteworthy here is the fact that the negative voices found in the dedae rarely directed at the 35

itself, but at theprocess of acquiring and developingRurther, he positive impactsf the F35were
perceived on the local level, whereas the negative aspeete discussed on the national level. This

underscores the fadhat it is thefederalgovernment that is seen in a negative light.

The presence of both positive and negato@mponenst creates a certain degree ioternal tension

in the economic frame. Although the35 is primarily seen as producing positive emmiic impacts,

Members of Congress feel the need to address the rising costs and the management e8%he F
program. The 85 is seen agroducing positive economic impacts,ut t he cul tur al et

government as wasteful, inefficient, and unnece
towards the F35 program.On the surfacethis createsa seemingdissonancebetween the two
components However,a more indepth interpretation oftheir content reveals thathey bothaim at

framing the F35 as ultimately benefitting Americans economically: either by providing economic
benefits or by using their tax dollars efficienflihe assumption underlying the negatis@mponentis

that if the program was fixed and the cost of thgcraft was lower, thé~35 programwould provide

even moreeconomicbenefits.Further,as the F35 is presented as an issue that primarily concerns the
American taxpayer, the negative component has a similar effect of normalizing war and military
equipment as does the positive on&he two componentswork side by side it is possible to
simutaneously frame the 85 as benefitting a state or district economically aodcriticize the

acquisition and development program as a systelenel epitome of government waste and
inefficiency.lIt isalsoworth pointing out that in the statements, the taxpayer always seems to be an
individual, “an ordinary Amer The meaningf tmed-85that ¢ o mmu |
emerges from the twesided economic frame highlighthhe economic welbeing of individual
Americann the local levebas well as protection froma wastefulgovernment on thenational level

steering attention away fronthe fact that the issue at hand has to do with equipment usedan

while also connecting the individual to a sense of national solidarity and security.
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5.2. Strategictechnological frame

As discussedbove the economic framaseems tohave the purpose of making the-B5 meaningful

for constituentsby using language that is easily understobtbst of the statement items that highlight
the economicaspectof the F35 lack anydetailed notion of itsmilitary purpose.Focusing solely on
how many jobs the-B5 creates or what the price tag of the aircraft is ignores the important questions
of why the F35 is needed, in what kind of a war it is intended to be used, wbasit provide and
against what kinds of enemieshis subchapter shifts the attention away from the economic aspects

and towards such considerations by discussing the content of the strainological frame.

The strategic aspects and the technological aspefdise discoursevere originally treated as separate

frames in this study. Howeveduring the research procesg& became evident that the two frames

were profoundly interconnected, making it very difficult to discuss their content separafhéy

preliminary strategic ime was permeated with discourse that highliglsttechnology as the most

significant aspect of the-B5 and providing the &.with a certain position in the global arenget,

there were also aspects that could not be considered under the rubric of tdopgy alone. Further,

an examination of the distribution of perspectives in the statemerggealedthat the role of

technology is usually connected to a vision of the global arena and the U.S. role or position therein.

For thesereasors, it was interprete that the two frames actually make up one broader frame, called

the * stteahreqliccgi cal’® frame. The inclusion of bot

necessary to provide the reader with the most informative description ofthea me erds. con't

The strategigechnological frame was identified in all statement topic categories, from genedal F
items and defense budget items to base location Alidrnative Engine items. A majority of the items
voicing the strategitechnological frame took eithea positive stance (55 percent) or a neutral stance
(33 percent) toward the 85. The frame was used slightly more often by Republican members (56
percent of frame incidents) compared to their Democratic colleagues (44 percent of frame incidents).
As the content of the frame largely touches upon the global arena and the U.S. role or position therein,
the primary perspectives of those statements that voice a stratesgibnological framewas
unsurprisingly global, wittome mixed perspectives as w&lthen accounting for all frame incidents,

the strategietechnological frame was often a secondary frameme of the two other frames.
The strategigechnological framevas identified as havingeverakeycomponentsa fairly ambiguous

discourse on ththreats and adversaries in the strategic environment that are stated as justifications

for the F35 (subchapter 5.2.1.)attributions and descriptions of the-85 and what they provide or
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mean to the Wited States(5.2.2.);a related discourse on American technology as transformative
(5.2.3.); andamore specifidiscourse on the security environment focused on the framework of great
power competition that emerges towards the end of the decad®.2.4.) Finally,a broader

understanding of war and military power is interpreted to emerge based on these elerteats.).

5.2.1. Increasing threats and rapidgdvancing adversaries

A consideration of theomponentsof the strategictechnological framéegins with identifying what

and who are presented gmssible threatsind relevant adversarigs the United State§* A majority

of the F35 statements did not name any specific adversaries or thrdastead, most statements
includedonlygeneralandn s peci fi ¢ references to ‘increasing
‘our adyvoe'rasdaw d recseé d lm dnang respacts,i most of.the-35 statementswere

rather vague and generic when it comes to stratdgie| considerations, making such framing difficult

to grasp at first glancelhe vagueness of the strategic discourse is perfectly exemplified by Senator
Jeanne Shaheen {BH), who advocated for the pcarement of additional 8 5s “t o addr ess
threats” repeatedl y i n20258-2057#162-da846Manyastatemedaltor ( Sh a

simply state nati onal s @rcraftrthetFy 5 ias 1T hiet glust o f o
secui ty” (Bl umég2@t,halt 2Z2®@Ir2otects natiomByIl, s eeawersietrw’e
nati onal securci#y” ahBal“lbeodst 20 %9 our natd2).onal S
Altogether 25 statements specifically named ChinaRuodsia as adversaries. A great majority ofth

mentions took place after 2015, with only four mentions before 201Ghina and Russia were
recognized as relevant adversaries increasingly towards the end of the decade, reflecting changed
perceptions of thesecurity environment and a reorientation of U.S. prioritiesvémds great power

competition, asdiscussedn sub-chapter5.2.4.

Although the concept of threat inherently includes also events or developments, and not just actors,
it seems that the word$ t hr eat’ a hage beeaused éntershmnmggablyn the research

material As exemplified below, a notable characterigtithe materialis that oth the threats and the

adversaries are frequentlyr e sent ed as advancilpggdvamcimag'vanced

Of ficially decl a+35Bragnt StrikeeFighMer comimatread®yadsra peverfuland
profoundly significant milestone for our natio
and defense againsapidly-advancing threatsaround the globe. (Blumenthal 20152%)

A ‘'t hreat’' is defined by GAO as “an actor with capal
harm the United States or 'iddvearatarhipead es®icarli yyhosatier
stateornonst at e actor s "nadeiGakis® 20 p&rty. packnowl edged as pot
friendly party and against which the use of force may
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The Air Force needs to train against the best in order to be ready for action in future fights. That's

why it's critical for the B35, a leading 5th Generation fighter, to be used to simulatadwvanced

adversaryin training. I'm proud to support this baptisan effort to keep our pilots' skills sharp

by ensuring they're ready to face tlaelvanced threatof the coming decades. (Galleg61®a,

#53)
An advancing threat projects a sense of escalation and immediacy, while an advanced adversary
denotes a stee-actor with modern technology and possibly the ability to challenge the United States.
A discourse marked by ‘advanced adversaries’ S i
membersthe United Stateds preparing for a war against a powerfultstactor, not against terrorist

networks or other norstate actorsandnot for asymmetric but symmetric war

I n addition toh‘eadeacci pg’i omsraase, frequently in
201k, #216 and “tewvreelaisig (Turl®Qeri mtaml “i 2OROdasi#ngl y
(Blumenthal 2016, #26). These examples illustrate a disposition of the stratégahnological frame

to present threats and adversaries as constantly growing and becoming more dasgerd complex

in an unprecedented fashio®chousboe (2019) has recognizadradency of military organizatiorns
thinkintermsofpr e s e nt i meferstp a wikersal human tendency to regard the time we live

in as a period afinprecedented change and increasing complexiyange isalso seen as accelerating,

even though in reality the world is not changing exponenti&thousboe finds that presentism leads

to a repetition of the rhetorical articulations surrounding militaigsues and especially military
technology, always referring to increasing threats and extraordinary chasggounds for acquiring

certain equipment or capabilitie§Schousboe 2010t seems that the statements dealing with the F

35 are no exception tthis tendency For example,n relation to the passage of the NDAA and the
consideration of Selfridge AFB, Michigan to host @% FnissionSerator Gary Peters (1) noted

that “America and our allies face an unpreceden

must be prepared to meet the chall enfgid®. of a r ap

Similar utterances involving rapichange and the unprecedented nature of constantly increasing

threats are widely voiced throughout the35 statements. Senator John CornyATgR noted in 2011

that the United St at eand sbrnaetnes confusitgarraynobistdrnatidhgl n a mi ¢
chall enges any nati on h48)s Aceordieag toSénatar el 'Crud{(RX@ r ny n 2

“today’ s increasing threat environment

advantage provided by theF5 " ( C i, #46). TReOethnological edge provided by the3b is

proves

seen as a means to overcome the challenges posed by constantly increasing or mounting threats, an

unprecedented wave that is rapidly changing the international security environrgeich a position
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is explidly voiced by Senator Mike Lee-(#) as he ties the existence of the3F5 t o “t he mo

tactically diversified threat environment” and t

Ttlhe United States faceéhe most tactically diversified threat environmenthat we have seen

in recent memory.[ ...] As | sat in that hearing and 1|i st
complexityand t he gravity of the problems in [the We
is exactly why we havethe¥5 . * ( L&¢ 2015, #

As exemplified by Senator Lee, connected to the sense of unprecedented turbulence is the idea that

the world is complex and the U.S. faces complex security threats. This is a corm@ldnposition

among the HASC and SASC members when providing a rafiomidle existence or acquisition of the

F35. For example,n the beginning of a hearing addressing th@5program, Senator Roger Wicker
(RMS)descri bed the context for the dhesosudiverseon by
complex,andpotet i al |l y dangerous threats to nat224.nal s ec
The inclusion of the word ‘complexity’ seems to
descriptions by stating that the world is disordered and confusing. However, a world composed of
threats that can be addressed by a military capabilibhe £35, does not come off as genuinely

compl ex: using complexity as a synonym for ‘disdc

‘

what compl exity’ in today's gl obal system ent
proneness to a phenomem that Kerbel (2021) callemergence “the organic generation and
propagation of nonlinear phenomena that are systemically disruptive and/or transforniativé Ke r b e |
2021). 8ch emergent phenomena are tressentialissues when the worlés describedas conplex

climate change, cyber threats, pandemics, urbanization, extreme political moventemergence

denotes complexity and an interconnectedness of different sectors, not just the military domain.
However, such a definition seems trivial when discusshigy E35. Underneath the rhetoric of
unprecedentedchangeand complexityin the F35 statements, the world is conceived of in strictly
military terms, which does not denote complexity
in the statementsare merely epitomes of the presentism and vagueness that afflict the strafe}fc
discourseAs a general observation it can be concluded, #sieciallybefore the md-2010s the

35discourse was marked by the absence of identifiable military threats ttJtBe

5.2.2.  Attributes and advantagesuperiority and dominance

Throughout the research material, the topic of discussion has often been the various problems and
issues related to the technological systems that support #35 er the availability of spare parts for
the aircraft, for instance. However, there has algeib a broader, more abstratdvel technological

discourse at play that connects it to strategic considerations. Such discourse does not necessarily
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comprise the physical equipment and systems of ##&5Ffs such, but the positioning of the8b as a
technology in a broader context, characterizing what the meaning and the purpose of the technological

qualities of the aircraft are and what those qualities specifically provide for the United States.

Starting with how the 85 is attributed in the statemenisthe fighter is frequently described in
technological terms and qualities or by technoleagsociated concept§he F35 i s presented
most capable aircraft inedde twoocHhrndl,ogwepramsenpi a
bestequipme t o our war f i g#lllR0L&#11H Mc Thien a210)-&8 g é'vei s cl
especially common in connection with the8b. The word has a dynamic and innovative quality, even

a sense of pioneeringvoking a sense of being at the forefront @velopment or progress. Senator

Ted Cruz (HX) goes even further and dutbe F35as “an amazi ng machine” 't h:
pride:“* As the world's premier fighter aircraft, W €
manufactured right here imfexa$ (Cruz 201d #46). The technological qualities of the-35 are

commonly elevated onto an extraordinary level, leadiRgpesentative Steve Knight ({®A) to
concludethat [ t }13fbe LF ght i ng | 1 i gKnight 2018} &Q)andSeaatoo Sulivarr ai r ¢
to presuAmeertihcaat’ s “adversaries will certainly thi
faced with thisunparalleled force and firepowdr ...Jhe new goldstandard in supersonic fighter
aircraft?” ( BuThe febnalogicalkdk@lrse algolentails that th8% will make sure

that the U.S. military is the “most 2043aHa7). equi pp

Without a doubt it is the equipment that is seen as essential in war.

