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The Pentagon
can’'t have

everythmg

| Norfolk. iy R
The Virginia’ Democra 'h _sald'

" year ago that rather than investing m

- some of those resources” to d alwl
i the  2lst-century - 2 t}I
i cyberthreats. But when the Nayy,t

Harry S. Truman to save mongey. for
! ' modernization, Warner urged 1t to
f| “reassess this decision.” y
|- This battle between past a.nd ﬂ.ltul:e
| isthehidden drama within the gargan-
tuan. $750 billion fiscal 2020 defense
:| budget proposal. Nea.r]y everyone. fé-
-vors high-tech weapons .to eombg.t
great-pOWer adversaries in the newmil:
lenmum, in principle. But mea.nw,hjle,
|| the ‘military-industrial-congressional
i|" complex, as John McCain termed 1.t,
keeps pumping vast sums to sustam
& legdcy weapons systems.
! The 2020 budget, sha.ped by actlng
;| defense secreta.ry Patrick Sha.na.ha,n,
¢l does propose some 1mporta.nt changes.
Spendmg for space programs would
increase about 15 percent, and fimding
for cyberprograms Would rise 10 per- -
cent. Yes, the Navy wants to add ‘two
nev_v_ carriers while dropping the Tru-
man, but it also proposes to build two

e e

-manned subs. TheArmyplans td'eut’ or
reduce 93 outmoded programs for
g

&}

. “Qverall, ‘Lthmk it’s movmg in the
“right direction,” said Christian Brose '
- former - staff director of _ the Senete
“Armed Semees Commlttee ‘The em—
. phasis on’ modermzatlon is clea.r .a,nd
welcome?” " *

‘But Brose - offers some ca,veats”
. about how the proeess ‘will play oqt

- . The budget proposes $104 billion-for

research, development testing -and

- since the 1940s. ButBrose says some of
- this will be “old wine in new bottles;’

|: such as spendxng for the wﬂd]y expen:

- sive F-35 ﬁghter Jet ‘program, rather

.than dlsruptwe newteehnology s

' Some ]ngh-tech spending mvolves
classic Pentagon log-rolling among the
- military services. Take, for example,

en. Mark IEL Wamer is all for g
defense modernization. Butjust
don’t touch those aircraft carri- -
ers, six of ‘which a.re based in -

g

" 20th-century n:|.1]1tary technolog‘y, l_;t'e.
~wanted to discuss “a reallocdtion "oLf

challenge. ... af .

- big- drone warshlps and some-up- -

. evaluation, the biggest R&D request

il week proposed to retire the - camer:

. ']} - Will be streaking acTOSS FELLAZ0M SKHICS.
.\ The 2020 budgetp '

‘why? = i
When theres new technologaz in
-around; every serv1ce_

. -gress starts’ cuttlng the $750 bl]hon

will have the final say.

| adapt old platforms to meet newchal— :

spending on hypersonic weapons o
$2.6 billion from $2.4 billion (good) 'out 7

-gives the Army, Navy -and Air Force then'
. own hypersome systems (cra.zy). 'I‘*he
) argument is that the Umted States wﬂl

want an', land a.nd sea versmns,L but

Tl g yER

;) hether some g‘
i ‘b" ﬂlrown overboarﬂ

to preserve ']

Trump a.dn:l:lmstra.tlon Tequest, as

Often, it’s the future that ends ﬁp
w1thout a chair when the music stopg,”

‘company’, ealled Andunl Industnes

tha.twantsto bea disrupter. It hasb puilt -

system that. uses artificial mtelh—
gence to fuse sensors and dromes- to

| “solve defense problems, ‘such asg per;%
- eter security at military bases or along ' ..

the border, more effectively and. che@p-

ly than conventional systems. 'I'he,Pen.- =% 3

tagon seems interested, but Congres)s :

