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Executive Summary

he defense establishment is enjoying a period of 
bipartisan agreement on the need to prioritize 
strategic competition with China and Russia. 

Recent strategies from both the Obama and Trump 
administrations have articulated this direction. In light of 
this fact, the critical question this report asks is: Has the 
Trump administration put resources behind its strategy? 

The answer is: Yes and no. The 2020 budget request 
does contain some new and exciting investments that 
bring the size and shape of the joint force into better 
alignment with the National Defense Strategy (NDS).  
For example:

¡¡ The Army has chosen to slow its end-strength 
growth, while setting a goal of achieving a 50-50 split 
between investment in legacy and next-generation 
systems, compared with a ratio of 80-to-20 today. 

¡¡ The Navy has shifted substantial resources to accel-
erate development of new unmanned systems.

¡¡ The Air Force continues to invest in advanced 
aircraft and munitions, though with some notable 
reductions from the fiscal 2019 spending plan.

However, an examination of the budget through the 
framework of two critical balancing acts begins to reveal 
where the 2020 budget request comes up short relative 
to the strategy’s ambition. First, every defense budget 
must consider the balance among the joint force’s size, 
its readiness, and its possession of and ability to wield 
advanced military technology. Second, defense officials 
must also decide on the relative prioritization of today’s 
military operations against the need to prepare for the 
future by investing in next-generation military systems. 
In both respects, this defense budget request perpetuates 
bias in favor of size and the near term. A budget request 
more in line with the strategy would have: 

¡¡ Abandoned quantitative goals such as 355 ships for 
the Navy and 386 squadrons for the Air Force.

¡¡ Invested far more in the next generation of critical 
military technologies, including advanced munitions, 
artificial intelligence, and autonomous systems.

But the real failing of the 2020 budget proposed by 
President Donald Trump’s administration is its pack-
aging. In an attempt to avoid negotiating with Democrats 
over domestic spending, the administration has sub-
mitted a budget that, while technically complying with 
current spending caps introduced in the Budget Control 
Act, actually increases defense spending by shifting $98 
billion from the regular defense budget into accounts 
not subject to these spending limits. This blatant bud-
getary malpractice, in combination with the poison pill of 
Southwest border wall funding, rendered the president’s 
2020 defense budget request dead on arrival in Congress. 
As a result, the administration has abdicated to Congress 
critical decisions about the size and shape of the future 
joint force. 
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Introduction

he strategic direction of the Department of Defense 
(DoD) is at present clearly defined and widely 
agreed upon. At its simplest, the strategy directs the 

department to focus its energies on strategic competition 
with China and Russia, while finding more economical 
ways to protect the United States from terrorist threats.1 
The Obama administration began moving in this direction 
under the auspices of the Rebalance to the Asia-Pacific 
and the Third Offset.2 The Trump administration, under 
then-Secretary of Defense Jim Mattis, clarified, refined, 
and expanded upon this vision, resulting in the 2018 
National Defense Strategy (NDS).3 A congressionally 
mandated, bipartisan commission on the strategy has since 
validated the NDS’ prioritization of the threats posed by 
China and Russia.4 Put simply, the defense establishment 
is, more or less, all rowing in the same direction. (Whether 
the defense establishment is rowing in the same direction 
as President Donald Trump, or the American people, is 
another question, and outside the scope of this report.) 

Unfortunately, recent budgets have not featured the 
same clarity or enjoyed the same consensus support. 
The administration’s 2019 defense budget request was 
somewhat disappointing. In that cycle, the Trump admin-
istration had several factors working in its favor: a large 
influx of money for defense, a new strategy, and key polit-
ical personnel in place for the entirety of the budget build. 
Nevertheless, the administration largely failed to capitalize 
on these advantages. Officials claimed that the strategy 

was too late in arriving to make major adjustments to the 
budget. Ultimately, the Trump administration missed this 
critical opportunity to bring resources into alignment with 
a strategy that enjoys broad bipartisan support.5 

Aware that the 2019 budget request did not fully support 
the NDS, and anticipating disappointment even before 
that budget’s release, Deputy Secretary of Defense Patrick 
Shanahan promised a “masterpiece” for 2020.6 Thus the 
critical question this report asks is: Has he made good on 
that promise?7 In other words, does the “ask” (the defense 
budget request) fully implement the strategy?8 In short, the 
answer is that the budget request is largely supportive of 
the strategy but contains some critical points of divergence, 
explored fully below.

The defense establishment is, 
more or less, all rowing in the 
same direction.
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At a macro level, the strategy’s focus on high-end 
competitors, and implied acceptance of the 2012 Defense 
Strategic Guidance’s (DSG) directive not to size the force 
for large, long-term stability operations, would suggest 
a shift in resources away from the Army and to the Navy 
and the Air Force.17 While the Army’s relative share of 
the budget has come down since the height of the wars in 
Iraq and Afghanistan, the practice of dividing resources 
in consistent shares among the military departments 
persists, despite the NDS’ direction. 

Over this same period, the defense-wide accounts have 
slightly but steadily declined as a share of the overall 
budget. This portion of the budget funds everything 
that does not fall under a service budget, including the 
Missile Defense Agency (MDA), U.S. Special Operations 
Command, the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the 
Joint Staff, and many others. While the majority of this 
funding has direct operational relevance, this segment of 
the defense budget is frequently a target for cuts because 
it is also home to many of DoD’s back-office functions, 
such as human resources, accounting, and contract 
management. DoD should, of course, continue to strive 
for greater efficiency in these areas, although there are 
many obstacles to reform in this space. For example, 
many improvements in efficiency, such as increased auto-
mation in accounting processes, require large up-front 
investments in things such as information technology 
(IT) systems. It is difficult to justify these expenses when 
this segment of the budget is under constant downward 
pressure and when these investments might not start 
paying off until after the usual five-year planning 
horizon. Second, greater efficiency in DoD business lines 
generally results in lost jobs in a congressional district. As 
a result, Congress frequently extols DoD to make cuts in 
these areas, while at the same time individual members 
do their level best to block implementation of reforms 

2020 Budget Request Overview

he 2020 president’s budget requests $750 billion 
for national defense.9 Of this amount, $718 billion 
goes to the Department of Defense; the remaining 

$32 billion funds nuclear programs at the Department of 
Energy and some other defense-related activities that fall 
under other federal agencies (e.g., the Departments of 
Justice and Homeland Security).10 This request is a real 
(adjusted for inflation) increase of approximately  
2.8 percent over the administration’s 2019 request and 
the 2019 level enacted by Congress.11

T

Most would agree that the defense budget is 
objectively quite large. However, even this simple charac-
terization is not without controversy. Defense hawks are 
fond of noting that current defense spending as a per-
centage of gross domestic product (GDP) is historically 
low.13 Conversely, those who wish to reallocate resources 
away from defense often note that the United States 
spends more on its military than the next seven countries 
combined.14 However, the fact remains that how DoD 
spends its money is more important than how much 
money it has to spend.15 

Since 2015, each of the military departments’ relative 
shares of the defense budget have remained virtually 
unchanged and nearly identical to each other, and this 
trend continues in the 2020 request. This fact is not com-
pletely surprising. Given the overall size of the defense 
budget, billions must move between the services to be 
visible as a change in percentage. However, this remark-
able consistency in service shares of the budget over 
time is also indicative of the dominance of the services 
in building the DoD budget request, and their success in 
fighting to maintain equal shares of the pie. 

Services’ Shares of the DoD Top-Line16

Historical Defense Budget Requests 2010–202012 
*RAA: Request for Additional Appropriations 
(Adjusted for inflation.)  
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that DoD proposes. The Department of Defense has set 
a goal of achieving $7.7 billion in savings through these 
types of reforms in fiscal 2020.18 It is an ambitious goal, 
and if DoD fails to reach it the shortfall will have to come 
from some other part of the spending plan. However, 
DoD’s continued commitment to good stewardship of 
taxpayer dollars is laudable. 

What Do Taxpayers Get for Their $718 Billion? 
In short, for this staggering sum of money, the U.S. 
taxpayer gets a staggeringly capable military—the best 
in the world. This military does a number of vitally 
important but largely invisible things for the American 
people. First and foremost, the U.S. military underwrites 
stability in the international system, engendering the 
relative peace that allows the global economy to flourish 
and nations to prosper. Further, the credible possibility of 
the use of military force ensures that American diplo-
mats negotiate from a position of strength in furtherance 
of U.S. interests.

Even more importantly, U.S. military might deters 
other nations from engaging the United States in armed 
conflict. The lack of a major state-on-state war since 
the end of World War II, despite the existence of many 
strategic flashpoints, suggests that the U.S. nuclear and 
conventional deterrents are highly effective. The fact 
that U.S. competitors and adversaries so often resort to 

provocations designed to come in below U.S. thresh-
olds for military response (i.e., “gray zone” activity) is 
further evidence that U.S. military might has success-
fully deterred these actors from pursuing conventional 
military conflict. George Washington’s advice to 
Congress that “if we desire to secure peace, one of the 
most powerful instruments of our rising prosperity, it 
must be known, that we are at all times ready for war” is 
just as true today as it was at the nation’s founding.19 

More Specifically, What Does $718 Billion Buy?
The largest share of the defense budget resides in 
operations and maintenance (O&M) accounts, about 41 
percent in the 2020 request.20 These funds are the “doing 
things” part of the budget. They cover everything from 
repairing trucks to flying airplanes to training sailors. 
The department has only one fiscal year to execute these 

funds, but they are generally subject to the least amount 
of congressional direction. For example, in 2019, the 
entire base budget operations and maintenance appro-
priation takes up less than three of the defense bill’s  
67 pages.21

For this staggering sum of 
money, the U.S. taxpayer gets a 
staggeringly capable military—
the best in the world.