Thequalities of the B35 are not just ways to describe or attribute the aircraft as a materiifbatt as
they also serve a more important function of meaning: providing the United States with certain abilities

and advantages in the global areff@chnologys presented as something that, for example, enables

mo d e r n+ 2a eohcepd thdt seem to have the nature ofa buzzword above all else. More

importantly, the technological capabilities of the35 are seey Membersf Congresas ameansto

realiz American superiority and dominance inthe world The wor ds advantage’ ,

domi nanc e’ comporentscobtime fran@AccordingtdsS e n a t o the pLocwement of
94 Joint Strike Fighter aircrdft . wjill continue our aisuperioritywi t h  t he wor |l d’ s most
(Cruz 201B, #49). Another example by Senatdsaxby Chambliss-(BA)elaborates

This nation has long enjoyeddecisive advantagagainst its adversaries in this mission area. Air

superiority is and always will be the necessary foundation for any successful large scale military
oper at i on35willincprpofatedey AFlj 823 SY NI A2y ¢ TFAIKGSNI G§SOKY
ensure tadical air superiorityfor U.S. forces for decades to com#/ithout it we run the certain

risk of ceding tactical air superiority in future conflicts to foes who are developing and fielding

5t generation aircraft and defensive systems. (Chambliss 2@), #
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The notion of “air superi or it yChambliess & ifrequently a b o v e
repeated concept in thelata.  ir‘sufperiority is a military term referring to thdevel of control of the

air in warfare, providing a more favorable pasit for one sidecompared to theother. The DOD
defines air superiority as “that degree of contr
operations at a given time and place without pr
T h e n o tirsupramaoyfioes eaen further: it is the highest level, where a side has total air control,
defined by the DOD as “that degree of control o]
effective interference within the operational area using air and missileats.’ (Joint Chiefs of Staff
2021)The HASC and SASC members talk mostly about
with the idea of total control and ‘dominance’,

may not be able to do

TheF35' s unique capabil it i e sirsaperiritylareltdiseedledoury hav e
ability to deter adversaries. Now is the time to increase procurement to match emerging threats.
Doing so ensures owontinued dominance of the skiegTurne et al. 2019, #197.)

Theair superiorityand stealth of this next generation fighter is key to protecting and
safeguarding our nation and allies. It will hetaintain dominanceand defense against
rapidly-advancing threats around the globe. (Blumenthal 2023 }#

Senator Blumenthalsoissual a statement regarding a contract deal feB&fighters in 2017 saying

that "[t]his is welcome news for our men and women in uniform who rely on {88  maintain our
unparal |l el ed (Blamenthals201B,6/28)i Tore twdr d ‘unparall el ed’ F
being exceptional or having no equal, thus denoting a broader sense of suprema@. The super i or i
provided by the B35 enables the 1$.to exert power thatseems togo beyond the level of superiority,
denotingsupremacy. That notion of supremacy implied in the statements does not refer to supremacy

as a level of air control, batlevel of U.S. military and political power in the world: a comrsense

notion of being superior to all others, being the strosgemost important, or most powerful.

In the statements datathe superiority provided by the-B5 enables the United States to achieve
and/or maintaindominance in the worldwith speakerdrequently framng the F35 as‘dominating
the skie& According to Senat@ullivan, for examplé,the F35] will be a game&hanger in dominating

t he skies, providing critical adv antaa #1663 over

Domi nance’ or domi nant ' contreliing implying a mastara of thevh i ¢ h

situationThe end goal of domi nance’ t hufarspaemt es a
also serves as a reminder of American hegemony genefdllyrole of the 85 is presented as a
means to maintairor strengthen unparalleled U.S. military might in the wobdit it is also linked to a

broaderlevelof Americarpowerin the world
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5.2.3.  AnewRevolution in Military Affairs?

Thenotion thatamilitary arifac t pr ovi des ‘" dcdampiemrdmada’t yi's ainmextri c
idea that what matters in war is technologin the statements, ie advantage that the -B5 is

presented as providinfpr the United States isot only that of supremacy or dominance, libe ability

to transform the conduct of wain a way that benefits the U.S. permanentdy frequently featured

description is the 35 as‘a gamechanget, which encapsulates the idea that technolagyt only

provides a new competitive military advantage for the UbBt transforms how wars are foughfor
example,‘[tlhe F35 is a game&hanger with its unprecedented combination of lethality, survivability,

and adaptability (Nelson 2018, #34), and:

Talk to any war fighter who flies the35, and they'll tell yout's a game changerThis means

America and her allies will continue to have air superiority. When we send men and women into

battle, we don't want it to be a fair fight, and this gives ue #dvantage. (Bishop 2016,3£L
The references to the-85 asa gamechangerare implicit ways of saying that the3s is so thoroughly
di fferent than any other aircraft that it owi |
exactlyit will change anything is not suggestedrather, the endresult seems to be continued
American superiority and dominance, not denoting change aafth assumptions reflecting tideas
of the RMA thesisire voicedmplicitly but alsoexplicitlythroughout the data. For example, Senator
Peters notesthat [ t ] he n e x {35 ngssio is a key éxample & how new technology will
transform warfighting” and that “technology is |
airplanes transfor med Word #137,20H7e,#141). bha emphasisone | d”
technology isalso frequently linked up with the notion of i n n o vwithi igsarcongept that
dominatesmuch of current defenserelated discours&? Technological innovation as providing an

advantage for the U.S. imbituallybrought upin the F35 statements:

Standing in front of these statef-the-art fighter jets, and reflecting on the ingenuity and hard
work that built them, served as a vivid reminder of the fact that success of 8agrbled services

has always depended not only on the extraordinary bravery and toughness or our men and
women in uniform, but also othe superiority of our technologyIn one theater after another,

we haven’t just o uwehéveaugrhovated them (lee20¥88)ar i e s ,

Here, Senator Lee positions the8s as part of a long tradition of superior American technology that
has enabled the U.S. military t of isquctcieregd” itnhd hen
al s o-innowatu h g 'Schdugbog2019)finds thatin recent defense discourseinnovation has

commonlybeenseen as a means to overcome roughly three issues: the reemergence dttamg

52 Forexample, ach an emphasis was recently expressed by Adm. Philip Davidson, Commander of the U.S. Indo
Pacific Command: “One of the key adyvaNodéVarlldistorptishe Uni t
our ability to | ea(Davilsbnen Hower202d). i n i nnovation”

75



strategic competition, increased global disorder, and the erosion of U.S. competitive military
advantage.Thus military innovation emerges as a new frontier for great power rivalry. (Schousboe
2019.)Indeed, fom the mid2010s onwards, technology is presented in R85 statements as a
competitive advantage over two specific great powehina and Russi8ut, before turning to a
examination of how great power competition and China and Russia in partiegdrifito the F35

discourse, two further aspects of the RNt#Aluenced framing are highlighted.

An important dimension of the technological discourse is the perceived ability of technology to
guarantee an access for American forces to all parts of the globe. For excdepi¢or Sullivan
explains in 2016 op-ed that two squadrons of-B5A will be hosted in F&ianks, Alaskagnabling
“troopsrapdlydeployfam t hr eats anywher e c#i73tAbsuggested | d” (
by Dalby (2009) and discussed earlier in this sttltyy American technologgentered perception of
war in the 2000s has beeaccanpanied bya geopolitical understandinghat war can happen
anywhere and anytimeA specification oflgbalthreats and enemiekasalsoprovided the rationale

for procurementof the F35. For example, former military pilot, Senator Martha McSalgZRrotes

that Qw]e desperately need a fiftgeneration fighter like the B5 to provide air superiority and
guarantee access to targets anywhere in the wo¢lcSally 2016,#28). In a similar fashiorenator

Jim Inhofe (FOK)highlighted the words of Lt. Gen. Christopher Bogd@mogram Executive Officef

the 35 program in 20122017, after a congressional hearing dealing with tFe5F

| believe that the 135 is absolutely necessary both now and in the future to give yalthe

nation options to take an airplane and gaywhere on the face of the Earth at a time of our
choosihgand be survivable and hit a target. I do n
the world that can do that today, only the3s can do it and will do it for many years. (Lt. Gen.

Bogdan in Inhofe 2016,78.)

The technologicd+35discourse entds a geopoliticalnderstandingf the whole planet as a potential
battle spaceas echnological superiority allosAmerican forces tdeployanywhere at relatively short
notice. It is clear thaHASC and SAS@mbersbelieve in the continuegdlobal presence of American

military power, achieved by the-B5.

Not only does it provide the United States with a global reach, technology is also something that
American service members need t2019léttprbysSmator Gruzt h e ms e
et al.addressed to Presideftrumpconnects the technological abilities of the8b to the protection

of American forcesUrgingthe President to support the funding schedule of th8%; the ktter began

by thanking the PresidentforHisl eader shi p in ensuring our men and

equi pment and resources to perform their mission
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As you know, the best and most advanced fighter jet in the world is-8t Joint Strike Fight,

which provides stealth, advanced sensing, coalition interoperability, cyber security, and an ability
to overmatch adversaries in a muttomain fight. The 85 delivers these capabilities better than

any other fighter in the U.S. inventory, apdovides our men and women the capability they
need to protectand defend against the surface and air threats we are facing today and the
growing threats of tomorrow.It is the best chance our men and women have of coming home
safely,and we urge youtofully suport t his progr am. [ ...] I n order
servicemembers are equippedith the most lethal aircraft capable of operating in the modern
battlefield, we request your support and the support of the DoD in investing our defense funds
in prowen fifth-generation technology- like the F35 — rather than technology that will be
outdated before it even rolls off the production line. (Cruz et al. 20398.)

Presenting the aircraft as “the bestsahaheg®, our
letter highlights the American servicemembers as the primary benefactors of3Belhe technology

dominant discourse is intimately linked to the notion of force protection, with an excessive emphasis

on protecting American soldiers and adglioig casualties in military operation3he purpose of the-F

35 from the mrspectiveof casualty aversioms to protect service members physicallyp provide

advantage in air powerwhichal | ows not putting s eanditoprevideme mber s
overwhelming powerwhichbrings decisive victory sooner to avoid casualti@sother example, a

short passage bRepesentativeVeaseyillustrates several dimensions of the stratetgchnological

frame at once: a sense of incraag threats, the global nature of those threats, as well as force
protection as a primary concerth T h-85 isFvital during this time of increased global theeand is

needed for the safety o¢& #8&0uTechaotogyésgreserded aseansking Ve a s €
it safe or at least safer for soldiers to do their jobs, which implicitly entails that as a consequence of
having such t ec h rsoHesafesA focus ghmpretecting the American soldigalso

frequently brought up by ttmenti on of ‘“our t r. Gelprhetoriciwill bt he st ¢

considered as part of thapolitical patrioticframein subchapter5.3.

5.2.4.  Great powercompetition with China and Russia

Towards the end of the decadihe strategietechnological discourskeecameincreasingly permeated

with a sense of great power competition with China and Rugganly specific adversaries thaere

named more than once in the35 statements$® It is clear thathey are perceived as thenly actors

in the worldwho areable to compete with or threaten the position of the United StatesMa i nt ai ni ng
the most upto-date, sophisticated technologies possible is fundamental to our country and allies to
address growing threats from Russia&th i na” ( Ve as ey #Z2Z0uGhinaeand Ressia al . 2

are almost always mentioned togethewrhichis both a simplification of the U.S. security environment

53 In the statements, therdésas i ngl e me nt Tumer etalf 20MLin refatiori to the B5. When
describing the overall security environmettiere weregeneral referenceto“ | r an” ( ‘CiISaWicke& 019 ) ,
2019, S1L” (King 2014), “ Al Qa e dilmfweramade irf rdlationtolthe KmAAe a” ( C
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and a way to create a singular threat image that is more menacing than the mentmithef one

alone Asadversaries are identified as Chiaad Russiathe ambiguousthreat imagery dentified

earlier in this study becomedearer, more specific and more menacingFor examplejn an oped

titted Messing With The-B5 Would Be Huge Mista, Senator Blumenthal responded to President
elect Trump’'s critic3din20d®amhearty2047: r egar di ng t he F

The F35 means thousands and thousands of jobs for Connecticut at Pratt & Whitney, where its
unrivaled engines are made, but it is astechnological wondewital to national security. Over

the past six years, as a member of the Armed Services Comniitteee fought for the B85
because it means that our nation and our troops will always lmvedge— and never face a

"fair fight" in air combat. Hostile nations have long sought to steal its desidgre Russians and
Chinesehave flown prototypes of theiown attempts at stealthier aircraft. In an erarabunting
military threats, failing to build the B35 on schedule would seriously risk losing our strategic
edge. (Blumenthal 208/ #27)

The oped included aspects of all three framavith the strategietechnological frame highlighting an

Ameri can edge
F35 includes that as " 85 proridesthdd.5.with ancedge and makese r 7 , t

sure tha't itd en ¢ JupagohAniedcanrtéchnologynsureghat even before the onset

over adversaries, particul arly F

of military actionthe scale is already tilted in favor of thaitéd StatesAmerican military superiority
is not something that is achieved in warfare or by the useqefipmentsuch as the 5, but rather

their existence alone guarantees a world order where the United States is in a hegemonic position

In the statements, techmlogy is presented asraeansto stay ahead of competitors, project power,

and in case of war, provide the U.S. with dominance in the battlefield, but it is dlsmainof great

power competition. China and Russia are frequently referredtopse er adver sari es’ t
“pursue technology advancements that ,mdkingeitat en o
" for t36 @lumégnthal. 2019, &1). mdeedet istrecaognizéd in the

critical
statements that the possibili of developing advanced technologiesnist exclusive to the United

States— it is a competition or a race where Russia and China are up against the United States. For
example, Representative Turner, Chair of the HASC Subcommittee on Tactical Air cirkbricas
(201/~2019) | amented in a 2017 hearing that the U.S.

t hat could be mended by moderni zati o#3 Heprovi d:e
described a picture he had recently seéna s t ictiuréaf ang halpof an-B5 Joint Strike Fighter
and one half of a Chinese81 fighter joined together. It looked like one aircraft, and left no doubt in

anyone’s mind that our adversaries are exdfremely
t heir own. &#.90)The abikyrof oth€r daWions to develop advanced fighters is presented

as a justification for the continued development and procurement of t#85MHowever, there is an
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implicit assumption that the technology thate¢hU.S. develops is inevitably better, even superior,
compared to that of China or Russfes technology emerges as a domain of competition among the
worl d’'s great power s, ‘great power competition’

together with a technological theme.