Military ' leaders are WOI'ICng
lengeé and that’s both good and bqg .
vocate of mnova.non, saysthe Naw,has

miade aircraft carriers stealthier, using
electromewa.rfa.re and other measures,

“The alrcraﬁ: ca.mer is less vnlner—
able than it’s been since World: War i

Richardson told me in anmtemewla.st o

wa.nts a prece of -

ization - spending- in_the '

Democrats will demand. The final fig- L
“ure will probably e’ ‘many tens of
: bﬂhons less, and’ pow rful members of
| Congress will fight to preserve the
“\aircraft carrier and F- 35 proeurements e
: that protect jobs 1n thelr states and
: d:stncts 0

| -said Brose. ‘He now works forastart-up -

Adm, John M. Richardson, the chief.of -~ *
naval operations and a consistent : aq :

“and by ‘the end “of - this year will start .
arming carriers with lasers that can -
~-ghoot ‘down a,ttaclong xmssﬂes and 3
planes te i i

. week. He argues that,"in combating "

Chinese mﬂltary power in Asia,’ “the .
aircraft carrier is the most sustamable @
‘ mrﬁeldmthe theater”

Certainly, the United States npeds
aircraft carriers. But does it need 10.0f
them, asthe 2020 budget contempla,tes
(or 11, if Congress preserves the Ha.rry
S. Truman, as Seems ]Jkely)" We. need

F-358, 100, but is the massive buy in the :

oAl

- The Pentagon can’t have everything

2020 budget needed?

1t wants, and the denger is: that }when i

jettison the. ]Ele‘_W weapons we need,

keep the old oneswe don't. - ,;'

da Vo

'I‘wztter @IgvmttusPost' W +
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ROBERT J. SAMUELSON

The new scientific superpower

he National Science Foundation
and the National Science Board

have just released their biennial -

“Science & Engineering Indica-
tors,” a voluminous document describ-
ing the state of American technology.
There are facts and figures on research

. and development, innovation and engi-
neers. But the report’s main conclusion
lies elsewhere: China has become — oris
on the verge of becoming — a sc1ent1ﬁc
and technical SUperpower.

We should have expected nothing less.
After all, science and technology consti-
tute the knowledge base for economi-
cally advanced societies and military
powers, and China aspires to become the
world leader in both. Still, the actual
- numbers are breathtaking for the speed

with which they’ve been realized.
Remember that a gquarter-century
ago, China’s economy was tiny and its
high-tech sector barely existed. Since
then, here’s what's happened, according
to the “Indicators” report:
, ® China has become the second-
i largest R&D spender, accounting for
21 percent of the world total of nearly
$2 trillion in 2015. Only the United
States, at 26 percent, ranks higher, but if
present growth rates continue, China
will soon become the biggest spender.
From 2000 to 2015, Chinese R&D outlays
grew an average of 18 percent annually,
more than four times faster than the U.S.
rate of 4 percent.

» There has been an explosion of
technical papers by Chinese teams. Al-
‘though the United States and the Euro-
pean Union each produce more studies
on biomedical subjects, China leads in
engineering -studies. American papers
i tend to be cited more often than the

| Chinese papers, suggesting that they

|

i

involve more fundamental research
questions, but China is catching up.

o Chinahas dramatically expanded its
technical workforce. From 2000 to 2014,
the annual number of science and engi-
neering bachelor’s degree graduates

. went from about 359,000 to 1.65 million.
" Over the ‘same period, the comparable

number of U.S. graduates went from
about 483,000 to 742,000.

Not only has Chinese technology ex-
panded. It has also gotten more ambi-
tious. Much of China’s high-tech produc-
tion once consisted of assembling so-
phisticated components made else-
where. Now, says the report, it’s
venturing into demanding areas “such as
supercomputers and smaller jetliners.”

Of course, there are qualifications.
China still lags in patents received. Over
the past decade, American firms and
inventors account for about half the U.S.
patents annually, and most of the rest go
to Europeans and Japanese. Recall also
that China’s population of 1.4 billion is
more than four times ours; not surpris-
ingly, it needs more scientists, engineers
and technicians.

