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PREFACE

Each year since the early 1960s the Defense budget request has
been acconpanied by the annual report of the Secretary of Defense,
comonly known as the "Posture Statenent." This report is the single
most conprehensive presentation of the Defense budget and its rationale.
In preparation for CBO's analysis of this year's Cefense budget, it
seened useful to go back through the last ‘several years of Defense De-
Part_nent annual reports and to try to extract the comon threads re-
ating foreign policies to defense budgets. It was hoped that this
would put the fiscal year 1977 presentation in clearer perspective.

Thi s paggr shoul d be useful to those who must read and interpret
the Defense Departnment Posture Statements in the course of making de-
cisions on the budget.

The paper was prepared by Dr. Sheila K Fifer of the National
Security and International Affairs Division of CBO _ The author wi shes
t]p aé%(lanovw edge helpful suggestions fromM. Robert E Schafer, also
0
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SUMVARY

~ The Departnent of Defense annual report conventionally opens with
a discussion of the "international setting." This section is the
foundation of the Pentagon's justification for its budget expenditures:
the defense budget is advocated as necessar%/ and appropriate to the US
position in the world comunity and the defense posture is presented
as flowing fromthis assessnent of security threats and opportunities
facing US policy. The linkage between this international assessnent
and the reconmended defense posture is not an automatic prescription,
but a series of interpretations and judgnents which attenpt to support
the budget proposal.

A conparison of reports witten during the 1970s--the presentations
of Secretaries Laird, Richardson, Schlesinger, and Rumsfeld--demonstrates
that factors such as detente, peace, and alliance systens have hbeen
variously mteri)reteql as requiring reduced or expanded defense spending
with Tittle explanation of the changed international conditions or the
changed assessnents which |ie behind such reversals. The fiscal year
1977 report professes to make the Tinkages nore explicit. This year's
statenent essentially, however, continues the Schlesinger interpre-
tations with more description, but Tittle nore explanation, The annual
report still provides only the bare outlines of the reasoning by which
a reconmended defense posture is held appropriate to prevailing inter-
national conditions; Congress is still asked to approve these policy
judgnents largely on the basis of their conclusions alone.
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VARYI' NG RATI ONALES

\hile the posture statements' discussions of the international
setting are often quite detailed, particularly when a posture change
IS requested, they tend to be Tinked only on the nost general 1level
to the recomended military posture. A perception of increasing world
stability is associated with a reduced need for mlitary expenditures,
while instability of established relations is seen as requiring nore
military resources. Beyond this, there is Tittle effort to link inter-
national conditions to specific force requirements. Neither changed
international conditions nor changed assessments of their inpact upon
security policy are explicated. Secretaries' reassessed goals for
security policy and changing perceptions of international conditions
are conmmunicated to Congress only as unexplained inconsistencies among
the budget statenents. ~This nay be, in part, because each new Secre-
tary nust deal with the force Tevel inherited from his predecessor,
while at the sane time justifying adjustments toward his own prescribed
posture. Nonetheless, the result is that the |inkage between the as-
sessments of varying international conditions and the direction of
security policy 1s not clearly denonstrated in these reports to Congress.

~In recent posture statenents the discussion of the international
environment has varied froma brief description to a detailed catal ogue
of political conditions inpinging on military policy. Reports such as
Secretary Richardson's fiscal Yyear 1974 statement--which asked for no
mejor revisions in defense funding or strategy-- provide only a brief
sumary of political circumstances Which mght affect defense needs.
Richardson described a “stable international situation," citing SALT
progress, inproved Chinese relations and withdrawals fromVietnam to
conclude that there was no political pressure for revising the defense
strategy.! International rationales are far more lengthy, however, in
recent proposals which argue for a change of posture: tﬁle fiscal
year 1971 Laird report, wnich recormended a $5.2 billion cut in defense
total obligational authority (TCQN; the fiscal year 1975 Schlesinger
report, which asked for a $5.5 billion increase in TOA' and the fiscal
ear 1977 Runsfeld report, which requests an $8 billion increase in TOA

| e these reports all enphasize the factors of detente, peace, arns
control and alliance, they interpret themas representing quite dif-
ferent defense requirements.

