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'NOTE:

Unless otherwise indicated, all costs
in this report are in constant fiscal
year 1982 dollars, all cost estimates
represent budget authority, and all
years are fiscal years.

ii



PREFACE

Reflecting recent international developments and concerns
about the capability of U.S. forces, the Congress provided a
substantial real increase in defense budget authority for fiscal
year 198l1. The President's budget request for fiscal year 1982
proposes further real increases. As the Congress considers
appropriate levels of defense spending for fiscal year 1982 and
beyond, one of its key concerns will be allocating any further
increases among competing defense requirements.

This defense debate will probably revolve around four key
issues:

0 Are improvements needed for U.S. strategic forces?

0 Are improvements needed for conventional forces, partic-
ularly to enhance "readiness”?

o How should resources be allocated between conventional
forces supporting NATO and those required for operations
outside Europe?

o What are the prospects for maintaining a high-quality
all-volunteer force?

Undertaken at the request of the House Budget Committee, this
report reviews a selection of program alternatives that illustrate
how different approaches to addressing these four issues would
affect defense budgets for fiscal years 1982-1986. 1Its point of
departure is the CBO "baseline” projection of the defense budget,
which derives from Congressional action on the President's budget
submission for fiscal year 198l. A subsequent paper will evaluate
the Defense Department's budget request for fiscal year 1982 in
light of the findings of this report. In keeping with CBO's
mandate to provide objective and nonpartisan analysis, this report
offers no recommendations.

Dov S. Zakheim directed preparation of the report, under the
general supervision of David S.C. Chu and Robert F. Hale.
The following members of the National Security and International
Affairs Division of CBO contributed to the study: Rich Davison,
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John Enns, John Hamre, Pat Hillier, Marshall Hoyler, Dan Huck,
Lorin Kusmin, Jennifer Hinman, Eileen Maguire, Joel Slackman, Nora
Slatkin, Michael Sullivan, Nancy Swope, and Peter Tarpgaard.
Edward Swoboda, Mick Miller, Alice Hughey, and Tom Phillips, of
CBO's Budget Analysis Division, provided the defense baseline and
participated in developing cost estimates, under the supervision
of Patrick Renehan. Valuable assistance was aiso provided by
Patricia Johnston, who edited the manuscript, and Pierce Johnson,
both of CBO; and by Lawrence Korb, of the American Enterprise
Institute for Public Policy Research; John Steinbruner, of the
Brookings Institution; and Leonard Sullivan, Jr. (Responsibility
for the report rests solely with CBO, however, and not with any
outside reviewers.) Nancy Brooks, Jean Haggis, and Janet Stafford
prepared the report for publication; the graphics were drafted by
Andrew Hemstreet and his colleagues at Art Services, Inc.

Alice M. Rivlin
Director

January 1981
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SUMMARY

Congressional debates over the fiscal year 1982 defense
budget are likely to differ markedly from those of the 1970s.
Since a consensus now exists to increase defense spending, the
critical question this year will be:  How should the spending in-
creases be allocated?

The Congress will probably focus on four major areas:
o What can be done to improve U.S. strategic capabilities?

o Are improvements in general purpose forces also needed—
particularly to enhance "readiness"?

o Should general purpose force improvements be directed
primarily toward the European theater, or should non<=NATO
requirements be given higher priority?

o Will the United States succeed in maintaining a high-
quality, all-volunteer force?

This report reviews a selected group of issues that 1illus-
trate how different approaches to resolving these four concerns
would affect defense budgets over the next five years. The point
of departure is CBO's "baseline” projection of the defense budget
for fiscal years 1982-1986. The baseline includes all programs
approved by the Congress for fiscal year 1981, and assumes that
they are carried out according to the five—year schedules present-
ed to the Congress by the Department of Defense (DoD). The
baseline would require budget authority of $196 billion in 1982
for all defense programs. Budget authority would grow from 2.2
percent to 3.2 percent a year through 1984 (see Summary Table 1).
(Except as noted, all costs in this report are budget authority in
fiscal year 1982 dollars.)

The report reaches the following broad conclusions concerning
U.S. defense forces.

Strategic Nuclear Forces. The Congress has initially funded
a number of strategic force improvements, but most of them would
not enhance strategic posture until the late 1980s or beyond.
Despite concern over near-term strategic capabilities, very few
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