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THE CARTER DEFENSE _. BUDGET - . 
. . - - . . . . 

Outgoing P res iden t  Gerald R. Ford submitted h i s  defense budget recom- 
mendations t o  t h e  Congress only a few days before  leav ing  o f f i c e .  H i s  
proposed budget f o r  F i s c a l  Year 1978 w a s  s c r u t i n i z e d  f o r  s e v e r a l  weeks 
by members of the  C a r t e r  " t r a n s i t i o n  team"--many of whom now occupy 
sen io r  p o s i t i o n s  i n  t h e  Department of  Defense--prior t o  i t s  formal 
t ransmission to t h e  Congress. On February 23, 1977,  Secre ta ry  of De- 
fense Harold Brown announced t h e  Car te r  Adminis t ra t ion 's  modif icat ions 
t o  the  Ford budget for FY'28. The r e s u l t s  of t h e  Carter modif icat ions 
t o  the  Ford budget provide s o m e  important c l u e s  about t h e  kind of de- 
fense  pos ture  t h e  Administration i s  l i k e l y  t o  adopt i n  t h e  F Y  '28 and 
subsequent budgets when they have f u l l  c o n t r o l  over  t h e  budget formu- 
l a t i o n  process.  I 
L i k e  a l l  budgets for government departments,  t h e  defense budget is  a 
massive document p a r t i c u l a r l y  when the  d e t a i l e d  "budget j u s t i f i c a t i o n  
books" are included t o  support  t h e  funds requested f o r  each important 
program category or " l i n e  i t e m . "  
i s  a year-round exercise by t h e  Department of Defense. 
o t h e r  government agencies ,  where a s u b s t a n t i a l  f r a c t i o n  of  t h e i r  ex- 
pendi ture  i s  made on an "ent i t lement"  b a s i s .  n o t  r equ i r ing  r egu la r  
Congressional appropr ia t ion ,  v i r t u a l l y  a l l  of t h e  funds expended by 
t h e  Department of Defense r e q u i r e  annual Congressional appropriat ion.  
Thus, there i s  a n  annual requirement f o r  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  of programs 
t h a t  con t r ibu te s  a massive pub l i ca t ion  of information on virkuall-y.. 
every a spec t  of t h e  annual Defense Department program. 
t h i r t y  volumes of testimony are published annual ly  by t h e  Senate and 
House Armed Serv ices  and Defense Appropriations subcommittees. 

A s  a consequence, budget formulation 
Unlike many 

More than  

. - . .  

THE CARTER DEFENSE OBJECTIVES 
I 

The Carter Administration has  expressed i t s  o b j e c t i v e s  f o r  defense i n  
genera l  t e r m s  t h a t  l eave  considerable  room f o r  specula t ion  about t h e i r  

NOTE: Nokhing w r i t t e n  here i s  t o  be construed as necessa r i ly  reflect- 
ing  t h e  views of The Heri tage Foundation or  as an  a t tempt  t o  a i d  o r  
h inder  t he .pas sage  of  any b i l l  before  Congress. 
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u l t ima te  i n t e n t i o n s .  Hence, t he  alisnment of  t h e i r  i n t e n t i o n s  wi th  
t h e i r  

1. 

2. 

3 .  

4 .  

a c t i o n s  i s  b e s t  c a l i b r a t e d  a g a i n s t  t h e i r  budgetary recommendations. 

A primary o b j e c t i v e  of  t h e  Administration as set f o r t h  i n  
t h e  inaygura'l address  of P res iden t  Carter i s  t o  e l imina te  
a l l  nuclear  weapons from the  e a r t h .  The expec ta t ions  of 
t h e  Administration do n o t  inc lude  t h e  not ion t h a t  t h e i r  
o b j e c t i v e  w i l l  be r e a l i z e d  f o r  many years ,  bu t  they wish 
t o  i n s u r e  t h a t  defense p o l i c i e s  are not  incompatible with 
t h i s  ob jec t ive .  