O&M
$292.8 B

MILITARY
PERSONNEL
$155.8 B

PROCUREMENT
$143.1 B

RDT&E
$104.3 B

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION
$22.5 B

NT

The 2020 Defense Budget Request by Title22

The next largest share of the defense budget pays for 
military personnel—uniformed service members, their 
basic pay, housing allowances, health care, retirement, 
and other related costs. These expenses comprise about 
22 percent of the 2020 defense budget request.23 Military 
personnel costs grow faster than the rate of inflation, 
largely due to factors that exist in the broader economy 
as well, such as the rising cost of health care, which for 
military personnel, retirees, and dependents will be 
nearly $50 billion in 2020.24 The 2020 budget request 
also asks for a 3.1 percent increase in military pay—the 
largest military pay raise in 10 years.25 Conversely, the 
administration has requested no pay raise for civilians 
for the second year in a row, though Congress ultimately 
authorized a pay raise of 1.9 percent for fiscal 2019.26

The third major share of the defense budget is the 
research, development, test, and evaluation (RDT&E) 
and procurement accounts, often known collectively 
as the investment accounts. In 2020, these accounts 
comprised about 15 percent and 20 percent of the total 
request, respectively.27 These accounts fund the design, 
development, and acquisition of all the weapons systems 
in the joint force. These accounts grew substantially 
between the fiscal 2018 and 2019 requests but have 
leveled off in the 2020 request, adjusted for inflation. 
However, the 2020 request does shift resources from 
procurement into RDT&E, which in this case is a positive 
development. A major criticism of the 2019 request was 
that it bought a lot of “new old” stuff—marginal upgrades 
or new units of platforms that have already been in 
service for decades, and that were not designed to cope 
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with the operational challenges presented by China and 
Russia now and into the future. This shift in favor of 
RDT&E suggests increased emphasis on next-generation 
systems, explored further below.

Spending Caps and Sequester
The Budget Control Act of 2011 (BCA) established caps 
on defense and nondefense discretionary spending 
through fiscal 2021 and put in place a mechanism 
called sequester to enforce these caps.32 If Congress 
appropriates funds above the caps, sequestration will 
automatically cancel budget authority above the levels 
established by the caps by taking an equal cut across all 
accounts.33 The president has the authority to exempt 
military pay from sequestration, but in that case all other 
accounts would be cut at a higher level to make up  
the difference.34 

The members of Congress and executive branch 
officials who designed the BCA intended sequestra-
tion as an outcome so horrifying that politicians would 
never let it come to pass, instead envisioning that they 
would negotiate new spending levels and change the 
law accordingly. However, by 2013, Republicans and 
Democrats in Congress had failed to reach a budget 
compromise, resulting in automatic sequestration cuts 
in March of that year.35 Since then, the executive and 
legislative branches have managed the BCA caps through 
a series of short-term budget deals that temporarily 
increased the caps for two years at a time. The most 
recent of these deals, the Bipartisan Budget Act of 2018, 
covered that year and 2019.36 Currently there is no deal to 
adjust the caps for 2020.

Overseas Contingency Operations Funding
The Trump administration is attempting to avoid 
negotiating an increase to the BCA caps by submitting a 
defense budget request that is technically compliant with 
the caps but that increases the Overseas Contingency 
Operations (OCO) request by 152 percent, from $69 
billion in 2019 to $174 billion in 2020.37

Procurement
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(Adjusted for inflation.)

A final segment of the DoD budget is military con-
struction funding, known as MILCON. These funds are 
small—only about 3 percent of the defense budget—but 
are subject to a disproportionate amount of scrutiny, 
and even more so this year. Members of Congress have a 
particular interest in the funds that build (or downsize 
or close) military bases and other facilities in their 
districts. As a result, there is a separate appropriations 
subcommittee for MILCON and Congress appropriates 
MILCON funds separately from the rest of the defense 
budget. Members of Congress have been even more 
interested in MILCON funding in this cycle, since the 
administration announced plans to reprogram some 
2019 MILCON funding without further approval from 
Congress by using an emergency declaration for wall 
construction on the United States’ Southwest border.29 
In the 2020 defense budget request, the administration 
has asked for $3.6 billion to restore these reprogrammed 
funds, and an additional $3.6 billion for further border 
wall construction in 2020.30 It is notable that the admin-
istration has chosen to include these funds in the defense 
portion of the budget, rather than in the Homeland 
Security request. Perhaps the administration thinks that 
it has a greater likelihood of securing funding for the 
border wall as part of the defense budget, but the more 
likely outcome is that this request will politicize the 
defense authorization and appropriations process. This 
part of the budget request is designated as “emergency” 
funding and as a result is not subject to current caps on 
discretionary spending.31
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environment. In the present case, the executive branch 
alone is attempting to use this mechanism to short-circuit 
negotiations with Congress. Second, this shift is much, 
much larger than any previous use of OCO to fund base 
budget requirements. The largest prior amount of base 
budget requirements funded through OCO was $18 billion 
in fiscal 2017.42 The administration’s 2020 request would 
increase that number more than fivefold, while simultane-
ously scaling back actual overseas contingency operations 
in places such as Syria and Iraq.

However, DoD has approached this shift in resources 
very transparently. The way that the department has iden-
tified these funds and the mechanics of how it has moved 
them from the base budget into OCO provides a relatively 
simple way out of this gimmick. In its budget materials, 
DoD has moved entire budget lines from the base budget 
procurement and operations and maintenance accounts 
into OCO, and noted where it has done so, making it rela-
tively easy for Congress to move those lines back into the 
base budget, and effectively create a new starting point for 
a budget deal.

What Happens Next?
Now it is Congress’s turn. The administration delivered 
its request nearly six weeks later than the law requires, 
ostensibly due to the government shutdown in January. 
The delayed request means Congress will have a month 
and a half less than usual in which to build and pass its 
authorization and appropriations bills before the end 
of the fiscal year. To get there, Congress will have to do 
a couple of things in parallel. The leadership (Senate 
Majority Leader Mitch McConnell, Speaker of the House 
Nancy Pelosi, and their minority counterparts) must 
either attempt to negotiate a deal with the White House 
to raise spending caps, or choose to build appropriations 
that comply with the caps. At the same time, the DoD 
authorizing and appropriating committees will write 
their bills, without knowing how much money they will 
have to work with in the end. All of the above will have to 
be reconciled, voted out of both houses of Congress, and 
signed into law by the president before the fiscal year ends 
on September 30. 

If Congress fails to authorize funding for 2020 prior to 
the end of fiscal 2019, it can use a continuing resolution to 
continue funding the government at fiscal 2019 levels, or 
the government will shut down (again). If continuing res-
olutions continue into January of 2020, sequester will take 
effect, revoking budget authority above the 2020 spending 
caps through automatic, across-the-board cuts.43 On that 
cheerful note, and without further delay, let’s dig into the 
details of what the administration has asked for in 2020.

The Obama administration created the OCO desig-
nation in 2011 to provide stability and transparency in 
the way the government funded the wars in Iraq and 
Afghanistan.39 Since then, the OCO designation has 
largely succeeded in accomplishing these objectives, 
replacing a series of ad hoc, out-of-cycle supplemental 
budget requests with an annual request for contingency 
operations usually submitted alongside the base budget, 
which clearly identifies the costs of these wars. Critically, 
money appropriated as OCO is not subject to the BCA’s 
caps on discretionary spending. In other words, Congress 
can increase appropriations for defense above existing 
legal caps without risking sequestration if it designates 
those increases as OCO.

As a result, OCO has been an important source of 
flexibility in negotiations in previous budget cycles. 
However, this administration’s decision to shift approx-
imately $98 billion in base budget requirements into 
the OCO account in its budget request is new and 
notable.40 According to the acting director of the Office 
of Management and Budget (OMB), the administration 
is attempting to use this increase in OCO to grow defense 
spending, while cutting domestic discretionary spending 
down to the levels established by the BCA caps.41 In other 
words, the administration is using the OCO accounts 
to try to avoid negotiating with Democrats in Congress 
about the balance between defense and nondefense dis-
cretionary spending. 