1. Annual Defense Department Report for Fiscal Year 1974, April 1973,
pp. 20-31.
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The Laird Reports:  Peacetine Dividends

In fiscal year 1971 Secretary Laird declared a "peace djvi dend"
and reconmended the largest reduction since the Korean war.2 This was
also the first defense budget fully prepared.b}/ the Nixon Adm nistration.
It was offered as a mititary posture appropriate to the Nixon foreign
policy of "partnership, strength, and negotiation." In this and two
subsequent annual reports, Laird argued that a "new internatjonal era"
would require less mlitary resources. The predom nant conditions of
the new era were:

-- Wthdrawal fromVietnamand greater "self-reliance"
on the part of other allies.

—More cooperative relations with the Soviet Union
and the People's Republic of China.

Together, these conditions were interpreted as permtting the United
States to |imt its conventional and strategic forces. The United States
coul d expect to face less active demands upon itS conventional forces

to support allies and less strategic threat fromthe Communist world
whi ch was beconing nore accessible and nore divided. Laird, therefore,
moved in fiscal years 1971-72 to reduce the force levels built up by
McNamara and nmoved toward reduced real defense spending.

In fiscal year 1971, the primary enphasis and area of greatest
budget cut was the reduction of conventional force requirenents as a
result of the Vietnamese withdrawal. The Nixon Doctrine of supporti n([]
allies through mlitary aid rather than direct intervention was said fo
ensure that conventional forces woul d not again be needed in such num
bers to support other Third World allies. This policy was seen as not
onIY a guarantee agal nst future vietnams, but also as'a potential source
of turther dividends: "As our increased enphasis on partnership con-
tinues, reductions in US general purpose forces beyond those resulting
from Vietnam zation may becone possible."3

Laird presented the Nixon Doctrine and its implication for US
security policies as the cul mnation of a trend begun in the late 1960s.
Conpared with Secretary McNamara's |ast annual report of fiscal year
1968, however, there appeared to be a S|gn|f|cant shift of interpre-
tations. Secretary MNamara also treated the alliance Systemas a major
factor in the international setting of defense policy. Wth the United
States still deeply invoived in Vietnam he enphasized the need for

2. /ingéjal Def ense Departnent Report for Fiscal Year 1971, February 1970,
pp.  1-ZU.

3. Ibid.,p. 11.
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the United States to maintain its conventional force strength in order
to support allies such as Turkey, South Korea, and the Philippines.

Laird reversed the interpretation of the alliance system's inpact on

US defense requirements; he stressed the degree to which allies "with
the appropriate military and econom ¢ assistance" could shoul der the
defense burden themselves.4 As a result of the "increased self-reliance"--
which neant more Military Assistance Programs and credit sales--these
allies woul d becone junior partners rather than dependents.5 The impli-
cation was that these strengthened allies could not only bear more of
their own defense requirements, but could al so make a greater contri-
bution to the "common defense” and the overall security of the United
States world position. They were now Seen as security assets rather than
Tiabilities.

~Laird also suggested that the second aspect of this new era, closer
ties with the USSR and China, would make conflict in less devel oped
countries less likely. He assumed that the USSR and China would now be
more hesitant to support insurgencies in these regions. Although not
stated, the presunption appeared to be also that what conflicts did occur
woul d remain local, hoth in range and inportance, and, therefore, |ess
significant in calculating US defense requirements. The policy shift
woul d seemto be fromcontaining Communi smto containing local conflicts;
| f East-\est involvement in such conflicts could be avorded, active US.
military involvement would presumably not be necessary. Laird concluded
that the United States could now make contingency plans for one najor

and one minor war: "W will maintain in peacetime Ceneral Purpose Forces
that are adequate for simultaneously meeting a major Communist attack

in either Europe or Asia, assisting allies to cope with non-Chinese threats
in Asia, and in addition neeting a contingency elsewhere."6 This was a
reduction fromthe previous standard of two-and-a-half wars, but since
Laird asserted that previous forces were not actually adequate to neet
two-and-a-half wars, it was unclear if this represented a force reduction
or a reassessment.

