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The Determination of the United States Military Force Posture:

Political Processes and Policy Changes

Harold X. Jacobson*

The University of Michigan

‘How doesnﬁhe United Stateé determine its military force posture?‘
How does it decide to chénge its force posture? Are changes in the
U.S. force postufe primarily determined in response, in some rough
measure, to U.S. perceptions of the strength and iutentions of
U.s. adversaries? Or are they primarily the result of domestic
factors; partisan and bureaucratic processes and struggles and

atcempts to manage the economy?

. The Focus of the Study and Preceding Scheolarship

This study analyzes how the United States military force posture
has been "determined in the perliod since the end of World War II.
It seeks to understand how the United States és a large and complex
polity, existing within the framework of the contemporary nation—-state
system, determined the level and type of military forces that it would
have. It is particularly coucerned with explaining changes in the
U.S. force posture. Its purpose is to understand the process, not to
jﬁétify or criticize the outcome of this process. Whateve; one may
feel about the wisdom of the outcomé, understanding the process thaé
produced it 1s an essentlal step to undertakiﬁg efforts either to

modify or to perpetuate the outcome.



In his careful, thorough, and balanced analysis, The Common

Defenﬁe: Strategic Programs in National Politics, first published in

1961, Samuel P. Huntington sho#ed that many factors entered into the
determination of the U.S5. military force posture in the period from Ehe
end of World War II to 1960: perceptions of the magnitude and
lmmediacy of the dangers that the U.S., faced; understandings about the
posaibilities offered by current and prospective technology; estimates
of the impact of militarj spending_on the immediate and long-run health
of the U.S. economy; and political proceéses, including leadership and
partisan and bureaucratic momentum and conflicts. Although
Huntington”s analysis devoted some attention to public attitudes and
.thelir imﬁact, it concentrated primarily ou the actions of the president
and the executive departments and offices on the one hand and of
congress on the other and on the interactions betweéﬂ these fwo.
branches of the U.5. national government.

Sinceé the publication of Huﬁtington's book, there have been many
scholarly analyses of the determination of the U.S. military force
posture or aspects of Llt. Many of these have sought to answer with.
quantitative precision the questions that he raised. Others have
sought to develop general explanations of the process in the form of
semi-abstract models. Some have continuved his tracing of the evolution
of U.5. strateglec doctrine and have advanced general explanatioms for
this evolution. Hardly any have sought to broaden the focus of
analysis beyond Huntington”s primary coucentration on the personnel of
the national government in Washingtoq and glve greater attention to
other compgnents of the American political system, suéh as the mass
media and publiec opinion.

Considerable scholarly effort has been devoted to attempts to



guage precisely the extent to which there has been an Iinteraction
between the determination of the United States force posture and
the determination of the Soviet force posture {For a comprehensive and
convenient summary of this work see Russett: 1983). Much effort has
also been devoted to detailed examinations of particular sets of
decisiqﬁs of the national goverument (e.g. Ball: 1980) or of the role
_ of selected participants in general classes of decisions (e.g. Kanter:
1975). 1In additiomn, substantial effort has been devoted to developing
generai mathematicél mgdels that attempt t; explain the level of'éhe
U.S. military budget (e.g. Mowery, Kamlet, and Crecine: 1980;
" Ostrun: 1978; and Padgett: 1980). Less'put still significant effort
ﬁas been devéted to analysis of the evolution of U.S. strategic
doctrine; (e.g. Gaddis: 1982) one can assume that there has been an
important relationship between strategic doct;ine and force posture.
These studies have made useful contributions to knowledge about
the determination of the United'States military force posture. Taken
as supplements to Huntington”s analysis, they are valuable. ?aken |
alone, however, they may appear —-— perhaps unintentionally-- to have
reached conclusions at variance with Huntington”s. Unlike Huntington’s
book, moaf of these studies have concentrated on one or a few aépects
of the process rather than on 1its entirety. Their partial explanations
have sometimes been taken for comprehensife ones. Some studies,
striving for precision and streséing quantitative analytical
techniques, have produc;d anomalous results that ignore some of
Huﬁtington‘s stronglf documented conclusions. Whatever the
explanation, In contrast to Runtington’s multifacet;d and balanced
explanation, the more recent studies could appear to have coﬂcluded

that domestic factors -— principally phrtisan struggles, organizacional



momentum, bureaucratic politics, and the efforts of the national
government to manage the economy —— have.been the dominant determinants
of the U.S. force posture and that Soviet policies and military efforts
have had little impact in determining the level and type of wmilitary
forces that the United States has had.

This study draws from recent scholarship, but utilizes
Huntington®s comprehensive analytical framework and attempts to build
on his multifaceted and balanced explanation. It seeks and stresses
the precision Sf numerical analyses and uses statistical méaéurés to
.test the strength or lack of strength of assoclatlons among various
factors. It returns to Huntington”s broad focus on U.S. political
processes and goes farther by giving greater attention to components
beyond the personnel of the national government im Washington. It
asseses the impact of Soviet policles and military strength, not by
measuring the relationship between changes in the military budgets of
the twe countries, but -- as Huntington did —— by assuming that the
impact of Soviet‘policies and chenges in Soviet force levels on the

U.S. force posture has been conditioned by the filter of U.S. political

processes.

The Evolution of The U.S5. Military Force bosture, 1946 - 1984

Having a clear picture of the evolution of the U.S. Military
Force Posture in the period from 1946 to 1984 1s an easential
‘prerequisite for examining the changes that have occurred. Thus the
first step in the analysis is to describe this evolut;on in broad
terms.

Annual Total Obligational Authority (TOA) of the Department of

Defense (DOD) provides a convenient single measure of the overall level



of funds available for U.S. milicary forces. 1t is'no: a perfect
measure because, even after taking inflatiom into account,-the costs of
personnel and equipment h;ve increasad over the-years due to policy
decisions setting pay levels at those of comparable civilian jobs and
technological advances that have made possible the development of. more
complex and more expensive weapon systems. Because of these cost
incfeases the number of people and the quantity of equipment that could
be purchased with a giveﬁ amount of- budgetary authority expressed in
counstant doiiars has declined. Neverthéless, TﬁA is a convenient
measure for roughly assessing broad trends.