Since 20122018,the notion ofgreat power competition has increasingly been cited as a justification

for investments in the B85 program. Such framework has beenapplied to the case of the-85
particularlyby referring to the 2018 National Defense Strate@ye 2018 NDS defined great power
competition as the primary security concern for the United States thed appears as a point of

reference in the B35 discouse.For exampleSenator Cruz argued in 2019 that to reach goals laid out

in the NDS, the DOD needs to make further investments in 4B [program, as heasvthe 35 as

critical to ensuring the U.S. maintains air superiority in a great power setting éCal. 2018, #48).

Senator Sullivan also called for procuring mor8 s by referring to “the 2
Strategy’s push to address great poweb #E® mpet it

Similar argumentation was used BRgpesentativeTurner,who noted that

“[t]he capabilities provided by Fifth Generation Fighters are critical tonational security
strategyasRussia and Chingork to expand their aircraft capabilities. Given tharent threat
environment it is imperative that the U.S. continue to invest in both thd& and F35
programs.” ( ThrhTehre 2d0alp/a b354bEINGLY itoethe battlbfield dgainst
advanced threatsre desperately needed to meet the goals and objectives of ourDefgnse
Strategy " ( Tumrrl® 20138

The HASC and SASC Members seem to defer to official strategy documents, such as the National
Defense Strategyn their recognition of great power competition as the main U.S. conaerhthe
setting for procuring the B85. The F35 is presented as a means to stay ahead in the competition and
provide an advantage in a possible war with a great power. The statesndentot address thgolitical

goals or reasons of a war where the8% would be neededother than great power competitiorit
seems that he Members have internalizedell the perceptionprevalent in recent U.S. strategy
documentsthat there is a possibiy for major conflict between large states that have advanced
military capabilities In fact, great power competition as a framework inherently entails an
understanding of war as lareggcale and symmetricallhe evolution of the strategitechnological
frame during the2010sreflects an effortof trying to come to terms with @erceivedchangein the
security environment and the rise of great power competitors, but also the conscious framing of
technologyas an advantage in a possible war and dsmainof competitionthat the United States
inevitably winsThe adoption of the great power competition framework reveals the flexibility of the

35 discoursethe ambiguity of the threat imagery in the beginning of the 2010s eve@lffeglessly
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into a framework of even more massive, escalating threats posed by great power competitors, leading

to arecognitionthat the F35 is even more necessary than before.

Having an advantagever a great power adversaiy a possible war fsequently brought upbut some

Members go even further and suggdbe possibilityof a decisive victory by the United Statézor

example, Representative Vicky Hartzler-fRO), Rankingiember of the HASC subcommittee on

Tactical Air and Land Foro@919-), noted during a congressional hearing that there is no question

thatthe F35 i s necessary “given the threats we face”
make sure the U.S. “ wi n(Hatiler 2D20c@5)sSuch et extreineal- any s
encompassing view of military victory leaatseto wonder what a decisive victory over China or Russia
wouldactuallylook like Another problematic aspect from the perspective of great power competition
goesback to the notions of air superiority ambminance: naintaining air superiority- or supremacy

for that matter —would not likely be possible in a conflict with Russia or China (Cooper 20%41).

same holds true for theelatedc onc e pt o f No& d singlestaement@dnders whether

dominanceis really attainable, or even necessdrythe future>*

Afurther problematiccharacteristidnherent in theframework is that it entails simplifiedworldview

that may | ead to excessive focus on great power
(Doehler 2020)A comparison to how the-8B5 has been framed allied and partner nationkighlights

an important aspect ofloing framing analysisthe absenceof words a phrases in a text may be as
informative as their presenc&tudies conducted in other countries participating in th@3program

have foundthat a rhetorical tool of choice foits supportershas beenthe word ‘interoperability.
Interoperabilityrefers tothe ability of military equipment or groups to operate in conjunction with
eachotherandi s “ an ar g u nreliante omigplationisis,tandsnayl also be reflective of the
predominating collective belisf as t o who we are and where we shol
(Vucetic 2013654) An examination of the present research material reveals thahgositions are
rarelyexpressedn the American contextnithe statements by HASC and SASC mesnbes concept

of "interoperabil ity Thelesare elyhreeisstancesinnthe ldaatttatithe | a c ki
word is mentionedtwo are letters from Congress Members to President Trump and one is a letter

shared by the B85 Caucudrom retired military officers to the chair and ranking member of the HASC.

In two instances, the word has been uttered by an outside exped in only one statement, it has

been uttered by Membesof Congress themselves:

54 However, such a conclusion was recently made in another context by Representative Adam SMih (D
Chairman of the HASC ae¢athatiwe can buide mititary lavge ientouigh gand strong h e i
enough to dominate China in the modern world is not realistic and is fraught with dangef Smi t h i)n Howe
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“ T h-85 PFogram has strengthenexlir alliancesand extended the reach of our network with
new partnerships Procurement of the-£5X undermines our commitment to the35, detracts
from our credibility in deterringcommon adversaries, and devaluedlied investmentin 5th
generation aircraft capdhties andinteroperability. (Veasey, Turner et al. 20094#219))

The example is from a lettéhat urges President Trumpot to introducecuts to the F35 program It

is also one of the very few mentions of U.S. allies and partners istdtements.A concern for the
future of the F35 program is coupled with an unusual emphasis on allies and partnerships, which can
be interpreted as a response to a more gener al
world that many Member®f Congress felt during the Trump presideftyet, such considerations
were not featured in the B85 statements more widely, with a great majority of Congress Members
seeinghe F35 program only from the perspective of thimited Stateslt isalsoworth noting that the

few mentions of interoperability or program partners are all to be found in statements whose primary
audience is not the constituents of the Congress Membiateroperabilityand the role of partner
nationsis clearly not a perspective thathighlighedfor the largerdomesticpublic, whichis somewhat

to be expected. However, wittocusing on the United States algneongress Members are dismissing

a significant aspect of the¥5 program anccommunicatinga view thatignores allies and partners
Such a worldview impliethat the world is predominantly defined by competition between a couple

of states that there are only a handful of states that matter in the woaldd thatother states only
matter inthe context of this overarching competition (Doehler 2028jch communicationontinues

the longheld tradition of raising the United States onto an exceptional level allows forframing

the 35 as a vhkiclefor projectingand exertingAmerican miliary and political power in the world.

5.2.5. DiscussionAn wnderstanding of war and military power

Thissub-chapter 5.2. has exemplified the content of the stratetgichnological frame identified in the

F35 statements. Thaim is nowto draw together the different components of the frame as well as
interpret what kind of an understandind war and militay power arises based on theifihe meanings

that are assigned to the-85 through the strategitechnological frame encompass an array of
interconnected dimensions, revolving around the notion of American supremacy and dominance all
over the world as welas protecting thosavho fly the F35. At the most general level, the-35 is
presented as a contribution to ‘national secur i
change and mounting threats to American national security that can be overbgntige existence

and use of the 5. National security is understood first and foremost from a military perspective,

with the assumption that relevant contributions to it are massive, higgth weapons systems.

%5 See Caldwell and Lederman 2019, for example
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The understanding of war and military power that emerfjesn the strategictechnological frame is
large-scale, technology and statecentric, and focused on force protection and great power
competition. The frame reduces aspectsiatiernational military power and relations into a battle
between great powersThe role of the F35 is presented as a means to maintain or strengthen
unparalleled American military power, whichpisrceivedas global and massive. The threat imagery is
very state-centric: In addition to the references to China and Russia specifically, it is obvious that an
advanced or peer threat is a state actor, likely a great power-ate actors or states that are not
considered as great powers are not recognizedassibly developing technologies that pose a threat

to the United States. The framework of great power competition entails an implicit assumption that
the settingfor the F35 isa major, largescale conventional war against a symmetrical enenigalso

clear that Congress Members understamdr andmilitary power in largely technological terms. What
they consider as making actors powerful militarily is the level of technology that the actors possess.
The frame also has an inclination to separate miliiasgies from domestic political considerations.
Even though the frame entails a perception of increasing complexity in the world, a focus on
technology actually simplifies understandings of war and military power. If war is defined as a purely
technical dfair, other dimensions and considerations are easily ignored and the use of military force

or preparing for war become subjects that do not need to be politically considered.

In other countries taking part in the-35 program,SrdjanVucetic has foundhat debates on cost
overruns, for example, have usually operated within a broader elite consensus on strategic
considerations (Vucetic 2013, 654). This finding seenhold true in the American context as well.

The only Committee Member who seriously questioned the relevance of-8&if future conflicts

was Representative Michael Wal2 kL. He argued in favor of smalled light attack aircraft as a
necessary fure capability in comparison to the3s, whichhedubeda s “ magni fi cent ai-r
capable of dominating the skies, but at the expense of optimal support to American troops on the
ground” ( \VRa2. Thiz is théohl@instarte that recogréze future scenario in which the F

35 is not seen as an optimal capability. All other Members have seen the security environment and
possible future conflicts in a way that rationalizes th85- Indeed, war and military power are seen
through the F35 andits perceived capabilitiesThe entire discourse on war and military power is
constructed through the lens of what the35 can provide, making the spectrum of conflict and
relevant adversaries very narrow. Yet, even those adversaries that are recogsirel@vant do not
seem to pose real threats to the United Statesny Members oCongress represent a generation of
Americans thahas not experienced great power adversary that is a peer competitor to theited

States during their careersyhich mayeasily éad to dismissng the idea of a decline in American

hegemony.

82



5.3.Apolitical patriotic frame

The examination of the frames® farhas suggested that the35 statements are also permeated with

a type of discourse that focuses amore abstract andentimental dimensios feelings of national
pride, highlighting the role of American soldiers, emphasizing a certaimandedness whert comes

to issues of defens@nd so onAn examination of théast of the three frameghe apolitical patriotic
frame, concludes tle analysidy directing attention towards such sentimeniheapolitical patriotic
framecollects all the aspects of thesgourse that treat the 85 and related defense spending above
the normal realm of political differencemotivated by patriotic sentimers As with the strategic
technological frame, thapolitical patrioticframe was initially considered as twdistinct frames;
however, it became evident that althougbbme aspects of such framing emphasize a sense of
patriotism more, while others focus more on tlagolitical dimension, bothend to separate politics
from matters of war andnvoke a sense of unitgnd solidaritywhen it comes to the 5. It was
therefore interpreted that the two sides ought to be treated as one fraiitee frame is unsurprisingly
marked by an absence of negative tones towards 85 Fwith positive and neutral tones together
constituting over 90 percent of the frame incidents. The primary persperstiveavily local, with two
thirds (66 percent) of thestatements voicing a local perspective or a mix of local andther
perspective. The frame was encountered across all topic categories, but was particularly prominent in
items dealing with base locations and the defense budget. Republican members gesdovthe

frame slightly more often (56 percent) than their Democratic counterparts (44 percent).