In a sane world — shorn of nationalis-
tic, economic, racial and ethnic conflicts
— none of this would be particularly
alarming. Technology is mobile, and
gains made in China could be enjoyed
elsewhere, and vice versa. But in our
contentious world, China's technologi-
cal prowess is potentially threatening, as
the U.S.-China Economic and Security
Review Commission, a congressional
watchdog group, has often pointed out.

One dangeris military. If China makes

abreakthrough in a crucial technology —

.satellites, missiles, cyberwarfare, artifi-

cial intelligence, electromagnetic weap-
ons — the result could be a major shift in

/22/)

the strategic balance and, possibly, war.
Even if this doesn’t happen, warns the
commission, China’s determination to
dominate new industries such as artifi-.
cial intelligence, telecommunications
and computers could lead to economic.
warfare if China maintains subsidies

‘and d_lscnmmatory policies to susta.m 1ts _f

firms’ competitive advantage

“Industries like computing, robotics,-
and biotechnology are pillars of U.S.
economic competitiveness, sustaining
and. creating millions of high-paying
jobs and high-value-added exports,” the
commission said in its latest annual
report. “The loss of global leadership in
these future drivers of global growth”
would weaken the American economiy.
Chinese theft of U.S. industrial trade
secrets compounds the danger. - -

The best response to this technologi-
cal competition is to reinvigorate Ameri-
ca’s own technological base. For exam-
ple: Overhaul immigration to favor high-
skilled newcomers, not relatives of previ-
ous immigrants; raise defense spending
on new technologies to counter China;
increase other federal spending on “ba-
sic research.” (Government provides
most of the money for .this research,
which is the quest for knowledge for its
own sake, and amazingly has cut spend-"
ing inrecent years). - . .-

“We are involved in a global race for,
knowledge,” said Fra,nce Cérdova, head
of the NSF. “We may be the innovation '
leader today, but other countries are
rapidly gaining ground.””.

It is hardly surprising that China has
hitched its economic wagon to advanced
technologies. What is less clear and more.
momentous is our willingness and abili-
ty to recognize this and do somethmg
about it. .




Medical Spending

Billions of 2002 Dollars

Thousands of 2002 Dollars

0

50

30

Tortal Spending
20

(Left scale) L

gu (Right scale)

Spending per Service Member

FYDP Projected

-1 15

1980 1985 1990 1995



At $439 billion and counting, the

United States’ fifth-most expensive
war, according to calculations by the
Congressional Research Service,
Congress’ research arm.

War Actual Constant
dollars 2007

Figures in billions dollars

SOURCE: Congressional Research Service
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Without clear definitions or reporting standards for counterterrorism
spending, key agencies such as Homeland Security and the State and
Defense Departments are not on the same page when accounting for their
counterterrorism programs,” says study group member and former Under
Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) Mike McCord. "This can't help in
coordinating our programs across agencies. Neither our leaders nor our
citizens can properly assess the cost of our counterterrorism efforts if we -
don’t measure and present those costs clearly. Doing so is a necessary first
step toward judging the efficiency or effectiveness of these efforts."

The report identifies five ways that the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) and Congress can work to make counterterrorism spending more
transparent:

« Create a clear and transparent counterterrorism funding report;

. Adopt a detailed agency-wide definition for counterterrorism spending;

« Build on current accounting structures to anticipate future budget
pressures;

« Tie the definition of war spending to specific activities;

« Require Congress to separately approve emergency or wartime
spending.

“Accountability and transparency are critical elements of our democracy.
They'are fundamental to maintaining trust.between the government and the
public,” Séys Tina Jonas, a study group member and former Under Secretary
of Defense (Comptroller) under President George W. Bush. "OMB and
Congress can work together to create an accepted standard to collect data
on counterterrorism spending. With this standquﬂg_can increase

accountablllty, transparency, “and demonstrate effective use of funds for the
common security of our nation.”