While it is true that OCO accounts have funded 
some base budget requirements in the past, there are 
two critical differences in how the administration is 
attempting to use this mechanism in the 2020 budget 

request. First, prior shifts from the base budget to 
OCO were agreed upon by the legislative and execu-
tive branches as a result of budget negotiations. In this 
instance, the executive branch has made this move 
unilaterally in an attempt to avoid such negotiations. In 
the former case, the executive and legislative branches 
decided to use the OCO accounts as an important 
source of negotiating flexibility in a very tight fiscal 

The administration is using 
the OCO accounts to try 
to avoid negotiating with 
Democrats in Congress about 
the balance between defense 
and nondefense discretionary 
spending.
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Finding the Balance: Capacity,  
Capability, and Readiness

he first balancing act, and the fundamental chal-
lenge in building a defense budget, is balancing the 
size of the force (capacity) and its level of fielded 

military technology (capability) against the prepared-
ness of the joint force to go do things (readiness), aptly 
dubbed the “iron triangle of painful tradeoffs,” and for 
good reason.44 The larger the joint force is, the more 
resources it requires for training and maintenance, and 
to field advanced weapons systems. The more money 
the department invests in advanced military technology, 
the less money it has to invest in everything else. These 
resource pressures at the angles of the iron triangle are 
why DoD’s current aspiration for “capable capacity” 
is nonsense.45 By definition, when talking about the 
tradeoffs required to live within a resource constraint, 
the decision cannot be “all of the above.” Strategic 
ambition, translated into military “requirements,” will 
always exceed available resources. When he rolled out 
the NDS, then-Secretary Mattis implicitly acknowledged 
this reality, stating that a budget in line with the docu-
ment’s direction would prioritize the capability of the 
joint force over its size.46 

However, force size seems to consistently matter 
most to many lawmakers, fed by reports from senior 
military officers who, in the course of advocating for 
increased budget authority, stress how thinly stretched 
their forces are across a wide array of missions. The 

option to scale back current military operations is rarely 
seriously considered, while the chorus advocating for 
an ever-larger military to meet ever-expanding peace-
time “requirements” grows louder and louder.47 Under 
a resource constraint, even one as large as $750 billion, 
this persistent bias toward force size puts the squeeze 
on both readiness and investment in advanced military 
technology, thus risking a “hollow force” like those that 
occurred in the 1970s and the 1990s.48 

When the geometry of the iron triangle gets out of 
balance in this way, the results can be deadly, as seen in 

2017 with the collisions of the USS Fitzgerald and the USS 
John S. McCain with merchant vessels in the busy sea 
lanes of the Western Pacific. All told, 17 sailors lost their 
lives in these collisions49 Undoubtedly there were many 
contributing factors to these tragic accidents, and debate 
on proximate cause rages on.50 However, the Navy’s 
persistent prioritization of building 355 ships, which 
has come at the expense of the subordinate systems that 
make these ships useful, as well as the training of its 
sailors and the maintenance of its platforms and weapons 
systems, is one possible contributing factor. The peace-
time operational tempo of the Navy, particularly in the 
Western Pacific, was undoubtedly another.

The Air Force is now following the Navy down the 
primrose path to program imbalance by committing to a 
similar quantitative target —386 operational squadrons.51 
By defining success as a single number, the Air Force has 
ensured that the much more important conversations 
about the right mix of aircraft for the joint force will 
have difficulty getting an airing, particularly on Capitol 
Hill.52 Army leadership, on the other hand, appears to be 
slowly backing away from its long-standing view that the 
number of soldiers in the active component is the most 
important metric in measuring the health of the Army. 
The 2020 budget request bears evidence of these newly 
reversed positions, discussed further.

The Trump administration’s prior budget requests 
have strongly emphasized readiness, and this emphasis 
was not wrong. The fiscal constraints that plagued DoD 
in the late Obama administration, combined with the 

belief on the part of decision-
makers that more defense 
funding was always just on 
the horizon, led to cuts that 
disproportionately impacted 
readiness, and the Trump 
administration was correct in 
prioritizing restoration of these 
funds. However, it does not 
matter how ready the joint force 

is for today’s conflicts if it will be unable to meet the chal-
lenges posed by technologically advanced adversaries 10, 
20, or 30 years in the future. With readiness now restored 
(with a few notable exceptions, discussed later), it is time 
for the administration to begin to invest seriously in the 
capability of the future force. 

The Size of the Joint Force
The first and most obvious manifestation of the iron 
triangle is the literal size of the force—how many 
soldiers, sailors, airmen, and Marines are there? The 

Under a resource constraint, even one as large 
as $750 billion, this persistent bias toward force 
size puts the squeeze on both readiness and 
investment in advanced military technology, 
thus risking a “hollow force” like those that 
occurred in the 1970s and the 1990s.

T
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short answer is “a lot”—over 2 million requested for 2020 
in the active components, Reserves, and National Guard.53 
That number has steadily increased since the beginning of 
the Trump administration. The fiscal contraction pre-
cipitated by the BCA drove several years of end-strength 
reductions in the second half of the Obama administra-
tion, as a result of guidance to pursue a smaller but more 
capable joint force.54 The Trump administration reversed 
this trend, starting by increasing Army end strength in its 
request for additional appropriations in fiscal 2017, and 
has continued to increase the size of the force in each of 
its three full budget requests since then.55

a strategy that prioritized air- and sea-power-centric 
conflicts, leading to the conclusion that a smaller ground 
force was entirely appropriate. The Trump administra-
tion continued to request additional Army end strength 
in its fiscal 2018 and 2019 budget requests.63 However, 
the Army’s desire to grow has now outstripped its ability 
to recruit. In fiscal 2018, the Army failed to meet its 
recruiting target for the first time since the height of the 
Iraq War.64 In the 2020 president’s budget request, the 
Army has slowed its projected growth. The 2019 budget 
request projected the Army would reach an active com-
ponent end strength of 495,500 in fiscal 2023; the 2020 
request projects active end strength of only 488,000 a 
year later, in fiscal 2024.65 The Army does not share its 
reasoning behind this decision. It could be an adjustment 
to account for more conservative estimates of how many 
soldiers the Army is able to recruit in any given year. It 
could also reflect recognition by Army leaders that the 
service needs to trim its numbers in order to invest more 
in modernization. It may be a little of both.

The Marine Corps’ story has been similar to the 
Army’s, but less extreme. The SCMR recommended cuts 
for all ground forces; the Obama administration’s final 
budget request (fiscal 2017) brought the Marine Corps 
active component to 182,000.66 The Trump administra-
tion’s first full budget request (fiscal 2018) increased the 
active Marine Corps to 185,000. Since the 2019 budget 
request, Marine Corps active end strength has held 
steady at approximately 186,000 Marines.67 The Marine 
Corps has not experienced the same recruiting difficul-
ties that the Army has. One possible explanation is the 
relative size of the two services; including the reserve 
components, the Marine Corps is less than a quarter the 
size of the Army.68 

The Navy generally measures its capacity by the 
number of capital ships in the fleet, a topic upon which 
people in Congress, the White House, the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense, the chattering class, and the Navy 
itself have very strong feelings. Currently there are 288 
ships in the inventory; the administration has asked 
for a net increase of 13 ships in fiscal 2020.69 The Navy 
first asserted a “requirement” for 355 ships in 2016.70 
Since then, the Trump administration has endorsed this 
goal, and Congress has codified it in law.71 Congress also 
requires the Navy to submit a 30-year shipbuilding plan 
annually in conjunction with the president’s budget 
request. The current plan indicates that the Navy will 
achieve a 355-ship fleet in fiscal 2034, if optimistic 
assumptions about budget levels, acquisition schedules, 
and ship service life hold.72
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The capacity story is a little different for each service. 
The Army is the service generally most focused on end 
strength. The Army resisted the 2012 DSG’s directive to 
pursue a smaller but more capable joint force.57 The DSG 
also clearly stated that DoD would no longer size the 
force for “large-scale, prolonged stability operations.”58 
The DoD Strategic Choices and Management Review 
(SCMR), made necessary by BCA-driven budget cuts, 
followed the DSG, concluding that it would be possible to 
reduce the size of the Army from a planned end-strength 
of 490,000 in the active component down to somewhere 
between 420,000 and 450,000 while maintaining its 
ability to execute the priority missions defined by the 
strategy at the time.59 Army leadership, most notably 
then-Chief of Staff of the Army General Ray Odierno, 
did not agree.60 Many an Army officer at the time often 
recited the mantra “quantity has a quality of its own.”61 

When the Trump administration came into office, it 
immediately undertook to reverse these cuts, requesting 
funding for additional soldiers in its amendment to the 
Obama administration’s 2017 budget request.62 Defense 
leaders took this step despite simultaneously developing 
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Navy Ship Inventory73

Acting Deputy Secretary of Defense David Norquist 
noted that the shipbuilding budget in the 2020 budget 
request is larger than it has been in in 20 years.74 
However, the future years defense program (FYDP) 
profile for shipbuilding actually decreases in the 2020 
request from the 2019 request.75 In other words, the 
amount planned for fiscal 2020 increased from both 
the 2019 requested and enacted levels, but the planned 
levels for 2021–2023 are lower in the 2020 request 
than they were in the 2019 request. There are several 
changes in the program that contribute to this trend. 
First, in the 2020 program, the Navy pulled an Aegis-
equipped Arleigh Burke-class destroyer (DDG-51) and 
an oiler (T-AO) forward from their originally planned 
procurement in 2021 to 2020.76 In addition, the Navy 
has asked for an additional Virginia-class fast attack 
submarine (SSN) in 2020, increasing the planned buy 
from two to three.77 Further, the Navy decreased the 
DDG-51 buy planned for fiscal 2022 from three to two.78 
The shipbuilding plan also reflects a decision to delay 
procurement of two San Antonio-class amphibious 
ships (LPD Flt II) beyond the FYDP, while accelerating 
the planned buy of the new next-generation frigate 
(FFG(X)), adding a ship in 2021.79 Finally, the 2020 
budget request cancels the midlife refueling and complex 
overhaul (RCOH) for the aircraft carrier USS Harry 
S. Truman (CVN-75), planned to occur in fiscal 2024, 
electing instead to decommission the ship early.80