Figure 1 shows the TOA of the Department of Defenmse for Fiscal
Years (FYs) 1946 through 1984 ia both current and coustant 1984
dollars. {1} The current.&ollar line gives the impression that DOD"s
TOA started to Increase in FY 1950 and continued to increase virtually
without interruption through FY 1984. If the effects of inflation are
taken into-acc0unt, the picture is considerably different. The
constant dellar line is one of peaks and valleys. 1t shows a sharp
decline in the TOA in the years immediately after-World War II,
significant increases aﬁd declines during the years of the
}.S5. involvement In and disengaéement from the Korean and Vietnam wars,
and finally a significant ifncrease that gtarted in FY 1981. There are
also minor increases starting in FY 1955, FY 1961, aad FY 1976. 1In
coustant dollars, only in the 1980s did the Department of Defense”s TOA
come near the peak of FY 1946 when tée country was demobilizing after

World War II and that attained in FY 1952 during the Rorean War.



Figure 1 About Here

Several important conclusious can be drawn simply from the data
presented in Figure 1. Firét, except for the U.S. military buildup
that started in FY 1981, the explanation for sharp changes in level of
U.s. ;ilitary forces Iin the period from 1946 to 1984 has clearly been'
involvement in and disengagement from wars. Secound, §he United States
did make an adjustment in the.l;vel of 4its military farces, which
Huntington described, as a consequence of the policles that it.adOpted
at the outset of the Cold War: the decislons that put the U.S5. on a
course of attempting to contain the Soviet Union through military
‘deterrence and the dqciéions that resulted in the incorporation o£
nuclear weapons Into the United States arsenal. This can be seen in
the significant difference in the level of military forces that the
United States malntained before and after the Korean War. Compare the
levels of TOA in the late 1940s with those in the mid-1950s. Third,
after this adjustment was made, with the exception of the years of the
Vietnam ﬁar, the level of funds available for U.S. military forces was
relatively constant until the military buildup of the 1980s began. ‘

Another perspective on United States decisions about the level of
funds that would be available-for its military forces can be gained by
examining the relatlionship of Deggrrment of Defense”s expenditures to
the total expenditures of the federal government, total public spending
(i.e. federal, state, and local), and the U.S. gross national product
(GNP). Figure 2 shows theée relationships. [2] It is striking that
after the peak that occurred during the Korean War, DOD expenditures

declined steadily as a proportion of all three aggregates until the
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19805 with only a brief and slight interruption during the Vietnam War.
In FY 1946 DOD spending constituted almost 20 percent of the U.S. GNP,
during the Korean War it rose again to 12 perceat, by FY 1979 it had
fallen to less than 5 percent. Even the military buildup of the 1980s
did not bring DOD expenditures as a proportion of U.S. GNP to the

levels that existed in the period between the Korean and Vietnam wars.

Figure 2 About Here

In the years since Worl& War II public expenditures oun soclal
welfare have increased substantially, especlally starting in the
mid-1960s and continuing through the 1970s. Total governmental
expenditures (federal, state, and local) as a proportion of GNP,
however, have risen only slightly. In 1960 government purchases of
goods and services constituted 19.8 percent of the U.S. gross national
product. [3] 1In 1980 they were only 20.4 percent of the U.S. GNP, even
though during this 20 year period the non-military purchases of the
federal government had increased more than 7 times. The expansion of
U.5. soclal welfare expendftures during the 1960s and-197bs was
financed primarily gy reducing the relative proportion of the-
expenditures of the federal govermment devoted to military purposes
rathér than by Increasing taxes.

The actual U.S. military force posture, as opposed to a summary
indicator of this posture, consists of military persounel and
equipment. The Total Obligational Authority of the Department of
Defense, however, determines the number of perscunel that can be
supported and the amount of equipment that can be purchased and

maintained; thus the actual force posture 1s a function of TOA.
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Consequently, the evolutioun of the U.S. military force posture reflects
the budgetary trends discussed above.

Numbers of military perscanel, tanks, combat aircraft, and naval
combat ships inﬁgeased during-the early stages and decreased during the
later stages of thé Korean and Vietnam Wars. As the Vietnam War wound
dowm, these numbers dropped below those maintained before the United
States became extensively involved in Vietnam and decreased further
until the process began to be reversed -in FY 1980 and FY
19611‘[4] There hasAbeen,'hobever; a-;ertéin stability in the number
of Army and Marine Corps divisions that the United States maintained.
The United_States had 19 divisicns prior to the Vietnam War, reduced
ghis number to 1S in FY 1972, increased it to 16 the following Fiscal
Year, and raiséd it again to 19 iu'FY 1977, where it remained
throughout thé period.under consideration.

Trends with respect to strategic delivery vehicles and warheads
are quite different frow the treunds with regpect to the other aspects
of the U.5. military force posfure that have been @escribed_in the
preceding paragraphs. The United States built up the number of
strateglic delivery vehlcles in its inventory until it reached a peak of
2,350 in Fiscal Year 1965. By Fiscal Year 1971 the number fell below
2,000, and it has slowly declined since then, dropping below 1,900 in
FY 1984. The number of warheads, on the other hand, rose slowly until
FY 1972, and then, as a consequence of the introduction of multiple
independéntly-targeted reentry vehicles (MIRYS), it jumped from 2,340
to f,976 in FY 1977. It has remalned above 7,000 since then.

Examining how the Department of Defense”s Total Obligational
Authority has been allocated can usefully supplement the description

presented gbove of the evolution of the U.S5. military force posture.



Figure 3 shows the shares of DOD"s TOA allocated to the Army, the Navy,
and the Air Force. (5] The allocations to the three services always
account for more than 90 percent of DOD”s TOA. Fluctuations in the
shares of TOA that the services receive reflect, among other things,
changing strategic concepts.