S . t ra teg ic  A r m s  L imi ta t ion  should be the  primary veh ic l e  f o r  
t h e  eliminatkon of a l l  nuclear  weapons. This impl ies  t h a t  
b i l a t e r a l  dea l ings  wi th  t h e  Sov ie t s  on t h i s  s u b j e c t  are 
t o  be t h e  p re fe r r ed  forum f o r  d i scuss ion  over m u l t i l a t e r a l  
groups, such as t h e  Consulative Committee on Disarmament 
i n  Geneva, or perhaps some new i n t e r n a t i o n a l  arms c o n t r o l  
body . 
Defense po l i cy  should be ad jus ted  t o  permit very l a r g e  
changes i n  nuclear  fo rces  i f  such a change can be nego- 
t i a t e d  with t h e  Sov ie t  Union." 

The Carter Administration seeks t o  diminish t h e  concern 
over  t h e  magnitude of  t h e  Sovie t  t h r e a t  repor ted  by t h e  
Ford Administration. Excessive focus on t h e  growing 
Sovie t  t h r e a t  l e a d s  t o  in t ense  p re s su res  f o r  more defense 
spending from t h e  Congress, a most unwelcome development 
from t h e  perspec t ive  of t h e  new Administration. The Con- 
gres s iona l  testimony of Secre ta ry  of Defense Brown on t h e  
s u b j e c t  of Sov ie t  c i v i l  defense provides  a use fu l  example 
of t h i s .  B r o w n  sought t o  r eas su re  t h e  Congress t h a t  he 
bel ieved t h a t  any improvements i n  t h e  Sovie t  c i v i l  de-:.: 
fense e f f o r t  could be m e t  by simply r e t a r g e t i n g  e x i s t i n g  
nuclear  weapons .aga ins t  t he  new s h e l t e r s  away f r o m  t h e i r  
o r i g i n a l  t a r g e t s .  This testimony has been given d e s p i t e  
s t u d i e s  i n  t h e  hands of t h e  Of f i ce  o f . t h e  Secre ta ry  of 
Defense t h a t  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  a t en fo ld  increase i n  t h e  num- 
ber  of nuc lear  weapons may be requi red  t o  s u s t a i n  t h e  
same l e v e l  of damage to  t h e  Soviet c i v i l i a n  populat ion 
and i n d u s k r i a l  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  as could have been done 
p r i o r  to  t h e  s t a r t  of t h e  Sovie t  c i v i l  defense program. 

*The C a r t e r  Administration has i n s t r u c t e d  t h e  Department of  Defense 
t o  conduct s t u d i e s  of t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  of  reducing 200-250 nuclear  
weapons, a l l  deployed on U.S. submarines. The study has been com- 
p l e t e d  with r e s u l t s  t h a t  have m e t  wi th  favor  i n  some q u a r t e r s  of t h e  
Carter Administration d e s p i t e  serious,  p r a c t i c a l  d i f f i c u l t i e s .  
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4 .  NATO's conventional defense should be improved substan- ' 

t i a l l y .  
t r i p  t o  t h e  major NATO c a p i t a l s  w a s  t o  emphasize t h i s  
po l i cy  ob jec t ive .  

Defense programs which may have an  impact on  Soviet-American 
a r m s  c o n t r o l s  w i l l  be slowed down or  terminated i f  t h e i r  
impact may complicate negot ia t ions .  

An important  motivat ion f o r  V i c e  P re s iden t  Mondale's 

5. 

The cha rac t e r  of  t h e  c u t s  proposed by t h e  C a r t e r  Administration tends 
t o  support  t h e i r  genera l  p o l i c y  preferences  except  for t h e  NATO ob- 
j e c t i v e ,  where , the reduct ions  proposed by t h e  U.S. may weaken t h e  a172 
l i a n c e  r a t h e r  than  s t rengthen  it. 