These changes to the shipbuilding plan are largely 
consistent with the strategy. The additional submarine, 
in particular, is a laudable choice, given the persistent 
advantage the United States enjoys over China in the sub-
surface domain.81 However, this rate of SSN production, 
combined with production of the new Columbia-
class ballistic missile submarines, will stress existing 
defense industrial base capacity. The long-anticipated 

termination of the littoral combat ship in favor of 
the more capable new frigate is also welcome news. 
Regarding the reduction in amphibious ships, Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Joe Dunford noted in 
a hearing before the Senate Armed Services Committee 
that the requirement for 38 amphibious ships stands, 
but the Navy decided to prioritize other platforms in 
the 2020–2024 time frame.82 These “other platforms”—
fast-attack submarines, Aegis-equipped destroyers, and 
frigates—are arguably more relevant to the challenges 
posed by China and Russia.Large Surface 
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Chief of Naval Operations Admiral John Richardson 
indicated earlier this year that the Navy is rethinking 
the 355-ship requirement, noting the possibility “a new 
number” later this year.84 If his somewhat elliptical 
remarks portend a better balance between shipbuilding 
and everything else in the Navy budget, it is a positive 
development. As previously noted, overinvestment 
in shipbuilding crowds out investment in the rest of 
the Navy, resulting in an unbalanced program. Some 
observers correctly note that the Navy is now over-
extended.85 To solve this problem, they recommend 
building more ships and vociferously defend the 355-ship 
target, or advocate for even higher numbers of ships.86 
However, they overlook two critical points in making 
their cases. First, there is another, more obvious way to 
solve the problem of overextension, which is to scale 
back operations. Second, given that resource constraints 
are as certain as death and taxes, spending ever more 
on building ships means fewer resources available for 
training, weapons, maintenance, and everything else it 
takes to make an effective naval force. For example, the 
Navy does not have enough sailors to adequately staff the 
ships currently in the fleet, much less to accommodate 
additional ships.87 The Navy continues to work toward 
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correcting this deficiency in the 2020 budget request by 
adding more than 15,000 sailors by 2024.88

Compounding the administration’s commitment to 
building a 355-ship Navy is Congress’s general incli-
nation to add more ships to the program in addition to 
those DoD requests, exacerbating any imbalance that 
already exists in the defense budget request. Members 
of Congress, particularly on the sea power subcommit-
tees, have wasted no time in challenging Navy officials 
over their changes to the shipbuilding program and lack 
of commitment to achieving 355 ships in the fleet in the 
near term, most notably over the decision to retire the 
USS Harry S. Truman early.89 Undoubtedly the number of 
ships in the fleet will remain a hot topic throughout the 
2020 congressional budgeting process.

As previously noted, the Air Force has now followed 
in the Navy’s footsteps by publicly committing to a goal 
of 386 operational squadrons.90 While it is true that the 
Air Force does have capacity challenges, commitment 
to an unrealistic and unnuanced numeric target is not 
the solution to these problems. It does not allow for 
consideration of the capabilities required or the mix of 
high-end and low-end aircraft that would best suit the 
needs of the joint force. Since the drawdown of ground 
forces in Iraq and Afghanistan, the Air Force has been the 
service most stressed by the ongoing counterterrorism 
fight in the Middle East and North Africa. At the same 
time, and like the other services, the Air Force has gotten 
smaller, and the average age of its aircraft is increasing.91 
Some of this reduction in size is to be expected based on 
technological advances. For example, precision-guided 
munitions make bombs more likely to hit their targets, 
which means the Air Force can plan to drop fewer 
bombs, presumably meaning that it also will need fewer 
airplanes from which to drop them. However, today’s Air 
Force contains 312 operational squadrons versus the 401 
that were in the force during Operation Desert Storm.92

The Air Force is stretched thin, and if the prevailing 
modality of ongoing counterterrorism campaigns con-
tinues to be airstrikes, there is no relief on the horizon. 
One partial solution to the capacity challenges the Air 
Force faces would be to move ahead with a light-at-
tack aircraft (OA-X) program. If successful, light attack 
would provide a platform for use in permissive environ-
ments (over Afghanistan, for example) that would be 
significantly cheaper to buy, to operate, and to maintain 
than the current fleet of aircraft the Air Force is using 
to conduct airstrikes in these areas. A light-attack 
aircraft program would be consistent with the strategy, 
which directs the department to develop more efficient 
and economical ways to prosecute counterterrorism 

campaigns.93 Unfortunately, the Air Force has announced 
an indefinite delay in its solicitation for the aircraft, 
pending further experimentation.94 The 2020 Air Force 
budget justification books include $35 million per year in 
2020 –2022 for continued experimentation, and a  
procurement wedge (or placeholder funding) starting  
in 2022.95

Like the Navy, the Air Force also does not have 
adequate numbers of key personnel to operate and 
maintain the current fleet. The pilot shortage is chronic, 
and thus far resistant to the myriad initiatives the Air 
Force has used to address the problem.96 In addition, 
aging aircraft also put a strain on maintainers. As a result, 
the Air Force has been steadily growing in end strength 
since 2016.97 The 2020 budget request continues this 
trend, seeking to increase the Air Force’s active compo-
nent by nearly 8,500 by 2024.98

The bottom line for both the Navy and the Air Force 
is that their capacity goals of 355 ships and 386 opera-
tional squadrons respectively are likely unattainable, and 
attempting to achieve them risks severely unbalancing 
the composition of the joint force. The Navy itself admits 
that, even if the current high defense top lines hold, it 
will not achieve 355 ships in the fleet until 2034, and it 
can only achieve that timeline by aggressively pursuing 

service life extension programs for ships already in 
the fleet, further exacerbating the Navy’s maintenance 
challenges (discussed later).99 The Air Force’s plan to get 
to 386 operational squadrons requires it to grow by 24 
percent.100 Experts disagree about likely levels of defense 
spending in the coming years, but none believe it will 
increase by 24 percent in real terms. Given this reality, 
and the rigidity of the practice of apportioning equal 
shares to each of the services (previously discussed), it is 
very difficult to see where the money might come from 
that would enable the Air Force to achieve this goal. For 
both services, the harm comes in trying to achieve the 
impossible. Striving to achieve these unrealistic numeric 

The bottom line for both the 
Navy and the Air Force is that 
their capacity goals of 355 ships 
and 386 operational squadrons 
respectively are likely 
unattainable, and attempting 
to achieve them risks severely 
unbalancing the composition of 
the joint force.
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goals risks unbalancing the rest of their programs, 
resulting in underinvestment in the subordinate systems 
and munitions that make these ships and aircraft oper-
ationally effective, or in the people who operate them, 
leaving the “iron triangle” dangerously unbalanced.

The Readiness of the Joint Force
As noted above, the Trump administration’s first three 
budget actions (its amendment to the Obama adminis-
tration’s 2017 request and the 2018 and 2019 president’s 
budgets) all prioritized readiness. The administration’s 
2020 budget request continues this trend but begins to 
level off investment in this space. The term readiness 
means many different things to different people, but this 
report will focus on three significant budgetary compo-
nents: maintenance accounts, training, and investments 
in infrastructure and facilities. When the services rolled 
out their budget requests on March 11, many briefers 
employed the phrase “funded to maximum executable 
levels” to describe some of their key readiness accounts. 
These statements are good news for readiness, as 
far as it goes, but they only indicate that the services 
have funded readiness (training, maintenance, etc.) at 
levels that the current infrastructure and workforce 
can support. These statements do not tell us anything 
about the sufficiency of that current infrastructure 
or workforce, and herein lie a few lingering concerns 
about readiness.

Despite the focus on readiness that has been the 
hallmark of the Trump Pentagon, adequate mainte-
nance resources for aging fleets of ships and aircraft in 
both the Navy and Air Force remain areas of concern. 
For example, the Navy claims that the 2020 budget 
request funds ship and aircraft depot maintenance to 
maximum executable levels.101 However, the Navy’s 
unfunded priorities list (UPL) indicates that at least in 
some cases, depot capacity is not currently adequate to 
meet the maintenance needs of the fleet. The list’s No. 
1 unfunded request is for $814 million to move some 
submarine maintenance “to private shipyards due to 
public shipyard capacity constraints.”102 This state of 
affairs begs the question, what good is a 355-ship Navy 
if maintenance infrastructure is inadequate to support 
the current 288-ship fleet? The Navy is addressing this 
shortfall in maintenance capacity not only by seeking 
to shift some maintenance to private shipyards, but also 
by increasing capacity and workforce in its own ship-
yards.103 Similarly, the Air Force reports a $1.4 billion 
increase in its primary maintenance account (weapons 
system sustainment or WSS), while its No. 1 UPL item is 
$579 billion for additional WSS funding.104

The Army and the Air Force are making investments 
to bring their key training programs into alignment 
with the threats prioritized by the NDS. The Army 
request funds maximum throughput of its Combat 
Training Centers, including 25 Brigade Combat 
Team rotations focused on “decisive action” training, 
meaning the exercises will focus on the skills and 
capabilities needed in a fight with a highly capable 
adversary.105 The Air Force request funds its primary 
training line item—flying hours—to maximum execut-
able levels, in this case meaning that the service has 
funded the maximum number of flying hours that its 
pilots, aircraft, and maintainers can support.106 The Air 
Force is also increasing investment in training ranges 
and simulators to better mimic high-end threats.107 

Each of the services also reported funding facili-
ties maintenance at higher levels in the 2020 budget 
request than in recent history. The Department of 
Defense has long had a target of funding facilities sus-
tainment and maintenance at a minimum of 90 percent 

of the requirement in a given year.108 Unfortunately, the 
services have often used these accounts as bill-payers 
for higher-priority requirements in lean years, often 
failing to meet that target. In the short term, defer-
ring maintenance on buildings and other facilities is 
an easy choice to make. However, in the long term, 
deferred maintenance can end up costing the depart-
ment millions of dollars, as infrastructure fails to meet 
its planned service life due to inadequate maintenance 
compounding over the years. In the 2020 request, all 
four services funded facilities sustainment and main-
tenance to at least 85 percent of their requirements 
for the fiscal year, not quite meeting the 90 percent 
goal, but getting much closer than they have been 
in recent years.109

Despite the focus on readiness 
that has been the hallmark of 
the Trump Pentagon, adequate 
maintenance resources for 
aging fleets of ships and 
aircraft in both the Navy and 
Air Force remain areas of 
concern.
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The Capability of the Joint Force—
The Present Versus the Future

he second critical balancing act all budgets 
must undertake is the relative prioritization of 
the present (current operations, present-day 

readiness, maintenance and procurement of legacy 
systems) against the future (developing and fielding 
next-generation weapons and platforms). Any dollar 
invested in developing future capabilities comes at the 
expense of an incremental dollar spent on something 
that may further U.S. security interests in the near term. 
Conversely, any dollar spent on a current operation or 
legacy system comes at the expense of developing and 
eventually fielding some future military capability. A 
budget request that fully implements the NDS will pri-
oritize investment in the future, developing and fielding 
the advanced capabilities needed to maintain and 
extend the U.S. military’s technological edge against 
highly capable adversaries. While this budget request 
does make some very good investments in advanced 
technologies, it also remains heavily invested in shoring 
up legacy fleets to reduce risk in the near term.