The key concepts that were identified as constituting sipelitical patriotic framéncluded mentions
of Americansoldiers references to bipartisanship and the
references taa constitutional duty to provide for defensa s we | | as individual W 0

and* honofThe key concept of s e lp le@somic @edlm, was'also d e s p |
interpreted to constitute the frame This sub-chapter approaches tree elements through three

overlapping themes: patriotic sentimentsub-chapter 5.3.1.)the American soldier as the centerpiece

(5.3.2.) and theR35 as anonpartisanconstitutional obligation, threatened byudget cutg5.3.3.) A

discussion partirawsthese componentstogether bydiscussinghow theywork to invoke a sense of

national unity ancpresentthe F=3 5 as somet hi ngabi gt t han * just ¢

5.3.1. Patriotic sentiments

In the F35 statementsMe mber s of Congress frequently express

community or state’s r ol etheiF85 andithat thesarcrafth ast tt heg
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unwavering supporCtongafe stsh dMeandmmsn iathassmgthetNBAAe gr e a
and related funding for the-B 5 : for exampl e, Representative Vea:
helped secure this funding in Congress as we developed the defense budget, and will continue to
support the jobs of the men and women wholpéduild this aircraft" (Veasey 2018 %7). As already

exemplified by Senator Cruz in connection to the stratégitinological frame, technology and its
manufacturing are also framed as sources of pri
proud that these amazing machines are manufactured right here in Texas" (Crua, 20&) The

proud sentiment towards the 85 is often linked to a sense of being part of an historical continuum,

a proud American tradition of providing for the military, as exemplified by Senator Sullivan:

Touri ng L oc k-Bodaetdry tddiayrandiseeingpousénd of Americans working hard

to build our nati on’ s nae knmengersensetof phtiiogshit ie r airci
equallyinspiringto know that some of the aircraft we saw will soon arrive in Alaskacantinue

the legacyof other historic aiframes in protecting our northern flank and ensuridmerican air

dominancefor decades to come. (Sullivan 2@1#176.)

The kind of pride thathe F35 instillsis preciselynational pride and patriotism, indicating that the

aircraft is notjust amaterial arffact but something thais particularly' A me r Aschailding the

aircraft and hosting it at a military baswe framed as a patriotic thing to dahe F35 becomes

something much bigger anghore meaningful,something that defineshe United Statesin similar

contexts, heMembersal so tal k a | ot ab o utc o nhnounnoi end/beirsgucpopnontitt
‘ p-mb | i n eonngctian to the 138Fighter Wing in Tulsa, Oklahoma being considered as a base

cardidate for the F35, the Oklahoma congressional delegation wrote in a letter in 2015 that

We believe that the strategic advantages of 138th FW, coupledthéthinparalleled Oklahoma
community and Congressional suppontnake it the best choicir beddown of the F35A.[ ...]

We have met with our constituents, local business leaders and elected officials, and we can
assure you that there isxtensive local and state suppofor bringingthe B 5A t o Tul s a.
Oklahoma isinsurpassed in its support for our military(Inhofe, Bridenstine et al. 20156%)

The Okl ahoma delegation notes that there3bAs “ext
to Tulsa” and that mak ebsdddwh & thesF8 & A%, dlswduggestng st ¢ h c
that unsurpassed support for the military means supporting the arrival of BB lnquestionably

With framing the F35 asequivalent towider support for the militarythe conclusion seems to be that

patriotic Americans supporaind do not questiorthe F35. A similar example is provided lige

Missouri congressional delegation, led by SASC mesihentand McCaskillyho urgedthe Air Force

to consider Whiteman AFB as an operational location for t88&ifR 2016

Missouri isproud to be a partner to the United States Air Force and our state leaders join us in
our shared commitmentto working with you to make Whiteman the bgsbssiblehomefor the
Joint Strike Fightef. ...]  Wereat @ittea supporting our military members and work hard
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to continually protect and strengthen our military installations. As representatives moa
military state, we have worked together in ipartisan and bicameral watp support our
military service members and their famili¢Blunt& McCaskilR016a, #33; 2016b,#34)

The Missouri delegation frams¢he F35 as a source of pride having extensive community support in

“a -pirloi t antyhast avtoaul d provide t he -35Fmughoggthe si bl e
research material, there are numerous utterances whemilitary base is referred to s h o foe ’

the F35. Theprolificacy ofreferences to providing a home for the3b indicates that the aircraft is

seen as somethingigger and more meaningful than just physical equipmeits almost like a living
organism that *‘1lives’ s omewh eThedongstardlingsetasdbsthes o me p
American(military) airplane as an object of reverence apérsonificéion endows the F35 with

qualities of lifeand simultaneouslymakes the local community padf something larger than itself.

The letter by the Oklahoma delegation discussed above alssaccompanied by a press release

including comments fronserator Inhofe, whotookthe patriotic sentiment a step further:

The Air Force need look no further than the 38w if it is looking for the most professional and
proven combat ready Airmen witlnmatched community supporThe support for our military,
their families and their mission isnconditionalin Oklahoma. There is no greater sound thiae
sound of freedom (Inhofe2015,#69.)

Not only does Sator Inhofe argue that the arrival of the 35 is universally and proudly supported in

home statehi s r ef er ence t o dlsbchsesthesc85uan aometting that samds iom'’

the United Statestself. ' The sound of f wuseectddescribe thesourad thptla fighter e

plane produces implying that an American fighter does not produced@afeningnoise, but a
glamoroussound thatrings withthe might of'American freedorh The phrase was aldound inother

statementsin the corpusOn the occasion of Beaufort, South Carolina being chosen as a location for

F35 squadrons, RepresentatideeWilson(RSC)not ed t hat “I1 1l ook forward |
of Freedom' in the.owcountry and welcome the jobs and community excitement that will surely follow

the decision" and "[w]hat an exciting day for L

celebrate the ' Sound dWisdh204é #25n2010,#226.Sout h Car ol i

The 'sound of f{velthe reverarice for thé roilgary raigplardlse phraseconnects

the widely-recognized American cultural themaf ‘freedont to a piece of military equipment
provoking strong emotions and an iconic visual image of the aircrafflighd. It insinuates that the

F35 brings'Americanf r e ed o m’ t o thefighdecie used vsynwolizng American military
mightin the world.The noise produced by the fightevhich could also be framed as a negative issue
impacting residents and the environment, is presented as something exceptionally magnificent,

something to be proud of an@presentinghothing less than America itseBonsidered as one of those
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themes thatare so quintessentially American, freedom is a concept that does not need to be
mentioned often to have a profound effect on the framing of th83 A mental image with such
emotional potential associated with the culturally resonant theme of freedomilmasensecapacity

to influence public perceptions and levels of public support for tH3& F

As discussed earlie§enator McCain was particularly itical as to the costs of the-85 and the
mismanagement he perceived as plaguing tfbprogram. However, wheme discussedlocal issue,
his home state of Arizona receiving8bs to be hosted at one of itmilitary bases, his tone changed
dramatically and hexpresseda proud patrioticsentiment The basing decisions led him to conclude
t hat he was
#107) and “cautioutelFy5 opt @ gni & n'i c (O0B) DV@eirdming thedfidst3 , #

“encouraged that the overallcprogra

operational units of the 85 to Marine Corps Air Station Yuma, Arizam&012 Senator McCain
remarkably tied theeventto an exceptional American responsibility exemplified by two Ibaaines

who lost their lives in Afghanistan. He started by noting that

[i]t is no coincidence that the Marines chose Yuma and the Air Force chose Luke Air Force Base
for the stationing of these initial-B5s: The flying weather is perfect; the Barry Gbldwater

range is the premier aito-ground training range in the country; and the communities across our
State areunparalleled in their dedication to our military ~ Todaly marks the beginning of Joint
Strike Fighters' flying over the skies of Arizdmaperhaps the next fifty years. That's another

fifty years for the City of Yuma and the State of Arizona to do their part to help ensurthihat

great Nation remains strong and securkeknow that we will all do so, and for thie should all

be both humbled and proud

Senator McCainfirgt at ed t hat the “unparalleled dedicatio
wasone of the reasons why Arizona is the perfect location for #3® Bndconnected the 5 to the

strength and securityofth nat i on, a cause that should make ev:«

went on to associate the two fallen soldiers to the occasion:

We honor Sgt. Atwell and Lt. Col. Raible not simply for their heroism in facing death, but for their

life of service. Wéaonor them because of how they livedlevoting every day to servingjast

cause that is greater than any one of ute special cause of our Countryhe higher callingf

the Marine Corps and the moral responsibility that rests with each of us to leave the world a
better place than we found it. [ ..] gnique. At we l
responsibility now rests more heavily with us to carry on thpiecious work of securing and

bettering our country[ .\With the arrival today of what may ke greatest combat aircraft in

the history of the worldto its home in Yuma, | am confident that this great city and our beloved

state of Arizona will now contsute another important chapter to the defense of the country we

all cherish so dearly. (McCain 2@12107.)

Not only does the passage above associate the heroic soldiers and a sense of duty to the arrival of the
F35,tal so ties theifgraftesh tbenbhistory of the wg

Uni t ed, titus faamiagstiamilitary airplaneas sgnifying American national greatness, even a
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sense of exceptionalisn®uch framing of the B5 asinstilling proud, patriotic sentiments works to

elevate the fighter onto a higher level of meaning symbol of American hegemony in the world

5.3.2. The American soldier as the centerpiece

While the economic frame places the American worker and the American taxgiaer center of the

F35 discoursethe apolitical patrioticframe often focuses orthe American soldieras also evident in

the examples by Senator McCain above. For exanR#eresentativelurner provided a context for

his support of the 2020 NDAghdadditional funding forthe8 5 pr ogram by noting t h
most important jobs | have as a Membaf Congress isupporting our troopé (Turner 2019, #198).

Throughout the datathe purpose of mentioning American soldisesms to beo draw a connection

bet ween ‘supporting t he35 Senaiw Bulivawratain 206 abpypamr t i n g

announcement that 85As will be hosted in Fairbanks, Alaska

When | was in Fairbanks recently for th&% announcement, | talked, as | do often, about

Al aska’s triad of u. sS. military might. But it
strength. The fourth iour welcoming and supportive communities thareat our military

service members as if they are familiks long as Alaskans continue to support our troopse ' | |
continue to be successful in making the <case
second to none, benefiting our great statecacountry. (Sullivan 2016 #172.)

For Senator Sullivan, supporting the troops and welcoming #3% to the local community
contribute to the military might of thecountry. The notion of force protectioralso has significant
overlaps with* t he support t h e the mpwldigalspatriotcivam@ Applauding ao f
contract announcement by the Pentagon and Lockheed Martin in 261®,F35 Caucusssued a

statement focused on the protection of American service members:

[The announcement of the-B5 Lot 1214 contract will ensure that our nation's military has the

tools it needs to defend our country arptotect those that serve us [ ...] This is a vit
continuedsupport of the selfless service members who riskethlives each day to protect our

freedom. (Veasey, Turner et al. 204,9221.)

Such a focus on the protection of service members exemplifies a tendency of the statements to portray

the F35asbeing f or t he troops”, so t—thaRk35ishoeacapabditnto“ get
reach the strategic goals of the co#B6TheRB85isi t’' s f
alsocommonlyframed asa ‘resource or ‘a tool that the service members needs the state of
Michiganwas consideredo hostan K35 mi ssi on, Senator Peters noted
men and women in uniform have the resources and support they need to safely conduct military
operations and pr ot ec t #4d0h AsnobncinganlF35mpraductignanttaetr s 2 0 1

in Fort Worth, Texas,RepresentativeVeasey notd t h a t he “remains commi t t
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America’'s troops by giving them the best tool s i
our nat i o3 2()edeed, atterarzds revolving around the American soldier reveal that
the ‘support the troops’ n ar raacraft ¥he pecsonalized vesd a per

entailsthat supporting American troops means supporting the funding any equipment

5.3.3.  Anonpartisanconstitutionalduty, threatened byudget cuts

A third important component in thepolitical patrioticirame has to do with how defense spending
and investments in the-B5 program are perceived politically and in relation to otpablic sectors
Acommon way to highlight the importance of spending related to tf#bBndto voice congressional
agreementhereofi s t o0 ment i o.Asdconiext rpassirg the 2018 INPA&|udingF

35 developmentind acquisitiorfunding, Senator Liebermaroted that:

| have always believed that government mmsmore fundamental responsibilitghan to provide

for the common defenseand that passing the annual defense authorization act is an essential
part of that responsibility for all members elected to Congress. In an era characterized by
partisan gridlock, this bill has now been passed gwémgle year since 1961 witlverwhelming
bipartisan support providing a hopeful example th&ongress can still come together on the
most important challenges facing our countryliebermar2012, 197.)

Senator Lieberman notes that despite partisan gridlock in Congress, defense spending continues to be
an issue with “overwhel ming bipartisan support?’
fulfilling its most important responsibility. The commoefarences to bipartisanship and the
fundamentality of defense spendinguggestthat Congress should rise above partisan differences

when it comes to such issues. According to Senator KipgT he NDAA] i s an exampl e
should work: elected oifials from across the nation putting aside partisanship to do the serious work

of providing for t he ad¢80)MAdhereancedaephry potities' cleqriyséemag 2 01 9
somethingnegative, getting in the way of providing for tdefense of the nationOn the passage of

the 2014NDAAandfunding for the F35 program, ResentativeBishop noted that

[tthe NDAA also funds new infrastructure projects at Hill Air Force Base to prepare for the
anticipated arrival of the 85 Joint Sike Fighter. | sincerely hope that the Senate will consider
setting aside theitypical partisan anticsn order todo what is right for the country This is not

a bill that ought to be leveraged mpolitical fight. (Bishop 2018, #8.)