THE CARTER RECOMMENDATIONS 

The changes recommended i n  t h e  Ford budget by t h e  Carter Adminis t ra t ion 
are s m a l l  i n  comparison t o  t h e  total-defens 'e  expendi.fure, accounting for  
less than  a 3% reduct ion ,  $2.8 b i l l i o n ,  or  only  about one-half of t h e  
1976 e l e c t i o n  campaign proposal  of a $5-7 b i l l i o n  reduct ion.  
budget proposed Total Obl iga t iona l  Authori ty  (TOA) f o r  F Y  7 8  df  $123.15 
b i l l i o n .  This  f i g u r e  would be reduced by t h e  Carter Adminis t ra t ion 
to  $120.3 b i l l i o n .  

The Ford 

The proposed r educ t ions  f a l l  m o s t  heavi ly  on the' research and'development 
and 'procurement expendi ture ,  t h e  "hardware" accounts,  and minor re- 
duct ions  i n  t h e  ope ra t ion  and maintenance accounts,  or t h e  "readiness"  : 
accounts.* Thisemphasis suggests  t h e  symbolic cha rac t e r  of t h e  i n i t i a l  
reduct ions  made by t h e  Carter Administration; t h e  c u t s  focus more 
d i r e c t l y  on the:-image t h a t  i s  intended t o  be conveyed than reduct ion  
i n  U . S .  m i l i t a r y  c a p a b i l i t y  t h a t  would be t h e  subs t an t ive  r a t i o n a l e  
for  t h e  cu ts .  

A. S t r a t e g i c  Forces: These forces, both i n  research  and development . 
and procurement, are t h e  core o f  U S .  nuclear deterrent forces .  I t  i s  
i n  s t ra tegic , ,nuclear  f o r c e s  t h a t  t h e  r h e t o r i c  o f  t h e  Carter Administra- 

*f4o.st-military equipment i s  purchased through procurement a c c o u n t s .  
and i s  t h e  source of  t h e  m o s t  conten t ious  d i s p u t e s  about Euture U . S .  
defense pol icy.  Operations and Maintenance expendi tures  in f luence  
the  l e v e l  of readiness  of U.S. fo rces  for  w a r .  As O&M are  reduced, 
t r a i n i n g  and a l e r t  s t a t u s  are reduced. Thus, t h e  B-52 a i rc raf t  
ass igned to  t h e  S t r a t e g i c  A i r  Command are he ld  t o  an "aler t"  force 
of  less than  one-third of t h e  t o t a l  number of a i r c r a f t  a v a i l a b l e  
(i.e. those  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  immediate employment) because inadequate  
0&M funding i s  a v a i l a b l e  t o  keep a h igher  f r a c t i o n  of  t h e  fo rce  on 
alert .  
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t i o n  weighs most heavi ly ,  and the re fo re  it is  not  s u r p r i s i n g  t h a t  
these  forces .bear t he  l a r g e s t  burden of reduct ions.  Most important ly ,  
t h e  Carter Administration seeks t o  communicate to  the  Sovie t  Union 
i t s  good f a i t h  i n  nego t i a t ing  f o r  a reduct ion  i n  s t r a t e g i c  arms by 
(a) proposing t o  terminate  t h e  Minuteman I11 production l i n e ,  t he  only 
s t r a t e g i c  weapon s t i l l  i n  production i n  the  Western World i n  F i s c a l  
year 1 9 7 7 , ; a  dec i s ion  reversed i n  less than  t h r e e  months due t o  Con- 
g re s s iona l  pressure ,  and (b) proposing t o  slow down development of t h e  
intended replacement f o r  t h e  Minuteman 111, the  M i s s i l e - X  system (M-X) 
c u r r e n t l y  i n  R&D, a posture t h a t  i s  being sus ta ined .  

The proposed reduct ion  i n  t h e  U.S. ICBM program r e f l e c t s  t h e  re laxed  
view of t h e  Sovie t  s t r a t e g i c  nuclear t h r e a t  held by sen io r  o f f i c i a l s  
wi th in  the  Carter Administration. 
t h e  Congressional Committees reviewing t h e  FY'78 defense budget have 
supported the view t h a t  t h e r e  i s  l i t t l e  diplomatic  or m i l i t a r y  advan- 
tage f o r  t he  Sovie ts  t o  ga in  by t h e i r  massive s t r a t e g i c  nuclear 
weapons buildup; so the  d e t a i l s  of t he  buildup, or our response t o  it, 
is  n e i t h e r  important o r  t ime-sensi t ive.  