Unfortunately, it is human nature to prioritize near-
term rewards over benefits realized in the future.110 
This axiom often seems doubly true for elected officials 
and senior political appointees, who likely will not 
be around decades into the future to face the conse-
quences of the choices they are making today. Making a 
decision that accepts risk in the near term in exchange 
for an uncertain payoff decades in the future is a very 
difficult thing to do. For example, choosing to forgo a 
current counterterrorism operation, and thus poten-
tially increasing risk of an attack in the near term, in 
order to devote additional resources to technology 
development that may or may not bear fruit is an 
extraordinarily difficult decision to make. However, it is 
precisely this kind of investment in technology devel-
opment that may prove dispositive in a future conflict 
with far higher stakes. Although this kind of stark 
tradeoff is generally not directly considered in building 
the DoD budget request, it is effectively the sum of 
the tradeoffs made in the process of making a budget. 
Assumptions about future levels of defense spending 
also shape this dynamic. Money spent to develop new 
weapons systems is money wasted if there is no addi-
tional money available at the end of the development 
cycle to put those new systems into production and 
get them to the field.111 In sum, the incentives to invest 
in the force of today at the expense of the force of the 
future are strong.

Nevertheless, the technological advantage that the 
U.S. military has enjoyed due to Second Offset tech-
nologies, such as precision guidance and stealth, is 
steadily eroding.112 Consequently, DoD needs to invest 
in developing the next generation of military systems to 
halt and ultimately reverse this trend. Under a resource 
constraint, even a large one, the department must make 
thousands of tradeoffs that aggregate into a prioriti-
zation of present-day threats and acceptance of risk 
against the threats of the future, or vice versa. Thus the 
critical question here is, where has this administration 
chosen to park its risk—in the near term, or a decade 
or more in the future? The department is making some 
very good investments that will decrease risk in the 
future, including in such things as unmanned systems 
However, the predominant trend in this budget request 
is to avoid risk in the near term by investing in shoring 
up legacy fleets These investments in the legacy force 
necessarily come at the expense of further investment 
in advanced capability. 

Combat Aircraft
This tradeoff between the present and the future is 
apparent in the way the department has chosen to 
manage its portfolio of combat aircraft. Force planners 
in the 1990s envisioned pristine fleets consisting almost 
entirely of the most advanced fifth-generation aircraft for 
both the Air Force and the Navy in the 2020s and 2030s. 
That vision has not survived contact with reality, due to 
fiscal constraints, schedule slips, and nearly two decades 
of counterterrorism and counterinsurgency campaigning 
that has been very reliant on tactical aircraft. The result 
is that both the Navy/Marine Corps and Air Force will 
continue to operate mixed fourth- and fifth-generation 
fleets decades into the future. In choosing to invest 
heavily in shoring up its fleets of fourth-generation 
aircraft in this budget request, the department has effec-
tively decided to prioritize the present over the future. In 
other words, these investments are not entirely consis-
tent with the strategy, though they are understandable in 
light of the current state of these fourth-generation fleets.

This report discussed the capacity challenges in the 
Air Force’s fighter fleet above, but it is worth taking some 
time here to review how the Air Force wound up with 
an ever-smaller and ever-older fleet of aircraft before 
assessing the procurement decisions the department has 
made in the 2020 budget request. The department has 
not purchased fifth-generation aircraft in the quantities 
or at the rates originally envisioned. The first blow came 
when then-Secretary of Defense Bob Gates canceled the 
F-22 program in 2009, capping that fleet at 187 aircraft, 

T
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versus the originally planned 750.113 Since then, the Air 
Force has also continually revised its annual planned 
F-35A purchase downward. Most recently, the 2019 
budget justification books indicated a plan to buy 258 
F-35As over the FYDP.114 The Air Force’s 2020 plan 
brings that number down to 240 over the FYDP.115 To 
compensate for the relative lack of new aircraft coming 
into the fleet, the Air Force has extended the planned 
service life of many of its platforms, including the F-15 
and the F-16, which are the aircraft the F-22 and the 
F-35A were originally designed to replace. Where the Air 
Force has attempted to retire aging aircraft in order to 
shift resources to newer programs, Congress has gen-
erally acted to reverse these decisions, most notably by 
preventing the Air Force from retiring its fleet of A-10s.116 
In sum, the Air Force has had to revise its vision of an 
all-fifth-generation fleet in the 2020s and 2030s to a 
mixed fleet of fourth- and fifth-generation aircraft.

The Air Force’s immediate problem is that the 
oldest F-15s in the fleet (C and D variants), which were 
supposed to be replaced by the F-22 and instead have 
had their service lives extended, are now literally falling 
apart. According to the Air Force’s 2020 budget justifica-
tion book, “Many F-15C/Ds are beyond their service life 
and have SERIOUS structures risks, wire chafing issues, 
and obsolete parts. Readiness goals are unachievable due 
to continuous structural inspections, time-consuming 
repairs, and on-going modernization efforts. The average 
F-15C/D is 35 years old with over 8,300 flight hours; the 
oldest F-15C was delivered in 1979.”117 That these aircraft 
have little useful life left in them is a fact. The question is, 
what to do about it? 

Enter the F-15EX, the department’s proposed replace-
ment for the aging F-15C/Ds. This aircraft would be 
based on the F-15 variant currently in production for 
sale to Qatar, with the addition of some U.S.-only capa-
bilities, including the Eagle Passive Active Warning and 
Survivability System (EPAWSS).118 The department’s 
request includes eight aircraft in 2020 and 18 aircraft 
per year in 2021 through 2024 at a unit cost of just 
over $80 million.119

The department could have opted instead to acquire 
additional F-35As to replace the aging F-15s. In response 
to a question from Senator Joe Manchin at the DoD 
2020 Posture hearing before the Senate Armed Services 
Committee as to why the department chose the F-15EX, 
Dunford stated that, while the cost per aircraft would not 
differ substantially between the F-15EX and the F-35A, 
the F-15EX would cost about 50 percent less to operate 
than the F-35A and would have double the service life.120 
Further, the Air Force budget justification book notes 

that the F-15EX would use F-15 logistics, maintenance, 
and training infrastructure that is already in place, 
whereas the F-35A would require additional infrastruc-
ture at current F-15 bases.121 It is important to note that 
these figures on cost to operate and service life for both 
aircraft are just estimates, and that a true apples-to-ap-
ples comparison on cost per flying hour is extremely 
difficult to achieve.122 Only time will tell whether the 
estimates on which the department based its decision to 
acquire F-15EX were correct. But it is also notable that, 
at the same Senate Armed Services Committee hearing, 
Dunford reasserted the Air Force’s commitment to the 
F-35 as the primary aircraft for the future.123 

The Air Force also could have chosen to simply retire 
the F-15C/Ds. This option would accept risk in the near 
term by exacerbating the capacity challenges the Air 
Force faces, discussed in the section above. However, it 
would also have liberated resources that could have been 
invested in developing the next generation of military 
technology. Granted, if the Air Force were to attempt 
to retire the F-15C/Ds without replacement, Congress 
would likely act to prevent it, as happened with the A-10. 
This scenario would leave the Air Force in the worst 
possible position, stuck patching up and flying aircraft 
that are beyond their useful life. 

Fighter Aircraft Quantities Requested 

Source: Data provided by Govini, derived from DoD budget justification 
books.

The Navy has had a similar dynamic going for some 
years now in the way it has managed procurement of 
additional F/A-18E/Fs alongside the F-35B and F-35C. 
Aging aircraft, inadequate maintenance funding, and 
delays in F-35 procurement conspired to create a 
shortage in available carrier-based fighter aircraft.124 DoD 
had stopped requesting new F-18E/Fs in fiscal 2013.125 
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However, due to concerns about the shortfall in available 
Navy fighter aircraft, Congress authorized and appro-
priated funding for five new F/A-18E/Fs in fiscal 2016.126 
DoD has included new F/A-18E/Fs in each of its budget 
requests since then. The fiscal 2020 budget request 
includes 24 in the budget year, and a total of 84 over the 
FYDP.127 The Navy also requests 20 F-35Cs in fiscal 2020, 
and a total of 120 over the FYDP.128

Looking further into the future, the Air Force’s Next 
Generation Air Dominance (NGAD) program will 
develop whatever comes after the F-35 and the F-22. The 
department’s request for this program doubled from 
2018 to 2019, and has doubled again, coming in at an even 
$1 billion for fiscal 2020.129 However, the planned future 
years request decreased by $3.3 billion between 2019 
and 2020.130 The Air Force has not publicly explained the 
reasons for this decision. It could be that the Air Force 
believes it has found a way to achieve the same capability 
at a third lower cost. Alternatively, it could be that the Air 
Force is reconsidering the objectives or the structure of 
the program. 

the FYDP, the largest component of the B-52 mod-
ernization request, which totals $2.3 billion over the 
same five years.133

In sum, the decision to continue to invest heavily in 
legacy aircraft is a decision to draw down risk in the 
near term and is thus somewhat inconsistent with the 
course charted by the NDS. This decision is not wrong 
per se, but it does come at the expense of larger invest-
ments in more advanced capabilities. It is also a decision 
that favors capacity; the department has chosen to buy 
additional fourth-generation fighter aircraft because it 
believes their full life cycle cost will be less than that of 
fifth-generation platforms, and thus DoD can afford more 
of them. The result is that mixed fourth- and fifth-gener-
ation fleets are here to stay, and the services could even 
start to see mixed fourth-, fifth-, and sixth-generation 
fleets of aircraft in the future.