Setting aside “typical parti san #@usttate thenggativen st e a d

views of politics and governmenthat taint how Americans regard party politiesAppealing toa

56 Anegative perception of political parties can be traced back to the Constitution, which is silent on the subject
of political parties. The Founding Fathers did not originally intend for American politiepartisan and warned
of the dangers of domestic political factions (Constitution of the United States; Hamilton 1787; Madison 1787).
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culturally prevalent perception of (party) politics as something dislikable works to elevate one sector

of government above others and onto a level that should not involve political debétenbers of the

Armed Services Committees frequently evoke thealiipan traditionsas identified earlier in this

thesis sometimeseven very explicitly: Representative Hartateted in connection to the 2021 NDAA
andthe 35 program that bi-phanhdsangshrpdisi omeof | bhai
that “[w]e all/l recognize the need f oHartzler2020,gener a
#65). Howevetrr ef er ences to bipartisanship seem to be |
which would follow from negotiations and debate between the two parties and more giresenting

the 35 andrelateddefense spending asronpartisanissue of consensus, or even unanimity, above

the dayto-day politicsof Washington Such a position wasxplicitlyvoicedby Senator McCaskill

I'm proud of the bipartisan effort and cooperation that went into drafting thifNDAA]
legislation because doinghe right thing for our servicemembers attte defense of our nation
isa nonpartisan issue(McCaskill 2012,121)

Such eferencesaim atcreating a sensef united support for the B5—free debate and compromise
are not the expectation, but rather the absence of thaffartime rhetoric often calls for national unity

at home with the assumption that a ueid nation can execute a wauccessfull/, but based on the
35 statements it seems that such an expectation is also at play in anticipditioture wars as well.

In an age marked by intense political polarization and a lack of common priorities at Capitibl Hill,
seems thatthe F35 is seen by Congreddembers as an instrument to uphold a bipartisan

congressional agendavhich has the capacity iafluence institutional and individuapproval.

Another relatedcomponent in theapolitical patrioticf r ame i s ref erences to a
‘obl igation’ . T kalsosfrequentlyrhade ire cormecton ta passing the NDAA and
mentioning the F35 as one of the budget authorizatian 2019, Senator Sullivan discussed the
authorization br 90 F35 aircraft by notingthat [ t ] he pas s age -dheffifty-iinths year’
successive passage of this biBhows that members of Congress can rise above partisan politics to

perform their most important constitutional duty, to provide forah c o mmon def ense” (
201%, #177). For Senator Inhofe, passing the Act and increasing the production rate of3henF

2013 were also a “constitutional d ult, ¥#68). Teend a *
nonpartisan nature of defenseisssand t he ‘constitutional adouty’ t o

visible in statements discussimgpssible cuts to the defense budgdtor exampleRepesentative

In recent yearsAmericans have been found to show discontent, eaatipathy toward the party system and

the parties thenselves, increasingly accompanied by a perception of deepening political polarization (Gold 2015)
and the rise of saalled negative partisansh{\bramowitz and Webster 2018).

57 See George Gallup 1942, for example.
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Turner noted in 2017hat “[p]laying politics and using billions of our nationiafense budget as a

bargaining chip needs to end now. Our troops face enough uncertainth e i r budget shoul
the list of things t heyd#lele Notdnly doesdhe statemanbrebuke . ” (T
political debate when it come®tdefense spending but it also elevates one sector of government and

its employees above othelyy stating that this sector should not have conceahsutits funding.Also

worried about the effect obudget cuts on theB5 in 2012, Representative Bishstated

| am pleased that the Air Force remains committed to thg5Fas being the backbone of the
future Air Force, and it appears that Hill AFB's designation as the location for the first operational
squadron of FB5s remains securgBut] | remain concerned thatuts to defense are going too

far and are too deepWe havea Constitutional obligationto provide for the common defense

of our country. (Bishop 20124}

“A const it utekkpoessasthe adas of gaziotisnoamd natdismand elevates defense

spending onto an extraordinary lev8uchideas werealsofeatured in statemergincluding mentions

of ' seque 20lt lidgénoeohanjsm triggéng acrossthe-board cuts The mechanism was

widely discussed in a negative tone, but the criticism did not take forms that are critical of public
spending— quite the contrary: the items mentioning sequestration presdéinas something that
threatensthe F35 as an apolitical priorityAccordingo Senator Chambliss, the3s would ensure air

superiority for the U.S. for decades u t the “arithmetic targets mand

cut t i ng weretheeateningte cut away funding from it (Chambl§sl1,#37). With the word

‘ 1

draconi an’ , Senator Chambliss’s view of t he mec

Indeed, te items discussing the possible effects of sequestration on-8& [frogram often refer to

a sense of irrationality or downright insanity the governmentDiscussinghe delivery of the 5 to

Utah, Senator Lee et al. noted in a press release in 2048“[s]equestrationis having a devastating

effect on the readiness of the Air Force.. JVe must have a balanced budget and return fiscal sanity

to Washington in order to return readiness to our fighting forces." (Lee et al.&2@83.) In 2012,
sequestration threatened th arrivalof a squadron of 85s to South Carolinkgading SenatoGraham

to statethatit“ r e pr[sfss echanger ous and mindless approach t
holl ow out the most effective mi lli#8aSequestiaton t he hi
was often described ashehavor without a concern for consequencesvith Congress Members
rebukingthe mechanisnasamindless and arbitrary government meddling in the affairs of the military

Despite having been approved by Congriesslf, it waspresented as something that no one wanted

but was imposed on the nation bthe g o v e r n Goatrary to the case of Italy, where Cottichia
found frames to convincingly |link expenditures

207), the American logic went the other way around: Thisisand the ensuing debteiling and
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automatic budget cuts @re not seen as reas@to decreae investments in the-85 program, but as
threatening it. Sequestration was seen as a political choice, contrasted with the assertion that

spending related to the-B5 should not be treated as one.

5.3.4. DiscussionUnited we stand

The meaning of the B5 that theapolitical patrioticframe conveyss replete with cultural tokenthat
repeatfamiliar master story lingof national unity andnilitary issues as outside the normal realm of

politics. The F35 is framed as a source of national pridad somehing that evokes patriotic

sentiments, indicating that the aircraft is not just a materialifadt but something that defines

“Amer i c @nneating |a’'widelyecognized American cultural theme to a piece of military
equipment, he ‘sound of freedorphrase illustratesvell how the F35 comes torepresent America

itself. Simultaneously, the people involved with the3% — assembling, hosting, flying, funding, or

simply admiring it- also become part of something larger and more meanindfidano noted in his
account of the airpl ane an dodésigme buildcaadusedhe dirplane,e t h a
and all of the soci al institutions that go al on
aircraft (Pisano 2003, 8). It seertimt the opposite characterizethe military aircraft the people

involved withit become part of something biggand more meaningfyust by association.

All the components of thapolitical patrioticframework toinvoke a sense afnity and toplacethe F

35 as outside the normal realm qdolitical differences The constant calls for bipartisanship and
references to a constitutional duty, coupled with a perception of a mindless government threatening
the 35, entail that free political debate and partisan differences should not be present in the realm
of national defenseElevating defensdssuesonto an apolitical level is often accompanied by
references to soldiers who deserve unwavering supparthe primary benégiaries of the F35. The
‘suppor t narmave poriragsothe American soldier flying the3b as a hero, calls for the
undisputed support of the American public, and makes the protection of soldiers a primary concern in
wars." Suppor t disdowse tloesonotergage the question of valmg howthe United States
prepares for war, but works to stifle critical voices. Placing the American soldier at the discursive
forefront depoliticizes armed conflicand support for the troops as a matter afonsensusAs
Fitzgerald 2019 notes, the American stiler is often the centerpiece of remembering past wars and
celebrating recent wars. Based on th&5 statements, it seems that the soldier is cast in a similar role

in the anticipation of future wars as wellhe soldier not only creates a personified need for tH85F

but implicitlyalsoentails the assumption thawvar and military power are about protecting and saving

the soldier. Such a line of thinking makes it difficuligteestionthe use of forcealready before the
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onset of military action.The prominent cultural status of the American soldidefense issues as
apolitical, and the patriotic sentiments associated with them therefore limit how Americans are able

to debate matters of military force anthe planning for future warfare

5.4. Overlaps and diffusion of the three frames

As discussed aboveyrgressional statements regarding th&s have broadly expressed three distinct
but overlappingdiscourses, each reflecting different ways of framing the fighter. One is a discourse on
economics focusing on the positive economic impacts as well as the negative financial aspects of the
F35 program.Thesecond one is a discourse on war and military power and what those will look like
in the future, voiced through the strategiechnological frameThe third is a discourse of patriotic
sentiments, national greatness, and unity, expressed throughaghaitical patrioticframe. Before
moving on to discussing howdlmeaningsassigned to the B5 relate to American strategic culture,

it is importantto note that despite the clear division of this analysis chapter into threechiapters

the frames identified in this study actually have considerable overdyush in their use and in their
content This final sulchapter sheds light on how the frambave beerused together and how they
become diffused with one another, recognizing thia¢ full extent of theircultural appeal becomes

visible and understandable only in close connection with one another.

Starting with the overlaps in theseof the frames, he congressional-B5 discourse has been marked
by the presence of multiple frames being utilizenultaneously. This is not to say that all the
statements reflected multiple or the same combination of framlest a majority of the statements
included two, or in some cases all three of the framdthoughthe economic frame has bedhe
dominant one very frequentlyit was accompanied by either the strateg@gchnological or the
apolitical patrioticframe. Many items also reflected all three of the framasmetimes in a manner
that made it difficult to everletermine which frame was the primary ongreseobservatiorsindicate
how powerful and prevalent the three frameastuallyare: it seems that it has been impossible for the
Members of the HASC and the SASC to discuss3bd&yframingit in alternativeways.An example
of multiple frames being used simultaneously is providethieyConnecticut congressional delegation

whoissued a statement regarding a contract deal f&@5ighters in 2017:

This is welcome news four men and women in uniform who rely on the-B5to maintain our
unparalleled air superiority.This latest contract reflectgears of efforts to cut costsncrease
efficiency, and improve productionToday's announcement will hedpipport thousands of jobs

at Connecticut's Pratt & Whitney and the hundreds of suppliers throughout the state. This
aircraft is indispensable to our national security, and weaaititinue to fight for full production
without delay. (Blumenthal et al. 20by#28.)
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A focus on American “men and women in uniform”
concern, then refers to the strategic position of the Unied at es wi t h “unparall el e
mentions efforts to cut costs and improve efficiency, and finishes off with the employment effects of

the contract. There is simply nothing in this passage that anyone could oppose, as all the overlapping
ways offraming the F35 increase the salience of the issue. This example also illustrates that in
statements whose primary audience is the constituents of the Congress Members, Rsilitaggic
considerations and references are almost always accompanied gimbgad by the presence of the
economic frame or thapolitical patrioticframe. As srategic aspectsare likely less familiar to most
constituents and have fewer direct or visible impacts on the public at |aingeinclusion of the other

two frames makeshe issue more tangible to constituentd further examplea letter to President

Trump fromthe 35 Caucu@n 2019 reveals that strategic framing becomes more convincing when

accompanied by the other two frames also in statements directed at an elite audience:

Mr. Presidentwe must ensure thathe men and womerprotecting our freedomhave the best,
most advanced apabilitiesthat we have to offer. With thedvancing threatsoday, we cannot
afford to fight and deter a wawithout at least 50% of our fighter fleet as3b aircraft. The 85

is more capable, will be moraffordable, and the manufacturing line has capacity to deliver
additional aircraftprotecting thestrong US manufacturing baséveasey et al. 2010 #219)

Another dimension of how the framesverlap andwork togetherhas to do with thecontentof the
frames. [@spite constituting a separate frame of its own, the discourse that has been associated with
the apolitical patrioticframe actually permeates the other two frames as weHlat is a discourse of
national greatness, supremacy, and unihichis anundertonethroughout the research material.
When the economic frame focuses Bi35-related job opportunitiesas a source of national prigad

as contributing to the security of the natigrandwhen the strategictechnological frameaefers to
American airpower and technology as means to maintain superiority and exert domintuace,
underlying theme in both ishe selfcharacterization of a hegemonic position in the workhe
employees and industries mafacturing the F35 are framed as part of a broader community working

towar ds keeping America safe”, t r anThdndlitary ng t o
and its resourceare alsoa source of pride and honpas those are the meansdhthe country needs

to wield its extraordinary powelOverlapping significantly with the two other discoursaspects of

the apolitical patrioticdiscourse can therefore be interpreted to fornma u mb marativéa t hat i s
more or less present in all the statements in the corpus. The umbrati@tiveof national greatness

and unity isa means forselfcharacterization andeflects an American attempt to hold on to its
traditional political, economic, and militappower in a world increasingly marked by challenges to such

a role.The discussion part of théesis, chapter &elow, further elaborates on thisrgument
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6. DISCUSSION: THE CULTURAL MEANINGS GB5THE F

Thisthesishasexplored how Members of theHASC and the SAB&/e framed the 85 fighter and the
related acquisition and development prograior the domestic audienceThe framingof the F35
answers the question of35?whyasmunsetl |t diaésa bpobB8arc ehsa vt eh
context. Framingeflectsthe human need to attribute issues with significance, emphasizing that a
particular way of seeing the subject is important or the only view that matters. As with everything,
meaning is not intrinsic to the85—it is constructed in discourse by highlighting something and fading
out something elseThe previous chaptedemonstrated thathe F35 discourse has been marked by
three distinct but overlapping framethat were based orbroad, culturallyappealing concepts and
story lines The several strands in this analysis are now brought together by discussimaye detail
what kinds ofmeaningsare conveyed through the three frameJhis chapter firstconsidersthe
framing of the F35 in relation toAmerican strategic culturés.1.) interprets the meaningsthat the
frames conveyby conceptualimg the F35 as a symbq6.2.) and finally returns to the idea of the
United States @&8.)Itissuggestddthatthe prazdss amtpacts of framing the+

35 are rooted in the existence of an Americantard of war that rests on a host of cultural values,

beliefs, and practices regarding war and military issues in American society.