The theme of increased cooperation with the Soviet Union and the
consequences of the strategic requirements was further developed in
the fiscal years 1972 and 1973 reports. The enphasis in these years
shifted to negotiation, particularly arms control. SALT was anti ci pat ed
as a means of hoth reducing the Tikelihood of strategic nuclear war and
preserving US strategic "sufficiency" without continual investnent in
new weapons systems. In fiscal year 1972, Laird discussed the possibility
that increased Soviet strategic ‘advancement would require increased US.
programs, but the focus was stil1 upon the dividends of negotiations.

Ibid., p. 10
[hid.
i d.
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By fiscal year 1973, however, nore stress was placed upon the need to
enter negot’iations froma position of strength, to respond to Soviet

p_ro%rans_thh countermeasures, and to retain the capacity to keep ﬁace
with Soviet advances. The decision to accelerate devel opment of the

undersea long-range m ssile was, for exanple, justified on the grounds
that Mscow was expanding its strategic submarine force. Beyond such
i ndividual weapons systems, however, there was no general explanation
for the overall stratégic build-up required after SALT I.

Both points of the Laird world-view--Tess mlitary involvement in
| ess developed areas and nore East-\est cooperation--relied upon his
assunption that the United States is dealing with an essentially stable
international commnity. The term "continuity" was used rqpeatedlf]/ in
these reports. They depicted an international environnent in whic
long-term policies, such as rapproachement With the Soviet Union and
China, could be pursued on their own nerits, w thout outside disruptions.
In U.S.-Soviet relations, in fact, it woul d seem t hat stability was
also an incentjve for detente: the US and USSR as dom nant powers,
shared mutual interests in preserving the existing political and strategic
bal ance. The Laird reports argued that in such a stable international
environment, successful foreign policies could supplant the need for a
continually expanding mlitary capability.

The Schlesinger Reports: Peacetime Expenses

In the fiscal years 1975 and 1976 budget statements, peace and
detente were still enphasized as the predomnant elements in US foreign
policy. Secretary Schlesinger, however, recomended abandonment of
the Laird "mnimnt' budgets and initiated a reversal of the trend toward
reduced defense spending.  Schlesinger focused on the need for upgraded
conventional forces and nore nuclear insurance. H's justification
rested on two najor points:

- Detente, rather than reducing the need for
military resources, required US military
equivalence With the Soviet Union.

Increasing Soviet defense investments woul d
gi ve Mscow hoth a strategic and a political
advantage over the United States, unless

|S. capabilities were advanced at an off-
setting rate.

Where Laird had argued that successful foreign policy could reduce
dependence on military instruments, Schlesinger two years |ater main-
tained that political instruments depend for their success on adequate
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military strength. Schlesinger's criterion of adequacy was "equival ence"
with the Soviet Union: "While we pursue negotiations in furtherance
of detente . . . we must maintain worldw de equilibrium.”7 Detente
depended on political equilibrium, and political equilibriumdepended
on mlitary equivalence. This standard was applied to actual and psy-
chological advantages, to short-termand long-term postures, and to
strategic and conventional resources. Far nore than his predecessors,
Schlesinger enphasized the psychology of mlitary power. He argued that
the United States nust not only have overall parity with Soviet capa-
bilities, but nust also be perceived by Mscow and other powers as pos-
sessing at |east equivalent capabilities--since the perception was the
grlnary deterrent. To a far greater de?ree than other Secretaries,
chlesinger also keyed his international argunments to the long-term
perspective. He based his equivalency argument not only on existing
U.S.-USSR capabilities, but also on their future relative balance. while
US military investnents had declined from 1968-73, he argued, Mbscow
had steadily expanded its military resources. |f Soviet expenditures
continued to grow at a real rate of growh of 2-3 percent, the United
States nust reverse its constrictive trend and attain real increases
whi ch woul d offset the Soviet growth