Munitions
The campaign against the Islamic State group (ISIS) 
in Iraq and Syria has been heavily reliant on airstrikes, 
and efforts to minimize collateral damage mean that 
the joint force has expended many relatively advanced 
precision-guided munitions in recent years, depleting 
existing stocks of weapons such as the Joint Direct 
Attack Munition (JDAM). The strategy’s focus on com-
petition with China and Russia also encourages adequate 
stocks of other critical munitions, such as the long-range 
anti-ship missile (LRASM). As a result, the 2020 budget 
request funds these and other critical munitions at 
maximum production rates. 
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The Air Force’s bomber portfolio contains a mix of 
new and old similar to that seen in the Air Force and 
Navy fighter fleets. Investment in development of 
the new B-21 continues apace, with very little change 
between the fiscal 2019 and fiscal 2020 requests. The 
department requests $3 billion for the program in 2020, 
up from $2.3 billion in 2019, reflecting the program’s 
ongoing transition from development to procurement.131 
At the same time, the Air Force continues its plan to 
replace the engines on its fleet of B-52s, the youngest of 
which entered service in 1962, and which the Air Force 
intends to keep flying until at least 2050.132 The 2020 
request calls for $1.4 billion for the new engines over 

While replenishing stocks of these critical munitions 
as fast as the current industrial base capacity will allow 
is definitely a good thing, it does not indicate whether 
those maximum production rates are adequate to meet 
the needs of the joint force, now or in the future. Rather, 
the fact that the department is buying munitions at 
maximum production rates in peacetime indicates that 
capacity in the munitions industrial base would almost 
certainly be inadequate were the United States to enter 
a shooting war with a capable adversary. The depart-
ment is taking some steps to increase capacity in this 
sector. For example, the 2020 budget request continues 
and expands the Army’s effort to increase capacity at 
the Holston Army Ammunition Plant, requesting $268.8 
million for this purpose in 2020.134 Holston is at present 
the only U.S. manufacturer of most of the explosives used 
in U.S. munitions, which is concerning in and of itself.135 

Despite this and other positive steps, the industrial 
base in this sector remains fragile, and has lost critical 
design skills because DoD has not developed a new 



@CNASDC

15

land-based tactical missile in two decades.136 Fortunately, 
this drought of new munitions technology is coming to 
an end. For example, as part of its long-range precision 
fires line of effort (No. 1 of six Army modernization pri-
orities), the Army is developing the new precision strike 
missile (PrSM).137 The Army requests $164.2 million 
to fund continued development in 2020 and a total of 
$848.7 million over the FYDP.138

Looking further into the future, the department 
continues to pursue new hypersonic weapons. These 
weapons are the highest technical development 
priority for Under Secretary of Defense for Research 
and Engineering Mike Griffin.139 The department is 
requesting $2.6 billion for hypersonic programs in 
2020.140 The most prominent program in this area is the 
Air Force’s hypersonics prototyping effort, totaling $576 
million in fiscal 2020, a modest increase from the fiscal 
2019 request.141 These funds are evenly split between 
two competing approaches—the air-launched rapid 
response weapon and the hypersonic conventional 
strike weapon.142

The Air Force and the Army’s efforts to innovate in 
this space stand in contrast to the Navy. Navy RDT&E 
spending on munitions development decreases by about 
half from fiscal 2020 to fiscal 2024.143 While the Navy can 
certainly free ride on the Air Force’s investment in devel-
oping some munitions—small diameter bomb (SDB) II, 
for example—the Navy is going to be waiting an awfully 
long time for the Air Force to develop a new torpedo for 
it. As a result, the Navy risks falling behind in developing 

Selected Munitions Quantities Requested 

Source: Data provided by Govini, derived from DoD budget justification books.

advanced munitions, a critical capability in any future 
conflict where the joint force will face advanced inte-
grated air defense systems.

Artificial Intelligence and Autonomous Systems
Autonomy and artificial intelligence (AI) are already 
beginning to dramatically change the global economy, 
and both have enormous potential to change the future 
of warfare as well. Just as the industrial revolution 
profoundly changed the way militaries fight wars, the 
emergence of AI could have similarly sweeping impacts 
on warfare, as well as the geopolitical context in which 
wars occur.144 The critical question is whether the United 
States will be at the forefront of these developments or 
lag behind, reacting to advances in this space by competi-
tors such as China. 

Given the enormous implications of artificial intelli-
gence for the future of warfare, it should be a far higher 
priority for DoD in the technology development space, 
and certainly a higher priority than the current No. 1—
development of hypersonic weapons. A budget that fully 
implemented the NDS would invest heavily in this area. 
While DoD is making progress in AI, having released 
its first-ever Artificial Intelligence Strategy in 2018, it is, 
quite simply, still not moving fast enough.145 The 2020 
defense budget request includes only $927 million for 
artificial intelligence.146 Investments include a contin-
uation of Project Maven, which aims to greatly speed 
the processing and analysis of full motion video.147 The 
request also funds the Joint Artificial Intelligence Center 
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(JAIC), which seeks to apply the lessons learned to date 
through Project Maven beyond the intelligence commu-
nity to other DoD mission sets.148 

The AI sector exemplifies the ways in which the 
innovation environment has changed in the 21st century. 
While DoD labs and agencies continue to do good and 
important work in this space, the primary AI innova-
tors are tech companies such as Google, Microsoft, and 
Amazon. Unfortunately, engaging with these companies 
has sometimes proved challenging for DoD. For example, 
Google declined to renew its contract supporting 
Project Maven in deference to employees who pro-
tested working with the Department of Defense on this 
project.149 Employees at Microsoft also recently objected 

to a DoD contract, protesting the Army’s use of their 
HoloLens technology.150 In the 2020 Defense budget 
hearings before the Senate Armed Services Committee, 
Shanahan, the acting secretary of defense, and Dunford, 
the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, struck back, 
asserting that “the work Google is doing in China is 
indirectly benefiting the Chinese military.”151 This hos-
tility between the Department of Defense and the tech 
sector’s leading lights is unhelpful, to say the least. As 
Eric Schmidt, the former executive chairman of Google 
and the current chairman of the Defense Department’s 
Innovation Board, has observed, “We need to get our act 
together as a country.”152

DoD also requests $3.7 billion for autonomous systems 
in fiscal 2020.153 The Navy’s 2020 budget request contains 
some particularly exciting developments in this space. 
The 2020 request accelerates the Navy’s development 
of the large unmanned surface vessel (USV) program, 
investing $447 million in the budget year and purchasing 
two large USVs per year through the FYDP.154 The 2020 
request also increases investment in unmanned undersea 
vehicles (UUVs), investing $359 million in the budget 
year.155 Of particular interest is the Orca extra-large UUV, 
in which the Navy will invest $182 million in 2020 to 
procure two prototypes, with plans to acquire a total of 
nine vehicles over the FYDP.156 The Navy also continues 
to fund the development of the MQ-25, an unmanned, 

carrier-based tanking platform that will extend the range 
of the carrier air wing.157 The Air Force is also pursuing 
new autonomous systems, specifically low-cost uninhab-
ited attritable aircraft, though these investments remain 
frustratingly small and are buried within larger budget 
line items.158 For example, in its Skyborg program, the Air 
Force is developing control systems for drone aircraft, 
while its XQ-58 Valkyrie program aims to produce a 
small, low-cost jet-powered uninhabited aircraft.159 
These autonomous systems all have the potential to alle-
viate many of the services’ readiness and manning woes, 
while generating additional capacity AND capability. 
Perhaps more significantly, they also create opportunities 
for innovative operational concepts that can help the U.S. 
military maintain and extend a position of dominance 
against its most challenging competitors.