As Figure 3 shows, the Army”s share of DOD’s TQA was sha}ply
affected by the U.S. involvement in the Korean and Vietnam wars.
During-the height.of the Korean War, FY 1951 and FY 1952, the Army
"received the largeét share.of TOA. ‘During the Vietnam War the Army s
share increased agaln, then as the war wound down, it fell to what
appears to be a peacetime normal level of about 25.percent or less.
The most striking feature of the line representing the Navy“s share is
the Increase that started ion FY 1970. From Fiscal Year 1972, when —-—
for the first time in 25 years —— the Navy“™s share reached the level
that it had attained in FYA1950, through Fiscal Year 1983 the Navy
received the largest share of DOD"s TOA. The Air Force received the
largest share from FY 1953 through FY 1967. 1t was during this period
that nuclear weapons were being intégrated into the U.S. arsenal. The
Alr Force did not receive the largest share again until FY 1984. 'Both
the Navy and the Air Force regularly receifve more than 30 percent of

DOD"s TOA.

Figure 3 About Here

The Department of Defense”s Total Obligational Authority can also
be disaggregated according to major force programs. Filgure 4 shows the
amount of funds in constant 1984 dollars allocated to 5 of the 10

categories that the DOD uses in this disaggregation: (1) Strategic



PERCENTAGE

S0

Figure 3:

Army, Mavy, Air Force Shares of DOD's

Total Obligational Authority

4s L

15 L

10 ¢

O Lt t 111

1 1 1

~—+ ARRY
— NAVY
«es=« RIR FOARCE

| N N OO0 Y TN N DO N PO A O NS A B N

us

S0

SS

80 33
FISCAL YERR




10

Forces;' (2) General Purpose Forces; (3) Research and Development;
(4) Central Supply and Maintenance; and (5) Training, Medical, and
Other Geuneral Personnel Activities. [6] These 5 categories always
account for more than 80 percent of DOD”s TOA.

Several observations can be made councerning the data summarized in
Figure 4, All five categories were affected by the Korean and Vietnam
wars. General Purpose Forces have always recelved the largest share of
DOD”s TOA, even during the period when large numbers of‘strategic
ﬁu&ieaf weapons were iantroduced into éhe U.S. arsenal. From FY 1961
thfough FY 1979 there has been a virtually steady decrease in the
absolute amount of woney allocated to Strategic Forces. Since the
mid-1950s there has been a secular trend toward increasing the absoalute
amount of money allocated. to Research and Development and Training,

Mediecal, and Other General Persomnel Activities.

Figure &4 About Here

With this rough description of the evolution of the U.5. Military
force posture in the period since 1946, we can turn to the task of

attempting to explain the policy shifts that have shaped the course of

the evolution.

Factors Contributing to Changes in U.S5. Military Force Levels

From. the preceding description it is evident that, except for the
military buildup that began in Fiscal Year 1981, the most salient
changes in the level of U.S. military forces have been the result Qf
U.S. involvement in and disengagement from wars. With the exceptilon of

the military buildup of the 1980s, the pronounced changes in U.S. force
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- levels have been the decline after World War II and the increase and
decrease in connection with the Korean and Vietnam wars. The other
changes in fo?ce levels, the Short-lived-buildups that began in Fiscal
Years 1955, 1961, and 1976 and the secular decline attributable to the
increased real costs of personngl and equipment, are less significant.
Since it 1s not the purpose of -this analysis to explain U.s. de&isions
to enter into and leave wars, the most Important change in force levels
that needs to be exﬁlaingd is the milita?y buildup that began in Fiscal
Year 1981. o -

How did the Uniteq States decide to undertake 1its military buildup
of the 1980s? ?he obvioug explanatign is that the 1980 election .
brought to office a president, Ronald Reagan, committed to pursuing a
military buildup. This commitment was a ceﬁtral feature of Reagan”s
electoral campaign, and once elected, he préceeded Eo félfill it,
proposing and gaining the adoption of sharply increased military
budgets.

The- 1ssue, however, is more complicated tham this simple and basic
explanation. Severai questions arise immediateiy. What accounts for
the difference between the 1980 pFesidential election and the preceding
one in 1976 when a candidate, Jimmy Carter, who was publicly committed
to decreasing the level of U.S. military forces triumphed over the
other major—part?vcandidate, Gerald R. Ford, who Iin contrast was
publicly committed to increasing the level? Even accepting the
conventional wisdom that domestic economic issues are normally far more
important in determining the outcome of presidential elections than
foreign and internatioual issues, it would be unlikely that such
sharply opposed positions on military spending had no Impact on the

elections. Furtﬁermore, after he. had been in office, President Carter
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too became committed to a military buildup,. so the issue in the 1980
election was not whether there should be a military buildup, but rather
the pace and extent of such a buildup, with Reagan arguiﬁg that
Carter”s progfam was 1nsgfficient. What accounts for the change in
Carter”s view and in the position of his administration?

One ;nderlying factor was a shift in U.S8. public opinion: the
public came to favor am increase in military spending and thus an
increase in U.S. military force levels. Since 195@ the Géllup poll
" has periodically asked respondents if they felt that the United Sfateé
was spending téﬁ much, too little or about the right amount on natiomal
defenga. Table 1 shows the results. Although the number of
observ;tioﬂs is limited and they are not ideally distributed over time,
the data clearly indicate trends. [7] One can infer that those who
felt that too little was being speﬁt on national defense would favor an
increase in military spending and those who felt that too much was
being spent would favor a decrease. Public revulsion to&ard the
Vietnam war that manifested itself among other ways in a strong desire
to cut military spending is obvious. Public sentiment in favor of
cutting the military budget peaked in 1969, and then declined steadily
until 1982 when it began to rise again. In perfect counterpoint,
public sentiment for increasing military spending fell to its lowest
level in 1969, then rose steadily until it reached a peak in 1981 and
then dropped back: As early as 1976 sentiment favoring an increase in
military spending had reached the levels that it had been at in 1953
and 1960, Different polls and different questions have produced
results that, though they differ iﬁ detail, show ldentical trends.
Throughout the 19708 there was a steady increase in public seutiment

favoring an increase in military spending.
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Table 1 About Here

There is a strong relationship between public sentiment in favor
of increasing military spending and increases in the Total Obligatiomal
Authority of the Department of Defense. Using the public opinion data
displayed in Table 1 ;ﬁd the current 1%84 dollar TOA data used {n the’
construction in Figure 1, the Pearson product moment correlation
coefficient betéeén responses favoring aniincrea;e in military spendipg
and percentage increases over the then current year”s level in DOD"s
TOA for the Fiscal Year immediately following the date of the poll
(i.e. the TOA adopted during the period gf the poll) is .67 (n = 14,
level of significance = .0l). The Pearson correlation coefficien;'
between public sentiment favoring a decrease ip military spending and
percentage increases 1in DOD"s TOA is —.51 (mn = 14, level of
significance = .06). In other words, over the years DOD”s TOA has
tended to go up when public sentiment has favored an increase and down
when public sentiment favored a decrease.