The Stimson Center is a nonpartisan policy research center working to solve
the world’s greatest threats to security and prosperity.

Stimson Center: Innovative Ideas Changing the World

Copyright 2017 Stimson Center, All Rights Reserved.




STIMS&N
Announcement

First Full Accounting of US Counterterrorism
Finds US has Spent $2.8 Trillion

For Immediate Release
May 16, 2018
Contact: Audel Shokohzadeh, ashoko@stimson.org, 202.478.3419

Washington, DC: From 2002 to 2017, the United States spent $2.8 trillion on
counterterrorism, including $175 billion in 2017 —an eleven-fold increase
over 2001 levels- and a peak of $260 billion in 2008, according to a
groundbreaking new report from a study group convened by the nonpartisan
Stimson Center. In addition to being the first accounting of cross-government
spending on counterterrorism, the report, Protecting America While
Promoting Efficiencies and Accountability, tracks funding changes across
nearly two decades of shifting counterterrorism strategies, identifies concemns
about the lack of transparent and accurate basis from which to assess US
counterterrorism policy, and makes recommendations for redress. This
report, as well as a fact-sheet released by the Security Assistance Monitor on
counterterrorism aid to Africa and beyond, provide some of the first sets of
data on counterterrorism spending by the U.S. government.

"For over 17 years, policymakers and the public have been unable to
determine how much we spend on counterterrorism,” says Stimson Fellow
and study group director, Laicie Heeley. “Now for the first time, we can point
to a figure and say ‘we think we have spent this much on counterterrorism
since 9/11." With the important first steps taken by this study group, and as

the Pentagon shn‘ts its strateglc objectives, we can begin to have an honest
conversation about how to protect America while upholding our values and
being mindful of taxpayer dollars."

The six-member study group was directed by Laicie Heeley and includes
Amy Belasco, Mackenzie Eaglen, Luke Hartig, Tina Jonas, Mike McCord,
and John Mueller. This group of senior-level participants with backgrounds in
U.S. government, academia, and private industry, and that cuts across party
lines, also finds that there is no governmentwide definition of
counterterrorism spending. This lack of a consistent definition limits the ability
of policymakers and the public to gain accurate spending data and make
rational policy assessments.



Defense spending since Sept 11 attacks

The nation’s special war. budget has decreased 44 percent over
the past three fiscal years as the war in Iraq ended and the war
in Afghanistan-has wound down Base budget spendlng has

been about the same. e e : : 5
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The end of the Cold War resulted in a temporary slackening of military spending
0 t for NATO nations and Russia. Since the turn of the 21st Century, the United
States has begun to pump more money into defense — driven in part by the
wars in Irag and Afghanistan — dwarfing Russia’s steady buildup.
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Entitlement Growth within the DoD Budget

- 20
- 16
7))
c
- 12 .2
=
- 8 &
B Tri-Care for Life Accrual
-4 [] Health Benefits for Reserves
[] Concurrent Receipt/CRSC/SCSD
: - =, - 0
N 4 ] De \2) o X\ \e) 9
O Q Q Q Q Q Q Q O
BT S g S S o

FY 2004 Data

2 !




foree 1ae Toink ", e¥putatons lang velit
o AVY FUNDING OUTLOOK
HISTORICAL TRENDS
CB98%$B
izz Tﬂfowcf
155 Pom-Ble POM-88
145 + /
ol POM-90
125 =
ol | . / POM-92
105 T ACTUAL T e
95 +
85 ¥
8 T
ol POM-00
55

1 I I | | I ! I I | T I ! I T | I I ! I T 1 T
80 82 84 86 88 90 92 94 96 98 00 02 04

putieal shdte or mit FISCAL YEAR



h

@ Spending, by Category, 2005 and 2015
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U.S. Federal Spending — Fiscal Year 2013 ($ Billions)

Net Interest Total
221 $3,454 B
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