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How Elderly Veterans Are Being Punished at the Armed Forces Retirement Home 

 The Mexican-American War of 1846-1848 may be the most forgotten war the United 

States ever participated in, but its effect on the destiny of the United States and, arguably, the 

world, is profound. This war has generally been considered unjust by both modern and 

contemporary historians and has been viewed as the United States bullying a smaller power in 

order to steal their land (the annexation of Texas and the south western territories was a result of 

this conflict). One junior officer in this conflict, Second Lieutenant Ulysses S. Grant, summed up 

the effect of this war on the American soul: 

“Generally, the officers of the army were indifferent whether the annexation was 

consummated or not; but not so all of them. For myself, I was bitterly opposed to the measure, 

and to this day regard the war, which resulted, as one of the most unjust ever waged by a 

stronger against a weaker nation. It was an instance of a republic following the bad example of 

European monarchies, in not considering justice in their desire to acquire additional territory.”1 

America would pay for this transgression, many times over. For, according to Grant: 

“The Southern rebellion was largely the outgrowth of the Mexican war. Nations, like 

individuals, are punished for their transgressions. We got our punishment in the most sanguinary 

and expensive war of modern times.”2 
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 But this conflict was not only a portend for what was to come in the Civil War, nor was it 

a training ground for future Civil War figureheads like Grant, : Ulysses S. Grant, George B. 

McClellan, William T. Sherman, George Meade, and Ambrose Burnside, Robert E. 

Lee, Stonewall Jackson, James Longstreet, Joseph E. Johnston, Braxton Bragg, Sterling Price, 

and the future Confederate President Jefferson Davis. It also had a profound effect on the 

treatment and lives of the enlisted soldiers of the United States in that it led directly to the 

creation of the Soldier’s Home, later to be renamed The Armed Forces Retirement Home in 

Washington, D.C. 

 Most people today have a vague understanding of the difference between a military 

officer and an enlisted member of the armed forces. In today’s military, what most people think 

of when they hear Officer is known more specifically as a Commissioned Officer, and the big 

difference in terms of qualifications between them and everyone else is they have a Bachelor’s 

Degree from an accredited University. However, during the time of the Mexican-American War, 

the socio-economic divide between Officer and Enlisted was much more vast and important. 

Most enlisted were poor, uneducated, illiterate and of a much lower social class, some even 

being conscripted or prisoners. To see the enlisted men under their command as less than 

themselves was a common precept of the culture and time as it had been for all of human history 

prior to this. This feeling became even more pronounced as one went higher up the chain of 

command and was distanced more and more from the common men on the ground.  

 To think that any meaningful change to this idea would come from a position of authority 

as high as a General is unthinkable. However, in 1847 General Winfield Scott of the United 

States Army made that change. 
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 For all human history, across all cultures, a “fair” military leader was one who allowed 

his forces to run rampant and sack a conquered city. It allowed the conquerors to vent their 

anger, frustration, and fear from the preceding battle/siege and was often the promised payment 

for their services up to that point. The “spoils” and the assumption of rape and pillage of a 

conquered peoples was a known and mutually understood outcome of war for all sides involved. 

General Scott, however, made a very unusual decision when he accepted the surrender of Mexico 

City in 1847. He promised that his army would not pillage the city for a fee of $150,000 in gold 

payed directly to him by the Mexican Government. He then took that money and deposited it 

into a New York City Bank, with the notation “For Army Asylum”.3 This angered the Secretary 

of War who accused General Scott of violating Article 58 of the Articles of War of 1806 which 

stated: 

All public stores taken in the enemy's camp towns forts or magazines whether of artillery 

ammunition clothing forage or provisions shall be secured for the service of the United States for 

the neglect of which the commanding officer is to be answerable.4 

While he was technically correct, nobody seemed to care and in 1851 former Mexican-American 

war Junior Officer and future President of the Confederate States of America, Mississippi 