The whole process of determining the Department of Defense's level
of spending is sensitive to publié opinion. In the 34 fiscal years for
which data are avallable (FY 1950 through FY 1983) congress never
appropriated exactly what the'president and secretary of defense
requested, although for Fiscal Year 1963 congress did appropriate 100
percent of the request. [8] Congress appropriated more than the
request for six fiscal years (FYs 1954, 1957, 1959, 1961, 1962, and
1981) and less for the remaining fiscal year;. The least that congress
appropriated was 88.2 percent of the request for Fiscal Year 1953, the

most was 102.6 percent for FY 1981, and the mean appropriation was 97.2



Table 1

Public Opinion Concerning Military Spending

(Percentcages)
: . Too Little - . Too Much
Dates of Survey - (Increase) Abour Right {(Decrease) No Opinion
26.11 - 3.11I 1950 23 ' 44 15 18
26.11I - 31.III 1950 63 24 . 7 -6
14.1X - 19.XI 1952 . 29 25 26 20
15.VIII - 20.VIII 1953 22 45 20 13
3.1 - 7.1I _ 1960 21 45 18 16
10.VII - 15.VII | 1969 -8 31 _ 52 9
16,11 - 19.II 1973 8 40 42 10
21.IX - 24.IX 1973 13 30 46 11
9.V1 - 9.VI 1974 12 _ 32 44 12
30.1 - 2.1II 1976 22 32 A 36 10
8.VII - 11.VII © 1977 27 © 40 23 10
25.1 - 28.1 1980 49 24 14 13
30.1 - 3.II 1981 51 22 15 12
12.1I1 ~ 15.IIT 1982 19 36 36 9

5.X1 - 8.XI 1982 16 31 T4l 12
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percent of the request. The Pearson correlation coefficients between
congfessional appropriation as a percentage of the president”s total
request and sentiment during the period when the appropriation would be
considered in congress favoring an increase or a décrease in military
spending are respectively .63 (m = 13, level of significance = .02) and
-.72 (u = 13, level of significance = .01). When there is sgtrong
public senﬁiment for greater military spending the congress tendg to
respond by appropriating a higher percentage of the p;esident’s
réquest, and when_the;e is strong public‘sehtimeﬁt agaiﬁst ﬁilitér?
spending congress appropriates a relativély lower percentage. The
-latteé relationship is stronger than the former. The congressional
action in appropriating 102.6 percent of the presideat”s request for
Fiscal Year 1981 illustrates one aépect of this phenom;non, that in
appropriating 92.7 percent for FY 1970, the other. 1In January of 1980,
49 percent of the respondents in the Gallup poll feit that too little
was being Spenf on military purposes; 1in August 1969, 52 percent felr
that too much was belng speat. Congresaional actlon, however, does not
account for the strgngth of the association between public opinion and
the Department of Defense”s spending it merely magnifies the
fluctuations, because when public sentiment favors an increase the
president”s initiai requesé i1s larger aqé the opposite i3 also true.

In view of the strong relationship between public opinion and the
level of military spending, given the steady increase during the 1970s
in public sentiment favoring Iincreased military spending, one must
question why the military buildup that started in Fiscal Year 1976 did
not continue without interruption, instead of being aborted and then

resumed again in FY 1981. In current 1984 dollars DOD"s TQAs for FY

1978 and 1979 were less than for FY 1977, and that for FY 1980 was only
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slightly more than 1 percent above the FY 1977 level. The Fiscal Year
1978 budget was the first one fully prepared by the Carter
administration. 1In effect President Carter fulfilled his campaign
pledge of reducing military spending, though by the time that this
occurved the reduction may have been more the comsequence of
underestimating inflation than c;nsciously trying to cut the military
budget. - .

One could, argue thatAPresident Carter was eleéted irrespective of
his'position.oﬁ‘mtlitary spending, otherlfactors were the dominant
concern of the electorate, anﬁ that his administration was out of tune.
with public sentiment concerning thils issue. There is some evidence to
support such a contention, Fhough the evidence would support a broader
argument to the effect that national leaders more generally were out of
tune with public sentiment. In a poll conducted in November 1978 for
the Chicago Council on Foreign Rélaéions.the Gallup organization asked
samples of the public and of national leaders the same questions.
Thirty—téo percent of the public and 31 percent of the national leaders
favored increasing militar} spending (Rielly: 1979). Of those among
the public who were most informed about international affairs (the
“"attentive public"), 52 percent f;vored increasing military spending.
Morever, a much higher proportion of the national leaders than of the
public favored reducing military spending, 28 percent as opposed to 16
percent. The public was more inclined than national leaders to feel
that the United States was falling behind the Soviet Union militarily:
56 percent of the publié but only 39 percent of the na&ional leaders
felt this way. Again the gap between the "attentive public¢” and
national leaders was even greater: 72 percent of the attentive public

felt that the United States was falling behind. The data support an
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interpretation that during the early years of the Carter administration
there was a difference between the views of the national leadership and
at least thé attentive portlon of the public. They also show that the
deep divislons within the national leadership (which has been
thoroughly documented and analyzed by Holsti and Rosenau: 1984), were
not as evident within the public.