Administration witnesses  before  , 

S i m i l a r  responses may be found i n  o the r  areas a f f e c t i n g  s t r a t e g i c  
forces .  The needed overhaul of the  Polaris submarine system is  pro- 
posed by delaying t h e  requirement of overhaul ing.  them through a -lower 
r a t e - o f  use. 

The B-1 bomber i s  t o  be slowed down, reducing t h e  f i rs t  production 
run from e i g h t  to  f i v e  a i r c r a f t .  A s  wi th  t h e  land-based b a l l i s t i c  
m i s s i l e  f o rce ,  no sense of  time-urgency a f f e c t s  t h e  Carter A d m i n i -  
s t r a t i o n  budget planning. Even though t h e  growth i n  t h e  c a p a b i l i t y  
of Sovie t  s t r a t e g i c  nuclear  fo rces  endangers t h e  s u r v i v a l  of t h e  B-52 
force on t h e  ground. and t h e  modernization of t h e  Sovie t  a i r  defense 
system poses an ever- increasing danger t o  t h e  B-52 fo rce  when it ar- 
r i v e s  on t a r g e t ,  t he  dominant be I i e f  i n  t h e  Administration is t h a t  
numerically l a r g e  d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  s t r a t e g i c  fo rces  do no t  matter.* 

The budgetary reduct ions  implied by t h e  proposed cutbacks i n  s t r a t e g i c  
forces are less s i g n i f i c a n t  than t h e i r  symbolic value.  They express  
t h e  i n t e n t  of  t h e  Administration to  diminish t h e  emphasis on nuclear  
weapons as the  primary focus of na t iona l  s ecu r i ty .  The Adminis t ra t ion 's  
approach i s  novel i n  t h a t  t h i s  form of disarmament i s  u n i l a t e r a l ,  
r a t h e r  than negot ia ted as previously requi red  by earlier American 
p res iden t s .  There has not  been any e x p l i c i t  favorable  Sovie t  Leaction, 

*The Boeing B-52 w a s  designed i n  1948 and i n i t i a l l y  deployed i n  1954 
as a h igh -a l t i t ude  bomber. When Sovie t  a i r  defenses  made it necessary 
t o  f l y  a t  extremely l o w  a l t i t u d e s  to  avoid high a l t i t u d e  a i r  defense 
i n  t h e  la te  1950s, t h e  B-52 w a s  modified (B-52G/H) to  m e e t  t h i s  re- 
quirement. The very l a r g e  s i z e  of t h e  B-52 makes it v i s i b i l e  on 
modern r ada r s  so t h a t  it is  now vulnerable  i n  many areas, even when 
f l y i n g  a t  very low a l t i t u d e s ; .  hence t h e  need for  the  B-1 bomber. 
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even though t h i s  i n i t i a t i v e  i s  more f o r t h r i g h t  and s i g n i f i c a n t  than 
any previously undertaken. 

B.. .;>,General Purpose Forces: The Carter defense budget i s  ambiguous 
wi th  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  General Purposes Forces.  Although t h e  s ta tements  
of t h e  V i c e  P re s iden t  i n d i c a t e  a commitment of t h e  Administration to  
s t rengthen  t h e  U.S. pos ture  i n  NATO, most of t h e  c u t s  proposed would 
be c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  t h e  abandonment of a forward-based posture::.:by t h e  
U.S. i n  Europe. 