6.1. 35 frames and American strategaulture

When it comes to defense procuremenrhgtdecision making processand the related discoursare
not based purely on the conditions and requirements of a particular moment in time, nor are they
based on material resources alofideyrely on predictions of the future on one hand, and ateeped
inthec ount r y ' s cultuieentthe otlyer As hathes derive their appeal from existing cultural
narrativesand place the object of discussion anpreviously familiar contextan understanding of
Americarculture helps make sense of h@wch issueare presented and debated in the United States.
Those textual element®f the F35 statementsthat trigger a sense of familiar contextare
characteristics or elements of American strategic cultam in some casedyroader political culture

— serving as familiar bits of language that resonate withe American audienceAll the dominant
frames identified in this study havtheir basis in American strategic culturbut some frame
components can be better understood in the framework of broader political cultlifeeyprovidea
vocabulary for discussing the35 asa way to make profit from military acquisitions,gmmething that
provides the continued hegemony tfe United Statesand as something that needs to be raised

abovethe realm of political differences.
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The economic frame@ives voice to familiawnderstandings of private profit and economic success and
reflects the enduring characteristics of industrialism and pork barrel polittbat mark American
strategic culture. An industrial approach to waupled with a desire to create profit out of defge
initiatives makes it acceptable, even expected, to frame weapons acquisitions in economic@erms.
the other hand, criticism of the-B5 reflects a neoliberal strand of American political culttivat
wishes toensure that public spending is efficient and responsiblee taxpayer tropén particular

gives voice to a dissonance between the American culture of enormous military spending and the
sanctity of private property. The American public has usually beeapting® of the fact that the U.S.
spends more than half of its discretionary spending on defeMet the neoliberal strandoes not

trust the public sector when it comes to the efficient usepoblic funds That ads Members of
Congress to highlighhe economic benefits of the-85, whilealsoguarding thetaxpayetf s i nt er est
The cultural ethos of the public sector as something negative and {B®& program as &igh-cost
government project with countless problems hascouragedMembers of Congress to not necessarily
modify, but tobroadenthe framework of strategic culture. Thégrves the interest ofvinning public
support not only for the F35 but for Congress Members themselyasdicaing that Members are

strategic users of culture whmay deciddo broaden the perspectiveshenit is serves their interests.

The strategietechnological framecontinues the tradition of largscale, regular wa with massive
threats but decisive victorieandrevolves aroundhe notions ofcontinuedAmericanhegemony and
domination Cottichia(2016) found that the Italian framing of the35 was concentrated on defensive
capabilities and ensuring peace, and not on invoking war or projecting power. The American framing,
on the other hand, showcases the nature and interests of a great powey, mech focused on
projecting power and providing offensive capabilities. Military power is not seen as an instrument of
national defense, but as a tool to protect American interests around the world. American supremacy

and domination are ways to competetwh increasing threats’ and spe
the entire world as a theater for U.S. military power. Before the emergence of great power competition

as the primary U.S. concern, the strategig5 discourse was quite vagueut the percepion of great

power rivalry towards the end of the decade rda it more concreteandtangible.An understanding

of war as regular, largecale and aggressive is easy to translateatbramework of great power
competition and to acapability such as the-¥5. The F35 ismeant to bean instrument of air

superiority with the purpose of being superior compared to any other aerial equipnserth ggoal

stems from the view that war is na@bout defending the nation but protecting U.S. interests and

overwhelming enemies with superior strengtiow great power rivalries actually threaten the United

%8 See Gallup 2020, for example
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States, besides by developing similar capabilities, is not suggested andiglobal compe i t i on’ i S
stated as the reason for preparing for wéris factors external to the United Statdsat bring about
the need for military competition and the possibility of war. Such an assumption reflects the enduring

perception of thefundamental virtue of the United States

A technologydominated viewforms the backbone for a host of other assumptioimsthe framing of

the F35. Technologyis seen agproviding the United States withihe abilty to compete with great

power adversaries below the level of armed conflidte f eat adver sarioessdry ar med
rapidly deploy forces anywhereand protect American soldiersDespite American failures in the

military operations of the 20008/embersof Congresgxpress coriflence inUS.material superiority

and continue to believe that new technology will fundamentally change warfare.discourse of
technology as ‘revol ut i oihia anyestablistsed tmdit®ry in Anmericano mmu n
strategic culture, it is an appealing simplification of the complexity of war, and it avoids any debate as

to the political goals or justification of the existence and use of military capabilities.

Theapolitical patriotic frame constructs the meaning of the¥5 as a personified need of the soldier

as overall support for the militanyandas thecelebration of all things militanit portrays the F35 as
instilling national prideand as an issue that should not be subject to political debHte.separation

of war and politics that was identified as a characteristic of American strategic ctiiigexpandgo

treat all defense and military issues as essentially apolitical and nonparlisaeems that the
tendency of American strategic culture to avoid establishing political purposes for wars affects the way
that all defense issues, including the rationale for tamli acquisitions, are discussetf. the
foundations of why Americans spend on defense are not debated but accepted as an area of
consensussuch discourse practices provide Congress Members with a meanssent the F35 as a
nonpartisan priorityin anage marked by deep partisan division and abysmal congressional approval
rates. The characteristioof American strategic culture that sees war as a deviation fiteennorm of
peaceseemscontradictory tothe findings of this studyan overall observation ithat not only does

the 35 discourse celebrate issues of war Hutlsonormalizes them. The normalizing propensities

wi || be further discussed as an -Ghapemte8nt i n the A

Certain traits of the F35 discourseserve to elaborat®n American strategic cture. Based on thdé~
35discourseit can also be characterized as global, intedrsten (as opposed to national defense
driven), statecentric, competitive, and focused orc@omic advantagdricludingthe efficient use of
public resources). These traits are not necessarily further characteristics in their own right but

elaborations of the ones that were identified earliésstrategic culture stems from political culture,
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Members of Congress mayith relative ease incorporatelementsfrom the broader political culture

into the framing of the B5. For this reason,tgtegic cultureis a useful framework for interpretg

and understanadhgthe political culture of defense pcurement, but inadequate on its ow framing

the F35, Members of Congressdsoanchor broader beliefs and values of the American society in
defense and military issuesocusing solely on the individual traits of strategic culture easily misses
how the broader cultural bases of the frames conjointly form a consistent and appealing way to portray

the 35 for the domesti@udience.

620¢K&pCAha y20 2dzald 3gasakydbal A NONI FliéyY ¢KS C

A useful approachto draw together themeaningsof the 35 is to focusits symbolicrole in
congressional communicatio® sy mb ol i's essentially “an entity
another ent ity Afufid@nentd feature of 5y¥nBOLs js thét Jhey represent something

not inherent in themselvesas theycap oi n physi cal “things’ with ref
towards something els@~ornas 1995146-148) Approaching material objects, such as th&%; as

symbols means focusing on their meanings beyond their tangible, physical characteristics. However,
meaningis not intrinsic to a symbol itselfor an object to function as a symbol, it must have a shared

realt y i n peo®y b @n smvermaaning only to the extent that individuals share the
belief that they possess that meaning.” (Dittmalil
automatically—it needs to be interpreted by humans in a gadlar context that reduces the range of

potential meanings to discern the one that is relevant in that particular (emas 1995, 187)

The meanings that are at play when discussing i85 Bre intertwined in a multifaceted discourse

that aims atframing the aircraft as something bigger or more meaningfuh the words of

Repr esent at]hev85 Ligminggls not just another aircraft (Knight 2018, 82). The
‘somet hi ng e35sakes us thimktabout lbam beFexplicated throtigd three frames

identified in this study: From an economic perspectite, 35 stands for something fairly ordinary

a way to make a livirgnd protecting private profit while simultaneaislyencapsulaingabstractideas

of prosperity, successolidarity, andnational identity From the strategidechnologicaberspective

the F35 signifieghe continuedtechnological superiority anddvantageof the United StatesThe

apolitical patriotidramecasts the B5asasymbobfr nati onal pride, as proof

t he t r o oararésign obbipadtisaaship at Capitol Hill.

In addition to the meaningsonveyed by thehree frames, the aircraft also seent® have a broader

symbolic roleexpressed through t he wumbr el |l a narrati ve.'Thaorble nat i or
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can be understood bgdopting a secalledsymboliccommunicational approach to material dects

that draws a link betweena material possession and the identity it§ owner, as presented by social
psychologist Helga Dittmar (1992). Dittmangues thatmaterial arifacts communicate something

about their owners, making it possible to view maétrpossessions asymbols of identity She
emphasizes tht for material objects to have symbolic meanings of identity, possessions musahave
shared reality among peopla certain material objeanust be identified and recognized signifying

a particdarkind of identity Assuchmat eri al objects can communi cate
and thusserve as symbolic expressions of wihe owneris. According to hermaterial symbols

therefore“play a significant role in a variety of arenas of-geffinition.” ( Di t t 9n8889;9Bp 9 2 ,

From this perspective, the-35 as a material possession of the United States can be seen as a symbol

for American national identt>® All of the frames are filled with setharacterizations thapaint a

certain picture of the United Statesrevohing around the notions of strength, greatnesand
supremacythat are reaffirmed by the ownership of the35 . The meaning of the-B5 is much more

than a planecomprised of metal, enginesjeapons,computers, and so on. Nor is it just a piece of
military equipment that has a functional purpose military action— it stands for an emotional
identification with the United Statedor supporting American troops, for national unignd for the

continued hegemony of the countrittherefore haan ideational role beyond its functional purpose.
Recalling hovthe F35 as a military capability involves a way of thinking about how war is waged,
congressionalhetoric takes such an ideationaspecta step further: For them, the aircragiymbolizes

American political, military, technological, and economic might in the wollde symbolic
communicational approacthusreinforces the conclusiothat Ame r i c a’' s asa&hegermono f s el
is maintainedand confirmedthrough the F35. As such, thesymbolic role of the B85 offers a means

of selfcharacterization in congressiongdiscourse reflectingan attempt by Members of Congrets

hold on to the United States’ position as the
increasing challenges such a positionln communication directed at the domestic audientieere

seems tobe adisparitybetween the discourse at Capitol Hilhd changesn the geopolitical position

of the United StatesHoldingon to a notion of American hegemonyat least someMembers of

Congresseem tolive in a different realityvhere there are no serious challenges to the United States.

An important implication of ttsapproach is that the meanings of material possessions willscoip

culturally (Dittmar 1992, 92). That is why the specific contexts of their studg toabe taken into

%9 Material possessions as expressions of identity characterize all consurajpii@m modern cultures to some
extent, butthenot i on of signifying identity withenduringbat er i al
American ideas, such as individualism, industrialism,
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account. A particular meaning is tied to th&%in a specific time and place, and those meanings might

be different inother contexts. The conceptalizationof the F35 as asymbolthat needs to have a

shared realityrelies on the notion of a shareimerican(political and strategic) culturd he speakers

in the corpus use the-B5 as a symbol, but individual speakéro n o't ‘-gpiitysgmbolid he F
meaning. The speakeinternalize reproduce, and/or modyf the meaning in interaction with the
publicwho interpretsthem. Thosesocially share@neanings are embedded in American strategic and

political culture whichprovide themilieufor disassingthe F35.

6.3.An! YSNAR Ol Yy WwWOdzZ Gdz2NB 2F 41 NI

A possible way to conceptual i ze andmakesthetsymbalic t hat
role of the F35 possible is to conceive of the United Statesasulture of war. Theterm* cul t ur e of
w a hds beerused by scholars in at least two distinct but related sen®es: focuses on the aspect

of war, approacting the conduct ofwar itself as a cultureln essencesuch accountsiescribe what

war is like®® The other senseby contrastfocuses on the aspect efilture, arguing that the presence

of war and institutions related paywnoredtteniiompact a
what can be said abouwtulture, not war. Tl study adopts @onsideration of the latter sensas an

attempt to understand how American culture informs discussions such as the3% The
conceptualization of an American culture of war captures the idea of a broader cultural context formed

at the interplay of American political and strategic culturedgplaces the process and impacts of

framing the F35 as rooted in its existen@nd public acceptance.