Tﬁe Carter administration, however, may not have been out of tune
with the opinion of the‘majoricy of its constituents. Through the
19508‘Americans‘ﬁho'ideﬁtified Ehemselves as Dempcfats éended to ‘be
more favorable to military spending than those who identified
themselves as Republicans, but this changed in thé 1960s, and by the
19708 the situation was reversed. Table 2 shows this. Using data f;pm
most of the Gallup polls listed in Table 1, the numbers in Table 2
result from gubtracting the percentage of individvals who identified
themselves as Republi;ans taking a particular position from the number
of Democrats who took the same position: a positive number indicates
that more Democrats thaq Republicans took the position and a negative
number, the opposite. In the 1970s and 1980s, Democrats have been
considerably less favorable to military spending than Republicans.

They have also been more deeply divided on the issue, but by January
1980 even 45 percent of Democratlc respondents to the Gallup poll felt
too little was being spent om the military budget. When the Carter
administration did finally request a sizeable real buégetary increase
for the Department of Defense, it was acting accord with its
constituents” views as well as those of a broader majority. There was

close te a national consensus.

Table 2 About Here




Table 2

Party Identifiers Differences Concerning Military Spending

(Percentage of Democrats Minus Percentage of Republicans)

Date ‘ " Too Much ' Too Little
26,11 1950 -4 3
26.I1T . 1950 g 8
15.VIII 1953 -3 8
2.I1I 1960 1 9
21.XI 1973 24 -3
9.vI 1974 - 8 1
30.I 1976 5 | 1
8.VIL 1977 13 -13
25.1 1980 10 . -15
30.1 1981 3 ' -4
12.1IT - 1982 ‘ 25 ~11

5.XI 1982 17 -6
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Thus far the analysis_has reached the unstartling conclusion that
wha£ the U.S. govermment has done with respect to the level of
U.S. military forces has roughly been in accord with public wishes.
This pushes the quest for understanding the U.S. military buildup of
the 1980s to an analysis of why public sentiment toward military
- spending changed, especially during the 1970s.

in part, public opinion rgsponded to changes. in the Soviet
military estéblishment. Durfng.che 15709 ;irtuaiiy all elements of the
Soviet military establishment expanded, public séntiment in the United
States favoring an increase in military spending rose as this expansion
continued. IT&ble K| sﬁows the Pearson product moment correlation
coefficients between increases in public sentiment for more military
spending and Increases in varioué elements of the Soviet military
establishment. The correlation coefficients measure changes in public
senéiment and in the Soviet military eétablishment in the same year,
but since the increase in Soviet military forces in the 1970s was
monotonic the relationships remain relatively constant 1f a ome or two
year lag 1s built into the aﬁalysis to allow the public time to aﬁsorb
the changes in the Soviet military establishment. The relationship
between numbers of Soviet nuclear warheada and feelings that too little
was being spent on the U.S. mnilitary establishlment is the strongest
(in fact, it is almost undbelievably strong), but three of the other
relationships are aiso statistically significant. To ehow the
importance of the relationship, taking one of the aspects of Soviet
military power, personnei, a least squares regression using it as the
independent variable and public sentiment favoring an increase in

military spending yields an R square of .45 (n=10, level of
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significance = .04). 1In other words, it explains almost half of the

variance.

Table 3 About Here

As is clear from this analysis, there is not a perfect comnection
between responden;s’ views of the distribution of military power and
and their feelingé about military spending. While most respondents in
the Chicago Councilton ForeignAﬁelations'IQTB p011_(69 percent) who
felt that the United States was falling behind militarily felt too
little was being spent on military purposes, some felt that military
spending should be kept at the same level and others felt that it
should be reduced. There was also a division of views among those who
believed that the United States was not falling behind. The public”s
views about military issues, though obviously less well informed, are
no less complex than those of the experts. Some members of the public
would seem to belong to the minimum deterrent school of thought, either
because they believe a minimum deterrent is completely adequate or
because they believe that there are sufficient high priority
non-military purposes to which public funds should be allocated that
they are willing to bear whatever risks a minimum deterrent strategy
may entail. The connection between respondents” views about the'
distribution of military power and their feelings about military
spending became even less tight in the 1980s after the U.S military
buildup had beéun; in 1982 only 37 percent of those who thought that
the Soviet Union was ahead militarily felt that military spending
should be increased (Rielly: 1983, p. 29).

Public opinion appears to have been even more sensitive to



Table 3

Trends in Public Opinion and the Seviet Military Establishment

(n=8)"
Pearson

Element of the Correlation Level of.
Soviet Military Establishment ™ . Coefficient Significance
Personnel . . .76. .03
Divisions .85 .01
Tanks .51 .19
Aircraft .64 .09
Naval Vessels .56 .15
Strategic Delivery Vehicles .52 .19

Warheads . .99 .00

(Pearson correlation coefficients between increases in percentages
of responses that teo little was being spent on military purposes
and increases in elements of the Soviet military establishment)
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television treatment of the Soviet military establishment than to
actual changes in most of the components of this establishment; it
would be difficult if not impossible to achieve a statistical measure
of assaociation tighter than that shown Iin Table 3 between sentiment
favoring increased military spendinghand the number of Soviet nuclear
warheads: The television a;chive of Vanderbilt University has indexed
the contents of the ABC, CBS, and NBC eveuing news broadcasts starting
in the late.19605 and continuing to the present..‘Anleast squares
?egreséion ﬁith~thé number of héw; broadcasts that indicated thaF the
Soviet Unioﬁ had a military lead over the United States as the
independent va;iable and sentiment that too little was being spént on
military purposes yields an R sguare of .71 (n=10, level of
significance = .00). This regression explains more than 70 percent of
the variance. If the number of meetings held at the Council on Foreign
Relations devoted to discussions of the Soviet-American military
balance ig added as a second independent variable the R square 1s
lacreased to .84 (n=9, le§el of significance = .00). This equation
explaina all but 16 percent of the variance. Presumably, discussions
within the Council engage opinion leaders and in this way have a ripple
effect on broader public opinion.

During the 1970s various interest groups—-notable among them the
second Committee on the Present Danger--formed to promote the cause of
increased military spending (Wells: 198l). Though it is diffiﬁult to
demonstrate statistically, such groups clearly had a direct and an
indirect fmpact in rousing public concern about the Soviet military
buildup. The Department of Defense also made efforts during the 1970s
to improve its public image (Korb: 1979).