Space
The Trump administration has made a lot of news over 
the past year with its unusually public deliberations 
about how the Department of Defense will organize 
its space forces and resources. Happily, the adminis-
tration appears to have agreed upon a single position, 
memorialized in Space Policy Directive 4, signed by 
Trump in February of this year. In that document the 
administration proposes “a new branch of the United 
States Armed Forces to be initially placed by statute 
within the Department of the Air Force,” though the 
directive still contemplates a new, separate military 
department dedicated to space in the future.160 Congress 
would have to act on both the creation of a new service 
under the Department of the Air Force or a new military 
department. However, the president does not need con-
gressional approval to create a new unified combatant 
command (COCOM) for space, which the directive also 
establishes.161 For 2020, DoD requests $72.4 million to 
stand up Space Force and $83.8 million to create U.S. 
Space Command.162 The department also intends to 
establish a Space Development Agency “dedicated to 
rapidly developing, acquiring, and fielding next-gener-
ation space capabilities,” and requests $149.8 million for 
this purpose in fiscal 2020.163

However, the more important part of the space budget 
is what DoD will actually spend on space capability. The 
Air Force requests $14 billion for the space portfolio 
in fiscal 2020, a 17 percent increase over 2019.164 This 
increase reflects growth in space situational awareness, 
space control, missile warning, satellite communica-
tions, and position, navigation, and timing.165 The largest 
increase went to next-generation overhead persistent 
infrared (OPIR) systems, which provide missile warning 

While DoD labs and agencies 
continue to do good and 
important work in this space, 
the primary AI innovators are 
tech companies such as Google, 
Microsoft, and Amazon.
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and which will replace the current space based infrared 
system (SBIRS). The department requests $1.6 billion 
for this program in fiscal 2020, up from $812 million in 
fiscal 2019.166 This increase makes good on the plan the 
Air Force announced last year in its fiscal 2019 budget 
request, when it canceled two additional SBIRS satellites 
in order to accelerate development of the next generation 
of OPIR capability.167

is considerable, peak spending will not approach the 
heights seen during the original development of the triad 
or its first recapitalization in the 1980s.169 According to 
the 2018 Nuclear Posture Review (NPR), these recapital-
ization costs will peak in 2029 at 3.7 percent of the total 
DoD budget.170
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Increased focus on space is a welcome development, 
and a final decision on how to organize the bureaucracy 
to support the space-based set of military missions was 
long overdue. Hopefully the Space Force decision will 
allow DoD to move forward, focusing on capability 
investment and space operations rather than on reorga-
nizing the bureaucracy.

Nuclear Forces and Missile Defense
The 2020 budget request shows an increase in spending 
on the nation’s nuclear forces. While the warheads 
themselves fall under the purview of the Department 
of Energy, specifically the National Nuclear Security 
Administration, the Department of Defense is respon-
sible for the delivery systems, including the principal 
strategic systems, known collectively as the nuclear 
triad. The current systems that comprise the nuclear 
triad are: the Minuteman III intercontinental ballistic 
missile (ICBM); the B-52H and the B-2A strategic 
bombers, which carry the nuclear-armed air-launched 
cruise missile (ALCM) and gravity bombs, respectively; 
and the Ohio-class nuclear ballistic missile submarine. 
All of these systems are already beyond their planned 
service life.168 As a result, DoD must recapitalize all 
three legs of the triad simultaneously. Although the cost 

Next-Generation Nuclear Programs 

(Adjusted for inflation.) 

Source: Data provided by Govini, derived from DoD budget justification 
books. This chart is adjusted for inflation.

The fiscal 2020 defense budget request includes 
the early years of increased spending due to nuclear 
recapitalization. The Columbia-class ballistic missile 
submarine is the furthest along of the recapitalization 
efforts. These boats will replace the current Ohio class 
at a rate of one delivery per year starting in 2027.171 
Investment in the Ground Based Strategic Deterrent 
(GBSD), the Minuteman III replacement, takes off over 
the course of the FYDP, increasing by nearly $1 billion 
between fiscal 2020 and 2021, and by almost as much 
again between fiscal 2021 and 2022.172 The B-21, dis-
cussed in detail above, will serve as the next-generation 
strategic bomber. Investment in development of the long-
range standoff weapon (LRSO), which will replace the 
current air-launched cruise missile (ALCM), decreases 
after fiscal 2020, although there does not appear to be 
any procurement investment inside the FYDP as yet.173

The 2018 NPR dictates that the department will 
recapitalize all three legs of the triad at their current 
size.174 However, there is opposition in Congress to 
both modernization of all three legs of the triad and to 
modernizing all three at their current size. The most 
notable opponent is House Armed Services Committee 
Chairman Adam Smith, who has asserted that it is 
possible to maintain an effective nuclear deterrent either 
with fewer warheads or with a nuclear dyad instead of 
the current triad.175

Two months prior to releasing the 2020 presi-
dent’s budget, the Trump administration delivered its 
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long-promised Missile Defense Review.176 The review 
contains very little that is new or noteworthy, which is 
perhaps why the 2020 budget request for the Missile 
Defense Agency is similarly lackluster.177 The first three 
years of the Trump administration saw significant 
growth in the MDA budget.178 However, the 2020 request 
reverses that trend, coming in at $9.4 billion, a reduction 
of over $1 billion from the 2019 enacted level.179 The out 
years see further decreases in the MDA budget. The 
request is notable for what it does not include more so 
than for what it does include. For example, the request 
includes $157 million to develop technologies that will 
defend against hypersonic weapons; however, MDA’s 
unfunded priorities list includes an additional $720 
million for investment in counterhypersonic technology 
that the department has chosen not to fund.180 On the 
whole, MDA’s resources remain overly committed to pro-
curing existing systems (arguably the responsibility of the 
services, versus MDA) at the expense of investing more in 
developing new technologies, which is what the agency 
was created to do.

Conclusion

In its 2020 budget request, the Department of Defense 
has proposed some solid investments in support of the 
National Defense Strategy. For example, the Army has 
chosen to slow its end-strength growth, while setting 
a goal of achieving a 50-50 split between investment 
in legacy and next-generation systems, compared 
with an 80-20 ratio today.181 The Navy has shifted sub-
stantial resources to accelerate development of new 
unmanned systems. And the Air Force continues to 
invest in advanced aircraft and munitions, though with 
some notable exceptions, such as the reduction in FYDP 
funding for the next-generation air dominance program.

At the same time, DoD continues to invest heavily 
in the force of today, at the expense of the force of the 
future. In particular, adherence to purely numeric force 
structure goals developed without considering resource 
constraints continues to put pressure on the depart-
ment’s ability to modernize the joint force by investing 
in development and fielding of the next generation of 
military technology.

However, the real failing of this budget request is the 
way in which the Trump administration has chosen to 
package it. By delivering a budget request that nominally 
adheres to current spending caps while also quintupling 
the OCO budget in order to boost defense spending while 
suppressing domestic spending, the administration guar-
anteed that the proposal was dead on arrival. As a result, 
the administration has abdicated to Congress critical 
decisions about the size and shape of the joint force. 
Congress does not just hand DoD a new top line; it comes 
with instructions on where reductions (or growth) will 
occur. 

The structure of the Trump administration’s budget 
request clearly indicates a preference for no budget deal, 
leaving domestic discretionary spending caps in place. 
Both Republicans and Democrats in Congress have 
rejected this approach, and leaders have begun negoti-
ating a deal to increase spending caps for both defense 
and nondefense discretionary spending.182 The catch 
will be whether they can come to an agreement that the 
president will sign before fiscal 2019 ends on September 
30 or, failing that, before sequestration takes effect in 
January 2020.

In
 M

ill
io

ns

$0

200

400

600

800

$1,000

FY24FY23FY22FY21FY20FY19FY18FY17

Missile Defense Agency Budget Requests 

Source: Data provided by Govini, derived from DoD budget  
justification books. This chart is adjusted for inflation.



@CNASDC

19

Endnotes

1.	 U.S. Department of Defense, Summary of the 2018 Na-
tional Defense Strategy of The United States of America: 
Sharpening the American Military’s Competitive Edge 
(2018), 4, https://dod.defense.gov/Portals/1/Documents/
pubs/2018-National-Defense-Strategy-Summary.pdf. 

2.	 U.S. Department of Defense, “Reagan Defense Forum: The 
Third Offset Strategy As Delivered by Deputy Secretary of 
Defense Bob Work,” interview by Thom Shanker (Reagan 
Presidential Library, Simi Valley, CA, November 7, 2015), 
https://dod.defense.gov/News/Speeches/Speech-View/Ar-
ticle/628246/reagan-defense-forum-the-third-offset-strat-
egy/. 

3.	 Elbridge A. Colby, Director of the Defense Program at 
the Center for a New American Security, testimony to the 
Armed Services Committee, U.S. Senate, January 29, 2019, 
2, https://www.armed-services.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/
Colby_01-29-19.pdf. 

4.	 Eric Edelman, Gary Roughead, et al., “Providing for the 
Common Defense: The Assessment and Recommendations 
of the National Defense Strategy Commission” (United 
States Institute of Peace, November 2018), v, https://www.
usip.org/publications/2018/11/providing-common-defense. 

5.	 Susanna V. Blume and Lauren Fish, “The Bottom Line: 
Analysis of the 2019 Defense Budget Request” (Center for 
a New American Security, June 2018), 1, https://www.cnas.
org/the-bottom-line. 

6.	 U.S. Department of Defense, “Off-Camera, On-The-Record 
Media Availability with Deputy Secretary Shanahan,” inter-
view with Deputy Secretary of Defense Patrick M. Shanah-
an, U.S. Department of Defense, December 21, 2017, https://
dod.defense.gov/News/Transcripts/Transcript-View/Ar-
ticle/1402941/off-camera-on-the-record-media-availabili-
ty-with-deputy-secretary-shanahan/. 

7.	 Susanna V. Blume and Christopher Dougherty, “What to 
Expect When You’re Expecting a Defense Budget Mas-
terpiece,” WarOnTheRocks.com, March 8, 2019, https://
warontherocks.com/2019/03/what-to-expect-when-youre-
expecting-a-defense-budget-masterpiece/.

8.	 “Ask” is a noun in the Pentagon. 

9.	 U.S. Government Publishing Office, A Budget for A Better 
America: Fiscal Year 2020 Budget of the U.S. Government, 
ISBN 978-0-16-095071-1 (2019), 2, https://www.white-
house.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/budget-fy2020.
pdf.