From ths perspective,Anthony Marsella (2011) has defingde Americanculture of war as an
interlocking system of national meanings, beliefs, behaviors, institutions, and identities that consider
violence military force,and war necessary and justifiable in the pursuit of U.S. hegemonic global
interests.The culture of war also includes a broadomestic network of economic and political
interests that benefit from military acquisitionfMarsella 2011, 714; 205or Adrian RLewis (201},

the essence of the American culture of war is the elimination of the American people from the conduct
of wars: professionarmed forces and private military companies now conduct the wars of the United
States makingwarabsent f r om mos(Lewis 2082] MlthadughaAmericarstraiegice

culture hastraditionally treated war as an aberratiobeing disconnected from thactualconduct of

80 For example, John Dower (2008; 2010) recounts what kinds of cultures of war are reflebiet)is. response

to the attack on Pearl Harbaand the war with Japan compared to the response to the 9/11 attacks and
subsequent war in Irag. In thinking comparatively about war, he considers what that reveals about the culture
of the conduct of war.
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wars has resulted in Americastarting totalk casually abouvar (Bromwich in Marsell2011, 720)
Gonsequerttly, issuegelated towar have become normalized in American sociéty evidentn the ~
35 discourse military arifacts designed for the purposes of ware discussed in ananner that
disconnects the public from the idea of actual war by treating thermaadaneeconomic impacts

andas making war grimarilytechnical affair

Thenormalization of war hasonicallymade it bothordinary and extraordinaryunnoticedbut hyper

visualat the same timeas noted by Lucaites and Simons (20P&yversely, the disconnection from

war has also led Americarte glorify and celebrat all things militaryand to believe that military

strength guarantees power inthe worlAndr ew Bacevi ch Anfetdar® fmouronmt es t |
time have fallen prey to militarism, manifesting itself in a romanticized view of soldiers, a tendency to

see military power as the truest measuof national greatness, and outsized expectations regarding

the efficacy of forcé (Bacevich 20052). The case of the B5 illustrates how the culture of war

celebraes commemorags and honos issues and objects associated with war and military power

making war continuously present in American society.

Through the discursive processes that Members of Congress have used to givébtheeBning, the

realities of actual conduct of war are minimized while the normalized and glorified aspects are
magnified. Such discourse practiceske it possible toframe military artifactsas economic and
technological issues whilemotionally as®ciating them with meanings of national identityThose

practices also help realize, maintain, and strengthen the institutions that support war in American
society and resulin Americans being willing taccept massive public spendifay the purposes of

war. Indeed, the processes and impacts of framing t#85 Fexhibit a discursive institutionalizatitn

of war in American culture. Institutions precisely set the limits for disiogsissues and regulate
societal behavior. This is how discourse practic
issues such as the3s fighter.Therefore the culture of warcanalso be seen asetting limits on what

is possible in American discoursegarding war, military power, and military artifacts

Theidea of an Americanulture of war helps iinterpreting certainaspects of the 135 discourse that
might not befully comprehensible from the perspective of American strategic culialome For

example, he tendency of American strategic culture to see war as a deviation from natnfiast

61 Discursive institutionalisnis an umbrella conge for approaches in political science that focus on the
substantive content of ideas and the interactive processes of discourse in given institutional contexts. The word
‘“institutionalism’ suggests that iiteasibstequalyabootrthey abou
institutional context in which and through which ideas are communicated. (Badie et al. 2011, 683.)

10C



glanceseemsinconsistentwith the normalizing tendencies of the35 discourse This inconsistency

may be understood bpaying attention to the two opposing propensities of the culture of wéne

ordinary and the extraordinary and how together they increase the public acceptability of war and

the constant preparation for warFurther, tie idea of an Americanulture of waralsoelaborates on

the role of selfcharacterizatios in the F35 discourse it can be argued thatbove all elsgthe

American culture of waand its capacity to act as a basis faming issuesreliee n t he ‘“ umbr e
nar r a mnatiohadreatnessaandcontinuedAmericarhegemonyin the world That narrativemakes

the culture of war possible arallows forexpending vast amounts of money five purposes of war

in a culture that otherwise resents big governmamid has traditionally seen war as an aberration.

As a result of tis discussionthe theoretical framework presented in the beginning of this study
(Diagram 2p. 20) calls forsomeelaboration presented inDiagram3 below. Political culture is the

basis for strategic culture, but not all aspects of th@5discourse can bielly understood solely in

the framework of strategic culturélogether, aspects of American strategic and political culture can
be seen as constitutingn@dmericarculture of war thatgivesrise to the meanings that are assigned to

the F35.Such a culture of war informs how Americans see defense and military issues and how those

issues may be framed.

POLITICAL

CULTURE

Diagrama3. The social contexdnd procesgor framing the F35.

Yet, the processes and impacts of framing the8% also have a capacity to reconstrdbe social
contextand further institutionalize war in American socie@iven the vastness and long lifespan of
the 35 project, Congress has devoted a lot of time for disogsand overseeing the program. As the
infamy of the F35 has become an enduring element in American (and international) defense talk, the
ways of speaking about the aircraft have likely become conventionalized into broader discourse
practices within theield of defense acquisitions. It would be difficult to fathom a new American fighter
aircraft project without references to the-35. Thus, the F35discoursemay well havempacts orhow

future weapons acquisitions are discussed or at least serve asiagioeference or comparison
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7. CONCLUSIONS

This hesis set out taexplorewhat kinds of meanings have been assigned toR3& fighter and the
related acquisition and development prograby examining howit has been framedn public
statementsby Members of Congresshe geopolitical, economic, and domestiecumstances have
changed durindhe lifespanof the F35 project,but continuation seems to mark the¥5 discourse
more than changeThis can be accounted for thadt that the Membersof the two Armed Services
Committeesnvoked broad, culturally appealing concepts aintklessstory lines to contextualize and
justify the F35, illustrating ahuman tendency to use language from the past to place something new
in context The meaningf the aircrafthas beerflexible as long as it has been consistent with the basic
tenets of American strategic and political culture order to summarize the nirfindings of the study,

the research questions presented in the beginning of the thesis are now called back to mind by
considering possible answers to each of thé@risfinal chapter alsoccontemplateson the possible

implicationsof the results discusses the t u tinyitatiens and identifies avenues for further research.

7.1. Key findings of the study

1) How has the B5 fighter been framed by Members of the United States House and Senate Armed

Services Committees in 2@180207 This study identified three main ways of framing th@3+to the

domestic audience: an economic, a strategichnological, and an apolitical patrioticame. The
economic frame collects all the aspects of theg-discourse that represent the economic dimension
of the F35, encompassing employment opportunities, impacts for industdad communities
affected by the B35, and the costand managementf the F35 program. The strategiechnological
frame entails aspects that focus on the strategic relevance, purpose, or impacts of-8teitfr the
global arenaand covers instances of the aisurse that highlight technology as the most significant
aspect of the B5 and providing the U.S. with a certain position in wald. The apolitical patriotic
frame approaches the B85 and related defense spending as muartisan issues, above the norina

realm of political differences and motivated patriotic sentimens.

The focus of framing has been on tlp@sitive economic impactsof the F35. The costs and
mismanagement of the -B5 program have been criticized as general government waste and
inefficiency, but thathas not seemed taffed its overall congressional support as a bipartisan priority
—the aircraftwasstill seen as an absolute nessatyby a great majority of speakers represented in this
study.Although tre 35 project originally emerged from the unipolar pastld War momentt found

its most convincing strategic argument towards the end of the 2010s as an instrument to compete
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with great power rivalries and to demonstrate continued U.S. supremigoy.analysis also identified
“an umbrel |l a nar r atandundythatovas preserit aan umdettonayim teeaetiree s s
data Such a discourse sklfcharacterizatiorexpresses and confirms U.S. identity as a hegemony
through the F35 andreflects an effortby Congress Members toome to terms with a security
environment marked by increasing challengedhe United StatesOverall, it can be obseed that
althoughthe F35 has been portrayed dsa gcahmaen ger ' , df the frairgregeats g e
culturally familiar story linesrom the past showcasing institutionalizebehavior by Members of

Congress that remained fairtpnsistentover time.

1a) What is the role of economic arguments in the framing of #3&F Although he topic of inquiry

involves a military artifacthe thesis concludes that military and strategic considerations were, in fact,
not the dominant way of framing the-85 to the domestic audiencénstead, the economic aspects of

the F35 formed the primary way of framinghe role of economic argumentseems to beo place the

F35 in a meaningful but easily comprehensible context for constituaMisile the DOD produces
assessments of military capability and threats in the security environment, Congress as a
representative institution must frame thie35 in a way that is meaningful for and makes sense to their
constituents As the production, development, and basing of th@5has been dispersed all over the
country, thelocaleconomic benefits of the-B5 are easy to communicate to the electoraen the

other hand,the staggering costs and the widetyiticized mismanagement of the3s program are
effective talkingp oi nt s for Congress Members who wish to g
asdefending the interests of the taxpaydtlowevernegative perceptionsererarely directed at the

35 itself, butat the process of acquiring and developingTiheeconomic argumentsighlight the
economicwelb e i ng o f Anlercanglsteeriagratgention away from the fact that the issue has

to do with equipment used invar, while simultaneously reminding that35-related employment

opportunities also offer a way to contribute to the security of the nation.

1b) What kinds gberceptions does the framing of the8b include regarding war and military power?

Voiced primarily through the strategtechnological frame, the framing of the35 perceives waas
large-scale regular, aggressivéechnology and statecentric. Military poweris understoodas a level
of technology thatctors possesss aresourceto protect Americarsoldiers andnterests andas an
instrumentto compete with great power rivalrieg\s the epitome of gperior American technology
the F35is seenas a means tdransform the conduct of war in a way thataintairs or strengthers
unparalleled U.S. military might in the worl@ven though theframing entails a perception of
increasing complexity in the worlthe focusof the discours®n technology simplifies understandings

of war and military powerFurther, i war is defined as a purely technical affdine use of military
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force or preparing for wabecane subject that do not need to bedebated Indeed, theCommittee
Members were largely unanimous in their perceptionswar and military power with only one
Member seriously questiangthe relevance of the-B5 in future conflictsAll other Membergended
to understandwar and military powethroughthe F35 and its perceived capabilitiesxd sawthe

security environmenand possible future conflicts in a way thrationalizes the £35.

1c) How does the framing of the-35 relate to the characteristics of American strategic cultuki?

the dominant frames identified in this study hatreeir basis in American strategic cultyreut some
frame components can be better understood in the framework of broader political culitine.
economic frameeflects theenduringcharacteristics of industrialisypork barrel politicsanda desire

to create profit out of defense initiativesnaking it acceptable, even expected, to frame weapons
acquisitions in economic term&n the other handthe wider cultural ethos of the public sector as
something negativand the F35 program as anassivegovernment project with countless problems
hasencouragedViembers of Congress taot necessarilynodify, but to broadenthe framework of
strategic culture This broadening serves the interest of winning public approval and support not only

for the 35 butfor Congress Members themselves as well.

The strategigechnological framecontinues the tradition of largscale regularwar, with massive
threats but decisive victorieachieved by the use of superior technoldbgat characterize American
strategic culture There was a noticeable change in the a rmanters during the Trump presidencgy

as the adoption of the great power competition framework brought about a change @& RB5
discourse Before the recognition of great power competitors as the primary security concern, the
strategicmeaning of the B5oftens e e me d rather ‘meaningl ess’
to counter those threats that were identified (ortheer unidentified) before the mi€010s°? The
perceived change of the security environment brought on new justifications for {8 [program
making the fighter appear as moraecessary andelevant Still, dthough presented as a profound
change the framework of great power competitiofits well with the traditional characteristics of

American strategic culture

With the meanings conveyed by the apolitical patriotic frame, the separation of war and politics that
was identified as a characteristi€ American strategic culture broadenseacompassll defense and
military issues as essentially apolitical and nonpartiFdresymbolic roleof the F35 as identified in

this studyalso reflects the aspiration foselfcharacterization and selfinage as an extraordinary

62 Older technology, intelligence, or police force would be sufficient to counter terrorist networks, for example
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country that have traditionally characterized American strategic cultubegeneral observation
regarding the framing of the-B5 is that all the frames somehawormalizeissues of war anailitary
force. This is somewhat inconsistent withe tendency of American strategic culture to see war as a
deviation from normal but may be understood byoticing how the RBB5 discourse alsanchos
broader beliefs and values of American culture in @efe and military issueswith such an
observation this study suggests that the processes and impacts of framing-8&eafe rooted in the
existenceand acceptancef an American culture of wahat takesshapeat the interplay of strategic
and political cultureThe culture of warprovides continuity to strategic culture but also makes it

possible to step beyond it wheand where it serves the interests of the speaker.

7.2.Implications of research results

There is a number of observations be made both from American ahinternational perspectivg

that provide insights into what kinds whplications or consequencéise research results of this study

have.In a highly specialized and technical field sasllefens@rocurement it is natural that decision

makers will have a significant impact on the formationpablic opinion For manyAmericans the
information provided by their representatives and senators in Congress is the only information they
will receive regarding the-B5 program.The siccessful framing of militargrtifacts and acquisitions

plays a relevant role in explaining and understandingAheericanpublic accept ance of ‘'t
o f it obvious that the militanndustrid base benefits from the culture of war and the successful
framing of military acquisitionsbut public perceptions of Congress atltk reelectionprospectsof

individual Membersnay also improve as a consequence.