One possible way of viewlng the United States political system
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would ha;e interest groups and prominent individuvals being the first to
note and become concerned about developments abroad; these groups and
individuals would then stimulate the media to call attention to the
developments; media treatment would lead to a change in public

opinion; and the change in public opinion would lead ultimately to a
change in government policy. The data presented thus far would seem to
be consistent with tﬁis view of the American polity. It is impossible,
however, to find a statistically significant relationship between
chaﬁges in components of the Soviet military estaﬂ}ishment and
discussions on the three major networks evening news broadcasts of a
Soviet military forces. One reason is that while the Soviet military
buildup has been monotoniec, and has continued into the 1980s,
discussions of this issue on the evening news broadcasts have been
gsporadic, and they dropped off in the 1980s. This is also true of
discussions at the Council on Foreign Relations. The activities of
interest groups, like the Second Committee on the Present Danger, also
dropped off in the 1980s. Many of the most important members of the
committee accepted positions in the Reagan administrationm.

This analysis must be interpreted cautiously because it is based
on a limited number of cases. Nevertheless, it strongly suggests that:
(1) the level of U.S. military forces is relatively sensitive to
public opinion; (2) that public opinion is sensitive to the level of
Soviet military forces; and (3) that television and opinion leaders
exercise a gtrong effect in mediating this sensitivity. The effect on
public opinion and media coverage of Soviet actlions in foreign affairs,
as opposed to the level of Soviet military forces, has not yet been
investigated. It may be that Soviet actlons strongly shape the way in

which television and opinion leaders play their mediating role.
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As a-final comment on the factors determining the level of U.S.
military forces, there is no relationship between increases in the
level of military spending and electoral strategy. There 1isg nb
evidence to support a claim that the federal goverument increases
military spending so as to improve economic couditions in election

years.

Factors Shaping the Allocation of DOD”s TOA

In determining the qﬁited étates military force posture ;-second
issue beyond how much force to'have, and one that is equally important,
is what type of force. If public oginion has bgen a major factor
affecting the level of U.S. military forces, it has had a less obvious
role in defining the composition of these forces. The.national
government; and within the national government the executive gtanch,
appears to have had the greatest impact on the type of military forces
that the United States has had.

Although in tHe period since the end of World War II coangress has
never appropriated exactly whaﬁ the administration requestéd, the
changes that it has made have hardly ever been such as to fundamentélly
restruct;re the U.S. military establishment according to its rather
than the administration™s vision of the type of forces that the United
States should have (Korb: . i973). There have been accasions when
congressinal opposition to certain major weapon systems such as the
anti-ballistic missile have forced the executive to abandon elements of
force that it at least at that time sought, but these represent
exceptional rather than usual actions. Congress of course may have had
an anticipated effect in that executive requests may have been shaped

with Congressional views in mind.
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The limited impact of congressionzl decisions 1is ‘almost inherent
in the relationship between the magnitudé of i1ts actions and the
magnitude of changes 1in ;he Department of Defense”s Total QObligational
Authority. For the 34 fiscal years for which appropriate data are
available the mean value of the cangressional appropriation as a
percentage of the president”s request is 97.2 percent; that 1ls, the
average congressional action was to cut the request by 2.8 percent.

The mean value of the change in DOD"s TOA during these years was a 10.2
percent iﬁcrease. ff the_years-of the 'Korean ;nd Vietnam wars are
excluded ( n = 14), congress on the average (mean) in the non-war years
( a= 20) appropriated 98.0 percent of the president”s request while
DOD"s TQA increased bf an average.of 2.83 pércent. In about two-thirdé
of the years, the magnitude of the congressional action was less than
the magnitude of the change in DOD"s TOA. Fu¥thermore, congressional
changes are spread across the entire military budget, not concentrated
in particular sections. Although congress ffequently reduces .
procuremént items, it usually does so by extending the period of
purchase of particular weapon systems rather than reducing the absolute
quantity to be purchased.

John L. Gaddis has noted that major changes in U.S. strategic
concepts have generally come with changes in administrations (Gaddis:
1982), and one would expect changeslin strategic concepts to have had
.an impact on the type of military forces that an administration would
seek. Analysia of DOD"s TOA during the period since World War II
demonstrates that different administrations have in fact sought and
obtained somewhat different types of military forces. The qualifying
ad jective “somewhat”™ is important because any human and techulcal

structure as large and complex as the U.S. military force posture can
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be changed -only slowly. Nevertheless, administrations have sought to
change and have Succ;eded in changing the U.S. military force posture
during thelr tenure in office. The directions of these changes are
systematically related to the party of‘tﬁe'president. There are
systematic differences between the strategic preferences of Democratic
and Republican administrations.

Annual change in the Department of Defense”s Total Obligatiocnal
Authority provides a st;ndard agalnat which changes in allocations of
DOD"s TOA accordiné to variéus disaggregations caﬁ be measured. The
mean value of tﬁe annual change in DOD"s TOA (calculafed in constant
1984 dollars) from Fiscal Year 1946 through Fiscal Year 1983 was a 3.3
percent lncrease. The mean value ;f the change during the years when
Democratic administrations were in powér ( n=22) was a 6.7 percent
incre;se. During the years of Republican administraticns ( n =—17) it
was a 1.0 percent decrease. These averages, however, are ;trongly
affected by the fact that the United States became involved in the
Korean and Vietﬁam wars when Democratic a#ministrations were In power
and ;ichdrew from these wars when Republican administrations were in
power. -Getting into and out of wars has had a strong impact on DOD”s
“TOA and on allocations of the TDA, as was demonstrated in Figures 1, 3,
and 4. 1In searching for normal tendencies it 1s appropriate to exclude
from the analysis the fiscal years when DOD"s TOA was—strongly affected
by World War II and the Korean and Vietnam wars ( n = 17 ). During the
non-war fiscal years ( n = 22) the mean change in DOD"s TOA was a 3.4
peréent increase. For these years the mean change during Democratic
administrations ( n-= 12 ) was a 2.4 percent increase, vhile'chéc
during Republican administrations ( n = 10) was a 4.5 percent increase.