The budgetary emphasis on improved funding f o r  t h e  C i v i l  Reserve A i r  
F l e e t  (CFW?), t h e  modif icat ion o f  l a r g e  c i v i l i a n  a i r c r a f t  f o r  use as 
m i l i t a r y  t r a n s p o r t s  i n  t i m e  of emergency, r e i n f o r c e s  thez.of.ken expressed 
fears i n  Europe tha t  the  U.S. w i l l  withdraw i t s  fo rces  t o  the  cont i -  
nen ta l  United States.. and o f f e r  t o  br ing  them back only i n  t h e  event  
t h a t  w a r  breaks out .  This  would, i n  t h e  European view, weaken the  
U.S. commitment t o  Europe and s u b s t a n t i a l l y  reduce t h e  a b i l i t y  of t h e  
U.S. t o  con t r ibu te  t o  t h e  defense of Europe i n  t h e  c r u c i a l  e a r l y  days 
of a c o n f l i c t .  Such a delay may mean t h a t  U.S. power i s  never brought 
t0 bear i n  a European c o n f l i c t .  

The a c c e l e r a t i o n  of t h e  pre-financing of a i r c r a f t  s h e l t e r s  i n  Europe, 
t h e  reduct ion  i n  t h e  rate a t  which t h e  F-15 a i r  s u p e r i o r i t y  f i g h t e r  
i s  produced, t he  c u t s  i n  t h e  Hawk a n t i - a i r c r a f t  m i s s i l e  b a t t e r y  pro- 
curement, and t h e  reduct ions  i n  t h e  range-finder and computer pro- 
curement f o r  t h e  14-60 series tank a l l  are c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  a reduct ion 
i n  t h e  c a p a b i l i t y  of U.S. f o rces  t o  f i g h t  i n  Europe, no t  an improve- 
ment as Administration spokesmen have argued. Each of these  programs 
is., most urgent ly  requi red  i n  Europe i f  t h e  United States i s  t o  up- 
grade t h e  c a p a b i l i t y  of i t s  f o r c e s  t o  m e e t  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  of Sovie t  
forces i n  Europe f o r  s u r p r i s e  a t t ack .  * 

THE CARTER vs. FORD DEFENSE BUDGETS F O R  FY 78 

When one examines t h e  Carter defense budget versus  t h e  budget sub- 
m i t t e d  by h i s  predecessor , .  .one can:.discerri a s u b s t a n t i a l  .dff ' ference i n  
viewsabout the m i l i t a r y  pos ture  of the United States. The Ford budget, 
and i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  t h e  d e t a i l e d  support  provided f o r  it i n  t h e  Annual 
Defense Report of the  former Secre ta ry  of Defense Donald H. Rumsfeld, 
suggests  a grim view of t h e  p o t e n t i a l  c h a r a c t e r  of t h e  Sovie t  t h r e a t  
and t h e  p o t e n t i a l  r i s k s  being assumed by t h e  United S t a t e s  as our  

*The r e p o r t  of Senators  B a r t l e t t  and Nunn, "Nato, - .and - .-__ the __- N e w  - - Sovie t  
Threat,". published i n  t h e  Congressional Record on ganuary 25, 1977-,- 
co?&a&s dramatic evidence of t h e  improvement i n  Sovie t  c a p a b i l i t i e s  
s ince  1968. 
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m i l i t a r y  c a p a b i l i t i e s  are permit ted t o  erode through disinvestment.  
These documents r e f l e c t e d  a t t e n t i o n  to  the  fact  t h a t  un less  negot ia ted  
l i m i t s  t o  s t r a t e g i c  forces a t t enua ted  Sov ie t  growth, t h e i r  forces 
would pose a clear and d i r e c t  t h r e a t  t o  U.S. s t r a t e g i c  f o r c e s  by t h e  
e a r l y  t o  mid-1980s. 

By making only modest, no t  worst-case, assumptions about Sovie t  en- 
g ineer ing  c a p a b i l i t i e s ,  t h e  massive b a l l i s t i c  m i s s i l e  payload.advan- 
t age  i n  t h e  hands of t h e  Sovie t  Union'would convert  i n t o  a east advan- 
t age  i n  d e l i v e r a b l e  warheads. 
S t a t e s  i n  a f i r s t  s t r i k e . .  t o  t h e  po in t  where a U.S. r e t a l i a t o r y  s t r i k e  
p & a - r i l y  by submarine-launched b a l l i s t i c  m i s s i l e s  would cease being 
a- r a t i o n a l -  response.  
these t r ends  unless  t h e  d i s p a r i t i e s  become extremely l a rge .  