Althoughtheir capacity to frame thé-35is considerableMembers ofCongressnust also respond to
certaincultural expectations-in the end,Congress as a representative institution mirame issues

in a way that makes sense their voters.Such expectations magiso constrainhow Congress iable

to debate issues pertaining to the defense and militsegtor. As experts in defense issuddembers

of the Armed Services Committeasuld likely prefer to, or at least be able to, contextualize and
justify major military acquisitiongnore from a strategic or capabilithased point of view instead of
catering to parochial economic interester exampleThis sheds light on their double role in Congress:
In addition to being members of a powerful committee dealvith issues that require a certain level
of expertise, they are also elected members of Congrdssrepresent the peoplandaretherefore
expected to pursue policies that are in the interests of their states or districts. This provides a strong
incentive to advocate for weapons procurement that produces positveal economic impacts

However f local interests aremphasized, constituents may not get a full and balanced understanding

10=



of the purpose and impacts defense procurement projects. Amaore importantly the Armed Forces
may not end up with the best capabilities possidieCongressMembers support the funding of
established priorities based on the fact that they create jobs in thates, they inadvertently-or on
purpose— uphold the status quo and eliminate the possibility of leaving room for new capabilities or

innovations in the defense budgethis obviously has profound ramifications for the U.S. military

The discourse practiceassociated with the B5 also provide Congress Members with a means to
influence both individual and institutional public approvhy portraying the B35 asa bipartisan
priority at Capitol Hill Whether motivated by competition with great power adversatieational
pride, concern for American soldiers, or economic profits, tH85Keems teenjoy united support
among the Members ahe Armed Services Committeelthough the 35 discourse is replete with
multiple meanings, it ilargelymarked by the absence ebmpetingmeaningsMembers of Congress
—or even Members of the Armed Services Committease not a unitary group with clear, coherent
priorities, but their fairly unanimouspractices of framing the -B5 could easily lead to shican
assumptionCongress ian arena that is supposed to allow for the deliberation of differgatvpoints
but given the persistenttradition of bipartisarship in the Committees, andhe relation of defense
spending tocongressional approval and reelection prospetiteye are not many incentives tice

dissenting opinions.

As discussed earlierrgvious research has found that Congréésmbers who press foincreased
military spendingtend to haveworldviews that favor American military supremaayhich are
rewarded politically in placesith large economic stalsin suchdecisions (Thorp2014). If Members
of Congressepresenting areas with high economic stakes in tf85programcommunicateto their
constituentsthat U.S. supremacy is achievable with th85-they may end up portraying flawed
imageof future conflicts and the position of the United States in the woAdnindsetof having a
permanentedge inconventionalwarfare and expecting to rapidly achieve superioriggainst any
enemyis unlikely to workn asymmetric wars oif the United Statesis up against @eer competitor
who has the ability to disrupt U.S. abilities from the-get As Hoffman (2016) notesuch aflawed
vision may lead to unreasonable public expectations for quick wins at low cost, an overly simplistic
grasp of what can be achieved by the application of military poampaive views of adversaridsor
the United Statesyn d er st andi h ¢ uh e winiik itsgassibiities to talkhink, and act

wouldtherefore be imperative in the face of new challergja the strategic environment.

How Americaded international weapons programs are framed back honas someimportant

implications for other nations as wellhe strategidechnological framing of the-B5 as public
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expressions of strategy reveals important insights into how Americeisidemakers conceive of war,

the security environment, U.S. role inettworld, and what kinds of capabilities they think will be
needed inthe future. Their beliefs are in a pivotal role when deciding on the U.S. defense budget and
allocations for varios weapons programs, which in tunave implications for the entire international
community. With the global reach and influence of the United States and its weapons programs,
Americansarein a position todefine what is significant or meaningful ifuture warfare If Americans
succeedat constructing strategic discourses and threarceptionsand at introducingtechnological
solutionsto match them thosesolutions may also benarketed toU.Sallies and partneraround the
world. Further, he waysof talking aboutmilitary technologies, such as thHe35, not only have a
profound impact on how other nations perceive of the qualities of military equipment that are
perceived as necessary, hihiey are also linked to wider understandisgf war, military power, and

the security environmentA lack of convincing alternatives to an Americiominated understanding

of war and military poweenables the U.S. to set the rules of the game for its own benefit.

7.3. Limitations of researcland averues for further research

This study provides an overall snapshowbft has been said about the3s by Members of Congress
This sample of Bspeakersand 227 statements does notpeesentthe opinions of all Armed Serviee
Committee members, let alone all Members of Congritss likely that only those members who have

a strong opinion on the-B5 and/or are somehow affected by the program have released statements
regarding it.It must also be acknowledged that the impadtindividual speakers is quite substantial

in this study and may skew the resulidoreover, an important caveat is that using statements from
individual Committee Members directed at their constituents does not reflect how the HASC and the
SASC as letasive bodies of the U.S. Congress have addressed-8t% but rather how individual
Members have communicated towards their votefsirther,using official congressional websites and
one databaseas sourceyielded afinite amount of data fron2010 to 2@0, and only a few isolated
items beforethat. An examination of statements from the early years of ti5Fproject couldeveal
possiblediscursivechanges during the entire lifespan of the proje¥et the amount of material
examined here isxtensive enough to form an indicative understanding of the topic, thus pointing the

way forfurther research.

Framing theory andnalysigprovide useful insights into hoaulturalmeanings can be examined and
analyzed Despitea lack ofcoherence on how frame analysis is to be applegproaches in the field
illuminate how broad but substantialcoding categoriesmay be induced to make meaningful

generalizationsThe decision to combine the technological and the strategic aspects oigbeulse
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facilitated the coherent di scussion of the fram
length of the discussion.This point serves to remind thatultural approacks may lead to an
abundance of viewpoints that are perceived as releviantthe research taskindeed,some have
claimedthat focusing on the content of framdsads to ad hoc analyses applicable only to a particular
topic or issuesStill, the specificity that is engendered &yamining contenhelps to uncoveculturally
relevant and resonant thensthat illuminate unique understandings of issugReese 2009, 1920.)

Ad hoc analyses may also be avoided by identifying a consistent and limited set of frame categories
generalizable over many cas&Hill, it mug be recognized that doing framing analysis is also an act of
framing that involves subjective interpretationln order to increase the reliability of the results, a
further research project should use two or more manual coders could be supported gomputer

based coding The coding of the data must also be accompanied by a careful and detailed

documentation of he process to illustrate to the reader how the results and conclusions were reached.

The framework of strategic culture offers concepts and vocabulary to analyze the meanings of a
military artifactand its procuremenénd to understand how political culture manifests in the security
and military realm. Even though American strategic culture is a concept whose méasirgect to
contest andchange familiarizing oneself with previous assessments of its content andifgieg a
certain kind of strategic culture does provideaid graspf the domestic meanings of the3s. Yet,

a more elaborateunderstanding of the research topic is engendered by the conceptualization of a
“cul t u rthat takds intey @accourthe wider culturalcontext. The concept of a culture of war may

be scientifically imprecise and prone to debate, but the idea does capture something essential of the

social context for this studgnd uncovers a unique understanding of th@3=

Thisstudy has focused on the shared aspect of cultural meanings by paying attention to the fact that
Members of the HASC and the SASC have given voice to frames that have familiar cuktgiial das

fairly consistent mannerHowever, overly emphasizingsuch@ i nt sharing “may cr e
culture as only consisting of consensual meanings, marginalizing conflicts and individual

(Fornas 1995, 137) . The fact t

di fferentiation
shared by all members of tteociey. Certain shared values, beliefs, and practices are presupposed in
culture, but individuals may choose when and where to uphold them and when to move beyond them.
When communicangtowards their constituentdMlembers of Congressill quite naturaly be inclined

to frame issues in a way that has large, cultural appmat such a generalization does not mean that
there are no exceptions. Stilf,the aim of research is to find patterns, to say something general about

culture, one must acknowledgéat the focus is more ofindingcommonalitieghan differences
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Thetheoreticatmethodological toolkiadopted in this study provid®pportunities to apply and refine

it for a wide range of furtheresearchtopics.Each of thehree frames identified in this study could be
aresearch topic ofts own, enabling a more thorough examination of theontentsand use across

time as well as party differencesmdstate or districtlevel differenceslt was possible tidentify some
individual differences betweeMembersand someparty-basedquantitative differences weralso
detected butsystematicallyaccounting for possiblgualitativedifferences was not possible within the
limits of the present studyThe data setused inthis studycould alsobe compared to~35-related
statements from Congress Members who are not members in the Armed Services Comntittees
statements from t he Roexpeitstademeéntss 'givera durmg nongsessiomat i o n s
hearings on thd~35, orto the framing of otheweapons programa This study observes that there
would be room for further research such as this one in the field of (American) strategic culture. Most
previous literature addresses American strategic culture andistsouse practices from the point of

view of war and military operations, of actual military engageménirther research touching upon

the issues of military aiflacts and their procurement from this perspectineght reveal new insights

into American strategic culture.
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APPENDICES

Appendix1.

Speakers representing the Senate Armed Services Committee (SASC)

Name Party- Years served ir Nr of
State SASC statements
1 Blumenthal Richard D-CT 2011-2021 17
2 Blunt Roy RMO 20132015 2
3 Chamblis€larencesaxby RGA 20092015 1
4 CollinsSusan RME 20092013 2
5 CornynJohn RTX 20112013 1
6 CottonThomagqTom) RAR 20152021 1
7 CruzRafael EdwardTed RTX 20132019 5
8 DonnellyJosephJo@ DIN 20132019 1
9 GrahamLindsey O. RSC 20092019 2
10 HagarKay D-NC 20092015 1
11 HeinrichMartin D-NM 20152021 1
12 Inhofe James M. (Jim) ROK 20092021 4
13 JonesGordon Douglas (Doug) D-AL 20192021 1
. I/D-
14 King Angus S. ME 20132021 9
15 LeeMichael Mike) RUT 20132017 5
16 LeMieux,George RFL 20092011 1
17 Levin Carl D-MI 20092015 2
18 Lieberman Joseph I. (Joe) D/I-CT 20092013 7
19 McCain John RAZ 20092018 19
20 MccCaskillClaire D-MO 20092019 7
21 McSally Martha RAZ 20192021 4
22 Nelson Clarenc®illiam (Bill) DFL 20092011, 1
2013- 2019
23 Peters Gary C. DMl 20172021 8
24 PortmanRobert Rob ROH 20112013 6
25 ReedJohn Francislach DRI 20092021 1
26 RoundsMarion Michael like) RSD 20152021 1
27 ShaheerCynthiaJeanne DNH 20112021 3
28 Sullivan Daniel (Dan) RAK 20152021 11
29 Tillis Thoras (Thom) RNC 20152021 5
30 Udall Mark D-CO 20092015 1
31 WebbJames Ji(Jim) D-VA 2009-2013 1
32 Wicker Roger F. RMS 20092021 1
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Appendix 2.

Seakersepresenting the House Armed Services Committee (HASC)

Name Party-  Years served ir Nr of
State HASC statements
1 AguilarPeter RayRete D-CA 20152019 1
2 Bankslames Edwardim) RIN 2017-2021 1
3 BishopRobert WillamRoh RUT 2009- 2011, 13
2013- 2021
4 BridenstineJames Jim) R-OK 20132019 1
5 ByrneBradley RAL 20132021 1
6 Conaway, K. Michael (Mike) RTX 20092021 1
7 CourtneyJosephjod DCT 20092021 4
8  GaetzMatthew (Matt) RFL 20172021 1
9  GallegoRuben D-AZ 20152021 3
10 Golden Jared D-ME 20192021 2
11 Graves Samuel RMO 20152021 1
12 GriffinJohn TimothyTim) RAR 20112013 1
13 HartzlerVicky RMO 20112021 3
14 KhannaRohit (Ro) D-CA 20172021 1
15 KnightStephen (Steve) RCA 20152019 1
16 McKeon Howard P. (Buck) R-CA 20092015 3
- McSallyMartha RAZ 20152019 1
17 Moulton Seth D-MA 20152021 1
18 Norcross Donald D-NJ 20152021 2
19 Peters Scott D-CA 20132019 2
20 PingreeChellie D-ME 20092013 5
21 Rooney Thomas (Tom) RFL 20092013 1
22 Scott Austin RGA 2011-2021 1
23 Skeltonlsaac Newton I{lke) D-MO 20092011 1
24 SmithDavidAdam D-WA 20092021 1
25 Speier Karen Lorraine D-CA 20112021 1
Jacqueline (Jackie)
26  Turner Michael (Mike) ROH 20092021 16
27 Veasey Marc D-TX 20132019 21
28 WalzMichael RFL 20192021 1
29 Wilson Addison G. (Joe) RSC 20092021 3
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Appendix 3.

Cumulative frame occurrence by year
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