In non-war years, Republican administrations have been inclined to
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increase DOD"s TOA more than Democratic administrations, though both
have on the average obtained increases. The mean values of changes in
non-war fiscal years for the several post-Worlé War II administrations
are: Truman 3.9 percent ( mn = 2); Eisenhower, 2.0 percent ( n = 7); -
Kennedy, 1.2 percent ( n = 3 ); Johnson, -3.2 percent ( n = 1); Ford,
4.3 percent ( n = 2 ); Carter, 3.1 percent ( n= 4 }; and-Reagan,
10.3 percent ( n = 3 ). -All of the fiscﬁl years that occurred during
the Nixon administration were affected by the Vietnam war.

Table 4 shows the ﬁean valﬁé-of the annual percentage cﬁanges in )
allocations of TOA (in comstant 1984 dollars) to the three services
during nbn—war years under Democratic and Republican administrations.

[9] Democratic administrations have given the largest percentage
increases to the Army, and in terms of favorableness of tréatment
according to this measure they have ranked the services: Ammy, Air
Force, Navy. Republican administrations, in contrast, have given most
favorable treatment to the Air Force, and have ranked the services:
‘Alr Force, Navy, Army. As Table 5 shows, the budget preferences of the

" Carter and Reagan administrations have been in accord with the

traditions of their parties.

Tables 4 and 5 About Here

One of the explanations for the different way in which Democratic
and Republican administrations have treated the services is that they.
appear to have had different preferences with respect to strategic
concepts. This can be seen by comparing the méan values of percentage
changes in allocations of TOA to the five major force programs included

in Figure 4 above: (1) Strategic Forces; (2) General Purpose Forces;



Table 4

Mean Annual Changes in Service Allocations of TOA During Non-War

Years of Democratic and Republican Administrations

(percentage change)

Democratic Republican
{n=12) (a=10)
Service |
TOA - 2.4 i 4.5
Army ' 3.5 .6
Navy ' 1.2 : 5.3

Air Force 2.2 ’ 7.7



Table 5

Mean Annual Changes in Service Allocations of TOA During the

Carter and Reagan Administrations

(percentage changei

Carter Reagan
(n=4) _(a=3)
Service
TOA 3.1 10.3
Army 3.6 ©9,2
Navy 2.1 9.4

Air Force 3.1 ’ 15.2
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(3) Research and Development; (4) Central Supply and Maintenance; and
(5) Training, Medical,and Other General Personnel Activities. Table &
contains this comparlson. [10] Democratic administrations have
stressed General Purpose Forces, and even though the annual mean
increase under Democratic administfations is only 4.1 percent, because
these forces have always receive& the largest share of DOD”s TOA, the
absolute amount of the increase has been substantial. Republican
admluistrations have stregsed Strategic Forces. _There is also a
contrast between the rank o?der of the fivé.pfograms in terms of
favorableness of treatmenf measured by mean annual percentage change Iin
allocation of TOA. Under Democratic administrations the rank order has
been: Research and Development; General Purpose Forces; Training,
Medical, and Other General Personnel Activities; Central Supply and
Maintenance; and Stra;egic Forces. Under Republican administrations
it has been: Strategic Forces; Research and Development; General
Purpose Forces; Central Supply and Malntenance; and Training,
Medical, and Other General Personnel Activities. Table 7 shows that
Reagan administration has acted in accord with the general tendencles
of Republican administrations. With the exception of its low ranking
of Research and Development, the Carter administration also acted In

accord with the general tendencies of Democratic administrations.

Tables 6 and 7 About Here

Various explanations sugéest themselves with respect to the
markedly different treatment of the allocation of the Department of
Defense”s Total Obligational Authority under Democratic and Republic

administrations. When the Elsenhower and Nixon administrations came to

\



Table 6

Mean Annual Changes in Major Force Program Allocations of TOA

During Non-War Yeatrs of Démocratic and Republican Administrations

(percentage changes)

Democratic Republican
(n=12) ' (n=10)
Major Force Program
TOA . : 2.4 . 4.5
Stfategic Forces -1.8 16.2
General Purpose Forces - 4.1 3.0
Research and Development 4.3 0.9
_ Central Supply and Maintenance 1.6 -.2

Training, Medical, and other
General Personnel Activities 3.6 -4



Table 7

Mean Annual Changes in Major Force Program Allocations of TOA

During the Carter and Reagan Administrations

Carter Reagan

(n=4) (n=3)
Major Force Program

TOA 3.1 ' 10.3
Strategic Forces . -2.0 25.8
General Purpose Forces 5.7 10.7
Reseérch and Development . .8 13.0

Central Supply and ;
Maintenance 1.6 8.5

Training, Medical, and
Other General Personnel .
Activicies 2.1 3.7
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power the United States was involved 1in unpopular land wars in Asia.
Each adminlistration attempted to extricate the United States from the.
war and to reformuiate U.5. strategic doctrine and the military force
posture 80 as to minimize the potentiality of becoming involved in a
similar imbroglio (Gaddis: 1982, Litwak: 1984). Emphasizing Srategié
‘Forces —— and the Air Forcé and the Navy —— was a corollary of the
gtrategic concepts that they adopted, as was stressing research and

development. Stand-away deterrence 1s also more iﬁ:accord with the
foreign Qolicy traditi;ns of the Republican party tﬁan a strategy that
: could'envisage éxtensive military involvement outside of the Western
hemisphere. Both explanatlons raise the possibility that decisions
concerning the type of military forces that the United States would
have also may have been sengitive to public opinion generally and
particularly to the opinion of the adherents among the public of the

party in control of the executive branch, as decisions concerning the

level of U.S. military forces appear to have been.

Political Proceases, Policy Changes, Déterrence, and War.