The Sovie ts  could disarm t h e  United 

The Carter defense budget i s  unconcerned by 

The C a r t e r  Administration employs a d i s t i n c t l y  d i f f e r e n t ,  ca l cu lus  
for  understanding nuclear  de te r rence .  From t h e  perspec t ive  of  t h e  
Carter Administration, de te r rence  can be miintained so long as some 
important f r a c t i o n  of Sovie t  urban a r e a s  can be success fu l ly  a t tacked  
by r e s i d u a l  (i.e.,  - those remaining a f t e r  any "p laus ib le"  Sovie t  first 
s t r i k e )  U.S. forces .  The Carter Administration does no t  hold t h e  
view imsl ied by t h e  Ford budget documents t h a t  t h e  Sovie t  Union may 
no t  share  our percept ion of  t h e  c o n s t i t u t i o n  of de te r rence ,  and, thus,  
may n o t  be d e t e r r e d  by t h e  same f a c t o r s  as w e  c u r r e n t l y  be l ieve .  

S imi la r ly ,  t h e  Carter Administration does not  share  t h e  Ford Admini- 
s t r a t i o n l s  sense of  urgency about t h e  buildup of Sovie t  fo rces  i n  
Europe (see back grounder^ .No?. 2 ) ~  ,The Ca r t e r  -Kdmini-stratio-n'-f i nds  
t h a t  t he  United S t a t e s  w a s  a b l e  t o  achieve l i t t l e  i n  t h e  way of diplo-  
m a t i c  advantage i n  t h e  yea r s  when w e  held a s u b s t a n t i a l  m i l i t a r y  ad- 
vantage and be l i eves the  Sov ie t s  w i l l  l e a r n  t h e  same lesson .  Thus, 
d e s p i t e  t h e  V i c e  P r e s i d e n t ' s  r h e t o r i c ,  t h e r e  i s  no press ing  need to  
upgrade our  m i l i t a r y  potencia1 i n  Europe.- The i n t e n t i o n  of t h e  Carter 
Administration i n  press ing- for  an -ear ly  conclti'sion of a comprehensive 
ban on a l l  nuclear  tests emphasizes t h e  poin t .  
t h e  Ford Administration t o  upgrade t h e  c a p a b i l i t y  of tact- ical  .nuclear 
fo rces  i n  Europe w i l l  have to  be withdrawn because t h e  weapons cannot 
be developed without addi t ional  -4  _- underground nuclear  t e s t i n g .  

I n  short ,  t h e  C a r t e r  defense budget rejects t h e  m o s t  important premise 
about t h e  character of the m i l i t a r y  threat f ac ing  the  United States, 
adopting i n s t e a d  a m i l i t a r y  pos ture  which reflects t h e  hope t h a t  
s o m e  e a r l y  agreement can be found t h a t  would e l imina te  t h e  need t o  
improve t h e  c a p a b i l i t y  of  U.S. fo rces  t o  t h e  p o i n t  where they would 
of fse t  the  increments added t o  Sovie t  m i l i t a r y  power s i n c e  the  la te  
1960s .  To da t e ,  t h e r e  i s  no evidence t h a t  such a pos ture  would be 
successfu l .  

Commitments made by 

Indeed, because t h e  Sovie t  Union's l eade r sh ip  does no t  share  t h e  world 
view of t h e  American leadersh ip ,  t h e r e  i s  a p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  t h e  c u t s  
i n  American defense c a p a b i l i t y  i n i t i a t e d  by t h e  C a r t e r  Administration 
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could be mis in t e rp re t ed  by t h e  Sovie t  Union as.- a lack of reso lve .  
Should the  Sov ie t  l eade r sh ip  assimilate such a perspec t ive ,  the  pros- 
.peetsZ fo r  increased  tens ion  and clashes of i n t e r e s t  w i t h  t h e  Sovie t  
U1iio.n become greater rather than less,  a r e s u l t  d i r e c t l y  opposed t o  
t h e  one sought by t h e  Carter defense pos ture  i n  the  f i r s t  place.  