Senator Jefferson Davis proposed the bill to Congress allowing the creation of the Soldiers home 

which was then passed.5 

                                                           
3 Goode, Paul R., The United States Soldiers’ Home, A History of its First Hundred Years, Privately Published, 
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4 Davis, George B. BG, Us Army JAG, “A Treatise on Military Law of the United States,” New York, John Wiley & 
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 General Scott took a large risk. He prevented his troops from pillaging a sacked city, a 

controversial decision which deprived the soldiers of that they believed their just dues, for a 

chance at a promise of a home for wounded men in the future. What’s more he took money 

directly from the foreign government and deposited it into a domestic bank in direct violation of 

the Articles of War. This decision was a huge personal and political risk for the man, all for the 

purpose of taking care of the lowliest members of his army – a perfect illustration into how the 

common enlisted man – and by extension the common man – of America were being viewed by 

the upper echelons of society. 

 Today, both officers and enlisted, men and women, are viewed with equality and 

deserving of care by our society. The Armed Forces Retirement Home (Renamed from Soldiers’ 

Home to include all branches of the military and not just the Army) is a benefit for all veterans of 

World War II, Veterans with twenty or more years of service, or veterans so badly disabled due 

to their service that they cannot work or live alone. It is an amazing campus with world class 

staff and facilities that allows military retirees, living on a fixed budget, to live out their sunset 

years in comfort and safety.  

 Unfortunately, the mistakes and ineptitude of a few people previously in charge of this 

facility has led to these brave elderly men and women being robbed and, in some cases, thrown 

out onto the street.  

 The 2018 Budget Justification for the AFRH states that its “operations are funded by the 

AFRH Trust Fund, established by Congress. The Trust Fund is replenished from revenue sources 



 

defined by current legislation including: active-duty withholding, fines and forfeitures, resident 

fees, lease or sale of property, investment interest, and gifts and donations.”6 

 In 2010 the Trust Fund was $186 million. In 2015, only five years later, that same fund 

was at $46 million, with an operating budget of $63 million. Every year since 2010 the AFRH 

has been operating at $20 million in deficit.7 

 The only two things leadership has done to “solve” this issue is to fire the Chief 

Operating Officer of the AFRH for not being “willing to move forward with Defense Department 

plans to focus on new sources of income for the home’s campuses in Washington, D.C., and 

Gulfport, Mississippi” (Mind you, this man only took over the position in 2016, while the Trust 

Fund was already in a fast decline) and to increase the fees imposed on the residents. 

 The AFRH Budget Justification for Fiscal Year 2018 cites “significant reductions to 

AFRH’s largest revenue source, fines and forfeitures, and interest income as the reserve balance 

has been depleted over the last seven years, the AFRH Trust Fund is at a low level and cannot 

support FY 2018 AFRH operations from the current revenue available and anticipated annual 

receipts. The Trust Fund’s financial problem is caused by a decrease in revenue – not by 

uncontrolled expenses”. Namely, members of the military are getting in less trouble, therefore 

they are receiving less fines as punishment, therefore there is less money going to the AFRH. 

There is no acknowledgement that this has been a noticeable trend since 2010, and nothing was 

done to stop the drastic slide we have seen since then. In fact, the solution being implemented 

starting this upcoming October is an increase in fees to the patients. In some cases, an increase of 
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110% will put their monthly fees to around $1,500 a month – which is difficult if not impossible 

to afford on the fixed income of a poor, elderly or disabled veteran.8 

 General Scott started this facility to provide a home for his disabled men to be cared for. 

He went against the notion that the people in charge need not care about the lives and welfare of 

the people working and living below them. Now we have completely reversed this noble idea as 

the few “leaders” are so distanced from the men and women below them that they do not even 

notice they are operating at a $20 million a year deficit. Their solution to this problem? Raise the 

fees of the residents. So, while the worst punishment for gross neglect and incompetence that 

these individuals saw was losing their jobs, the residents are the ones receiving the real 

punishment as they are robbed of their fixed incomes, or simply forced to move out to live with 

relatives or in less expensive facilities where they will be cared for less until they die, forgotten.  

                                                           
8 Sun Herald, "Little Hope for Veterans at AFRH," Sunherald, , accessed August 19, 2018, 
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