~ Equilibrium and psychological environnent were the inperatives on
whi ch Schlesinger based his argunents for increased spending on strategic
forces. In fiscal year 1975 he called for inproving the Mnuteman |and-
based missile. In fiscal year 1976 the Vliadivostok agreement was treated
not as reducing US strategic needs, but as defining a maxi mumto which
the United States nust be preggred to build if the Soviets continued to
expand their capabilities. Both measures were justified as necessary
for equilibriumand as a signal of US determnation to maintain parity.
Thus, the arns negotiations anticipated by Laird had not produced a
di vidend of reduced strategic requirements, but new necessities for en-
|arged strategic capabilities.

The standards of equilibrium and psychological environnent al so
supported the argunents for strengthened conventional forces. Equival ency
was necessary not only in nuclear strategy, but in all 7levels and in all
| mpor t ant ?eograph|c regions. Stren%thened conventional forces in Europe
in particular were seen as necessary to raise the nuclear threshold and
make the deterrent nore credible: ~"Deterrence will be strongly reinforced
if there is a balance of conventional as well as of nuclear forces."8
The Nixon Doctrine, although not revoked, was deemphasized: allies
were once again interpreted primarily as dependents. US conventional
forces were needed around the globe as a visible presence in allied

Annual Defense Department Report for Fiscal Year 1975, March 1974,

7
p. 2
8. Ibid., p. 7.



6

states and as psychol ogi cal assurance of US support. Schlesinger also
cited US global economc ties as further evidence that the United States
nust be prepared to protect its interests with mititary force. The pos-
ture statements did not, however, define either the nature of these in-
terests or the role mlitary power mght play in protecting them--this
despite mounting counterargunents that military force has decreasing
utility as US foreign interests become increasingly economc. The
question of how many conventional conflicts the United States should be
prepared to face was also left undefined. Gven "so many potential
sources of conflict," the conclusion was only that current resources are
1nadequate.9

Schlesinger directly countered Laird's description of a "new
international era" and a nore stable international community. Schlesinger
argued that "despite detente . . . the need for steadfastness is no less
great than it was a decade ago."10 He described an international comu-
nity subject to abrupt change and had 1ittle confidence that inproved
relations With the Soviets or the Chinese would have a by-product of Tess
conflict or confrontation in the Third Worid. The 1973 Mddle East Vér
was seen as a .prototS)[/pe of the continuing potential for violent conflict
between the United States and Soviet allies. As evidence that the "world
remins a turbulent place," he cited not only the Middle East, al onP
with Cyprus and Central Europe, but also "mlitary confrontations along
the Sino-Soviet borders."11 This was the same Sino-Soviet confrontation
which Laird had seen as evidence that the United States would not have to
face two ngjor wars simultaneously and could, therefore, reduce the nunber
of contingencies for which its general purpose forces were planned.

The Rumsfeld Report: More Peacetine Expenses

The fiscal year 1977 report mekes only a few mnor adjustnents in
the Schlesinger world-view, while adopting whole the Schlesinger rationales
for real growh in defense resources. The setting for increased defense
spending I's depicted again as an unstable world, a comunity of "antago-
nistic powers” and "vulnerable allies." The Soviet Union and its expanding
mlitary capabilities are once nore the nost inportant aspect of the in-
ternational setting for establishing US defense requirenents. Al though
Schlesinger's key term "equivalency” is not used as frequently (this re-
port refers instead to a "credible and responsive posture"), it remains
the central concept for justifying US requirenents. Soviet strategic