This analysis has suggested that the American public has played a
major role in shaping the U.S5. military force'posture, particularly the
level of U.S. forces, but perhaps the type of forces as well. It has
also suggested that the changes in the U.S. military force posture,
other than those that have resulted from involvement in and
disengagement from wars, have been a reaction to developments abroad,
particularly cﬁanges in the military capabilities of the Soviet Union
and probably also Soviet actiouns, and that perceptions of these
developments have been mediéted by U.S5. political procesases, especially

communication flows.
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The evidence is strong that for the non-war years since World War
I1 this is the doﬁinant explanation for changes in the U.S. wilitary
force posture. Organizational and bureaucratic momentum and politics
may have had an impact but they have not been the dominant factors
explaining changes in’'the level and types of forces. Nor do the
changes seem to have been driven by attempts at macro—econoqic
management of the U.S. economy. Such factors as these may have pushed
the level of forces higher than some might think it needed to be or
pushed it in oné diréction or-anothér with respect to the type of
forces included, but they have not been the major determinants.

This is not to argue that the U.S. military fofce posture has been
perfectly suited to U.S. security.needs. It-may or ma& nat have Been
appropriate. There is no way that this can be determined with complete
objectivity. Any judgement about -the appropriateness of U.35. military
forces would involve judgements about the probability of threats to
U.S. interests, the importance of protecting these lnterests, and the
likelihood of different courses of action warding off the threatrs, as
well as determinations about willingness to take the risks involved in
and-bear the costs counected with these different courses of action.
There 1s no consensus withih the United States on any of these‘matters;
all are subject to debate. At any given time,. if this analysis is
‘valid, the U.$S. military force posture reflgcts the outcome of the
debate. -

The U.S. military buildup of the 1980s would seem to be a reaction
sought by the American public to what the public perceived as a Soviet
military buildup dﬁriné the 1970s. The analysis says nothing about the
factors that lead to the Soviet military buildup, though in view of the

fact that, with the exception of numbers of warheads, during the 1970s
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U.S. military forces declfned, while Soviet forces increased, it is
difficult to see how the Soviet builldup could have been a response to a
U.5. buildup. It is arguable that the Soviet military buildup,
particularly of strategic delivery vehicles and warheads, during the
19705 was a response to earlier U.S5. actions (Ward: 1984). It is
difficult, however, to extend this analysis to couventional elements of
military power, and the argument cannot fully explain why the Soviet
Union surpassed the number of strategic delivery vehicles that the
ﬁnitednsgates'had. éoviet military pgograms appear to have had thelr
own momentum (Holloway: 1983). Given the general unwillingness of the
U.S. public to contemplate actually using military force and engaging
in war (see Rielly: 1979 and 1983) it would seem that the public views
the buildup primarily in terms of enhancing deterrence rather than
preparing to engage 1n war.

History has demonstrated, however, that military buildups,
particularly those that result in intense arms races, can be dangerous.
History has also demonstrated that not having military force adequate
to ensure deterrence can be equally dangerous. Any effort to ensure
that the current U.S. military buildup does not catastrophically spiral
out of control but also to eansure that the U.S5. military force posture
provides adequate deterrence will have to take account of the factors
that appear to shape the U.S. military force posture. The debate about
the force posture is not one that engages only a narrow band of
experts, or a broader group of elected ani appointed officlals; it is
rather one that deeply engages the entire United States polity, as

indeed it should.
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Notes

*This paper is based on work that I did during the periocd from
January throﬁgh August 1984 when I was privileged to be a Fellow in the
International Security Studies Program of ;he Woodrow Wilson
International Center for Scholars. I am grateful for the opportunity
that the fellowship provide&. iydia Enochs, Merle Feldbaum, &odd
Hather;, Barbara Opal, Michael Rothman, Constantine Sirigos, and Q£hdy
Zimﬁefman al1 helped d&th ghé preparation of the statiétical data used
in-the analysis. Barbara Opal also.prepared the final manuscript, and
Merle Feldbaum prepared the figures. 1 very much appreciate the
agsistance of each of these individuals.

1. The data‘used in the construction of Figure 1 are taken from:
USA, Department of Defense, Office of the Assistant Secretary of

Defense (Comptroller}, National Defense Budget Estimates for FY 1984

(Washington, D.C.: DOD, March 1983), Table 6-1, pp. 58-60.
2. The data used in the construction of Figure 2 are taken from:

USA, DOD, National Defense Budget Estimates for FY 1984, Table 7-8,

p.98.

3. These calculations are based on data taken from: USA, Council

of.Economic Advisers, Economlc Report of the President (Washington,
D.C.: GPO, 1984), Table B-l, pp. 220-221.
4. The data on U.S. and Soviet military personnel and equipment

used in this analysis are taken from the annual volumes of the

International Institute for Strategic Studies, The Military Balance
(London: TIISS, 1961 — 1984).
5. The data used in the construction of Figure 3 are taken from

USA, DOD, National Defense Budget Estimates for FY 1984, Table 6-5, pp.
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66—68.
6. The data used in the construction of Figure 4 are taken from

USA, DOD, National Defense Budget Estimates for FY 1984, Table 6-3,

p. 62. The other 5 categorles are: (1) Intelligence and
Communications; (2) Arlift and Sealift; (3) Guard amd Reserve
Forces; (4) Administration and Associated Activities; and (5) Support
of Other Nations.

7.' The data used in the constfuction of Table I are taken from
thé published reports of the Gallup polls: George H:. Gallup, The

Gallup Polls: Public Opinion, 1935-1971; 1972-1977; 1978; 1979; 1980;

'lggl (Washington, D.C.: Scholarly Resources Ine., 1972, 1978, 1979,
‘1980, 1981, 1982).

8. The data on which the statements coucerﬁiné congressional
action with respect to DOD requests are based are taken frﬁm: UsA,
Department of Defense, Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Comptroller), "DOD Basic Budgetary Authority, President”s Budget
Request, Supplementary Requests, Congressional Action and
Appropriation, FY 1950'through 1985," (Washington, D.C.: DOD, February
1984, FAD-809).

9, The data used in the construcfion of Table 4 are taken from

USA, DOD, National Defense Budget Estimates far FY 1984, Table 6-5, pp.
66-68.
10. The data uged in the construction of Table 6 are taken from

USA, DOD, National Defense Budget Estimates for FY 1984, Table 6-3, p.

62.
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