9. Annual Defense Department Report for Fiscal Years 1976 and 197T,
February 1975, p. I-10.

10. Ibid., p. I-4.
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investment and real ?rovwh necessitate US expansion at an offsetting
rate. Laird's predicted arms-negotiations dividends remin in the future;
SALT and Mutual and Balanced ForCe Reductions (MBFR) must continue to

be supported by maintained or expanded capabitities. Although Runsfeld
gives sonewhat " less enphasis than.Sch1es1'ngber to the psychol ogical and
perceptual aspects, hi's prescriptions for US security are the sane.

|f there is any adjustment in the military/political equation, it is on
the political "side in an unacknowledged reemphasis on the meaning of
detente. Detente, which had been equated with novenent toward a nore
deeﬁly cooperative relationship, is now defined as an approach to relations
wWth nations who "we are not, sure we can trust" _and "have great military
power and have shown an inclination to use it."12

_ The defense requirenents generated by US allies and re’g] onal
commtnents also remain constant despite any major foreign policy ad-
justments. Allies are again interpreted as primarily 1iabilities Which
the United Sates must have the capabilities to assist. These capa-
bilities include increased mobility forces and maintained overseas forces.
Tangible US military presence in ngjor allied countries is still neces-
sary both to "conplement” their resources and to cenent diplomatic re-
|ations. Security assistance, which is for the first time discussed in
its own subsection, is simlarly justified as strengthening allies and
their ties to the United States.” Although Rumsfeld provides a nore
detailed region-by-region treatnent of US commtnents, these passa?es
are largely descriptive and sti11 do not provide any clear |inkage o
political conditions and military requirements. Policy (oalS are no nore
specific than "a mature relationship" With Latin Anerican states and a
"ust political settlement of the Arab-Israeli conflict" and sti11 el ude
translation into mlitary needs.13 In reviewng Pacific/Asian contin-
gency requirements, Soviet-Chinese tensions--which |imted defense re-
%wrenents for Laird and expanded them for Schiesinger--indicate for
unsfeld that no change is necessary because "we have already extracted
the maxi mumamount of “prudent savirngs fromthe Sino-Soviet split."14

This is apparently also the reason that the Ford Pacific doctrine can

be served by essentially the same military posture which supported Nixon's
Pacific policy.

12.9 Annual Defense Department Report for Fiscal Year 1977, January 1975,
.

13, Ibid., p. 13
14, Ibid., p. 11.
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CONCLUSI ON: | NCOMPLETE LI NKAGES

Each proposed defense posture is a product of both objective
international conditions and subjective interpretations of security
requirements. The substantial revisions in US defense spending over
the past seven years have resulted from both altered international
conditions and reassessed official interpretations. Yet these political
developments and reassessnents are at best inconpletely acknow ed?ed
and linked to defense requirements in the last seven annual reports.
Despite the faltering of detente and SALT negotiations, despite the
Mddle East War and a strained Atlantic relationship, these posture
statenents continue to depict an international Setting which is
characterized by an essentially unchanged configuration of peace,
detente, and al'liance systens. These Same elenents are used like
unvarying stage props to support quite distinct mlitary postures.

Yet, ftheir inport is quite distinct in the Secretaries' contrasting
assessments and recommendations. Laird saw peace, detente, and the
alliance system as reducing the pressures for expanding militar
strength; Schlesinger and now Runsfeld see them--particularly detente--
as dependi nq on military Strength. Laird enphasized the "dividends"
of successful foreign policy, While Schlesinger and Rumsfeld focus

on those same policies' reliance on mlitary “equivalence." Neither
argunent IS S0 nuch “/gsht or wong as it is a mitter of interpretation
and policy judgment. such, it is a subject for Congressional ap-
Pra| sal and oversight. Congress nust determne the nature of hoth
he assunptions concerning the international setting and their impli-
cations for defense requirements. These arguments and explanations
as conventionally presented to Congress do not, however, provide an
adequate basis to make those determnations.
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