10.	 Christopher T. Mann, “Defense Primer: The National 
Defense Budget Function (050)” (Congressional Research 
Service, March 2017), 2, https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/
IF10618.pdf.

11.	 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/
CFO, Fiscal Year 2020 Budget Request (March 2019), 4, 
https://media.defense.gov/2019/Mar/12/2002099931/-1/-
1/1/FY-2020-BUDGET-ROLLOUT-BRIEF.PDF. 

12.	 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/
Chief Financial Officer, Defense Budget Overview: United 
States Department of Defense Fiscal Year 2020 Budget 
Request (March 2019), 1-3, Figure 1, https://comptroller.
defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/defbudget/fy2020/
fy2020_Budget_Request_Overview_Book.pdf; Office of 
the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/Chief 
Financial Officer, Defense Budget Overview: United States 
Department of Defense Fiscal Year 2019 Budget Request 
(February 2018), 1-2, Figure 1.1, https://comptroller.
defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/defbudget/fy2019/
FY2019_Budget_Request_Overview_Book.pdf; Office 
of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/Chief 
Financial Officer, Defense Budget Overview: United States 
Department of Defense Fiscal Year 2018 Budget Request 
(May 2017), 1-2, Figure 1-1, https://comptroller.defense.
gov/Portals/45/Documents/defbudget/fy2018/fy2018_
Budget_Request_Overview_Book.pdf; Office of the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/Chief Financial Offi-
cer, Overseas Contingency Operations Budget Amendment 
Overview: United States Department of Defense Fiscal Year 
2017 Budget Request (November 2016), 1, Figure 1, https://
comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/defbud-
get/fy2017/amendment/FY17_OCO_Amendment_Over-
view_Book.pdf; Office of the Under Secretary of Defense 
(Comptroller)/Chief Financial Officer, Defense Budget 
Overview: United States Department of Defense Fiscal 
Year 2017 Budget Request (February 2016), 1-2, Figure 1-1, 
https://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/
defbudget/fy2017/FY2017_Budget_Request_Over-
view_Book.pdf; Office of the Under Secretary of Defense 
(Comptroller)/Chief Financial Officer, Overview: United 
States Department of Defense Fiscal Year 2016 Budget Re-
quest (February 2015), 1-2, Figure 1-1, https://comptroller.
defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/defbudget/fy2016/
FY2016_Budget_Request_Overview_Book.pdf; Office 
of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/Chief 
Financial Officer, Overseas Contingency Operations Budget 
Amendment Overview: United States Department of De-
fense Fiscal Year 2015 Budget Request (November 2014), 1, 
Figure 1, https://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Doc-
uments/defbudget/fy2015/amendment/FY2015_OCO_
Budget_Amendment_Overview_Book.pdf; Office of the 
Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/Chief Finan-
cial Officer, Overview: United States Department of Defense 
Fiscal Year 2015 Budget Request (March 2014), 1-1, Figure 
1-1, https://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Docu-
ments/defbudget/fy2015/fy2015_Budget_Request_Over-
view_Book.pdf; Office of the Under Secretary of Defense 
(Comptroller)/Chief Financial Officer, Overseas Contin-
gency Operations Addendum A: United States Department 
of Defense Fiscal Year 2014 Budget Request (May 2013), 
1, Figure 1, https://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/
Documents/defbudget/fy2014/amendment/FY2014_Bud-
get_Request_Overview_Book_Amended.pdf; Office of the 



DEFENSE  |  MAY 2019

Strategy to Ask: Analysis of the 2020 Defense Budget Request

20

Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/Chief Finan-
cial Officer, Overview: United States Department of Defense 
Fiscal Year 2014 Budget Request (April 2013), 1-1, Figure 
1-1, https://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Docu-
ments/defbudget/fy2014/FY2014_Budget_Request_Over-
view_Book.pdf; Office of the Under Secretary of Defense 
(Comptroller)/Chief Financial Officer, Overview: United 
States Department of Defense Fiscal Year 2013 Budget Re-
quest (February 2012), 1-1, Figure 1-1, https://comptroller.
defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/defbudget/fy2013/
FY2013_Budget_Request_Overview_Book.pdf; Office of 
the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/CFO, Over-
view: United States Department of Defense Fiscal Year 2012 
Budget Request (February 2011), 1-1, Figure 1-1, https://
comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/defbud-
get/fy2012/FY2012_Budget_Request_Overview_Book.pdf; 
Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/
CFO, Overview: United States Department of Defense Fiscal 
Year 2011 Budget Request (February 2010), 1-1, Figure 1-1, 
https://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/
defbudget/fy2011/FY2011_Budget_Request_Overview_
Book.pdf; Office of the Secretary of Defense, Summary 
Justification: Fiscal Year 2010 Budget Request (May 2009), 
1-6, Figure 1.1, https://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/
Documents/defbudget/fy2010/fy2010_SSJ.pdf; and Office 
of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), National 
Defense Budget Estimates for FY 2019 (April 2018), 62-63, 
Table 5-6, https://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/
Documents/defbudget/fy2019/FY19_Green_Book.pdf.

13.	 U.S. Secretary of Defense James N. Mattis, “Remarks by 
Secretary Mattis on National Defense Strategy” (Ronald 
Reagan Defense Forum, Simi Valley, CA, December 1, 
2018), https://dod.defense.gov/News/Transcripts/Tran-
script-View/Article/1702965/remarks-by-secretary-mat-
tis-on-national-defense-strategy/. 

14.	 Peter G. Peterson Foundation, “U.S. Defense Spending 
Compared to Other Countries,” pgpf.org, May 7, 2018, 
https://www.pgpf.org/chart-archive/0053_defense-com-
parison. 

15.	 Susanna V. Blume, “Dear Pentagon: It’s Not How Big Your 
Budget Is. It’s How You Use It,” Foreign Policy (January 
10, 2019), https://foreignpolicy.com/2019/01/10/penta-
gon-defense-budget-trump/. 

16.	 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/
Chief Financial Officer, Defense Budget Overview: United 
States Department of Defense Fiscal Year 2020 Budget 
Request, A-1, Table A-2; Office of the Under Secretary of 
Defense (Comptroller)/Chief Financial Officer, Defense 
Budget Overview: United States Department of Defense 
Fiscal Year 2019 Budget Request, A-3, Table A-5; Office 
of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/Chief 
Financial Officer, Defense Budget Overview: United States 
Department of Defense Fiscal Year 2018 Budget Request, 
A-4, Table A-9; Office of the Under Secretary of De-
fense (Comptroller)/Chief Financial Officer, Request for 
Additional FY 2017 Appropriations: United States Depart-
ment of Defense Fiscal Year 2017 Budget Request (March 

16, 2017), 26, Table 8, https://comptroller.defense.gov/
Portals/45/Documents/defbudget/fy2017/marchAmend-
ment/FY17_March_Amendment.pdf; Office of the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/Chief Financial Offi-
cer, Overview: United States Department of Defense Fiscal 
Year 2016 Budget Request, A-5, Table A-11; Office of the 
Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/Chief Finan-
cial Officer, Overview: United States Department of Defense 
Fiscal Year 2015 Budget Request, A-3, Table A-7; Office 
of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/Chief 
Financial Officer, Overview: United States Department of 
Defense Fiscal Year 2014 Budget Request, A-3, Table A-6; 
Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/
Chief Financial Officer, Overview: United States Depart-
ment of Defense Fiscal Year 2013 Budget Request, 8-3, Table 
8-6; Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptrol-
ler)/CFO, Overview: United States Department of Defense 
Fiscal Year 2012 Budget Request, 8-3, Table 8-6; Office 
of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/Chief 
Financial Officer, Overseas Contingency Operations Adden-
dum A: United States Department of Defense Fiscal Year 
2014 Budget Request, 12, Table 2; and Office of the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/Chief Financial Of-
ficer, Overview: Overseas Contingency Operations: United 
States Department of Defense Fiscal Year 2015 Budget 
Amendment (June 2014), 12, Table 2, https://comptroller.
defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/defbudget/fy2015/
amendment/FY2015_Budget_Request_Overview_Book_
Amended.pdf; the data has been adjusted for inflation 
using the deflators from the FY2019 Green Book: Office of 
the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), National 
Defense Budget Estimates for FY 2019, 63, Table 5-6. 

17.	 U.S. Department of Defense, Sustaining U.S. Global Leader-
ship: Priorities for 21st Century Defense (January 2012), 6, 
http://archive.defense.gov/news/defense_strategic_guid-
ance.pdf. 

18.	 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/
Chief Financial Officer, Defense Budget Overview: United 
States Department of Defense Fiscal Year 2020 Budget 
Request, 8-1.

19.	 George Washington’s Mount Vernon, “Fifth Annu-
al Address to Congress, Friday, December 13, 1793,” 
The Fred W. Smith National Library for the Study of 
George Washington at Mount Vernon, https://www.
mountvernon.org/library/digitalhistory/quotes/article/
if-we-desire-to-avoid-insult-we-must-be-able-to-repel-it-
if-we-desire-to-secure-peace-one-of-the-most-powerful-
instruments-of-our-rising-prosperity-it-must-be-known-
that-we-are-at-all-times-ready-for-war/. 

20.	 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/
CFO, Fiscal Year 2020 Budget Request, 19. 

21.	 U.S. House of Representatives, Department of Defense 
and Labor, Health and Human Services, and Education 
Appropriations Act, 2019 and Continuing Appropriations 
Act, 2019, H.R. 6157, 115th Cong., 2nd sess., https://www.
congress.gov/115/bills/hr6157/BILLS-115hr6157enr.pdf. 

https://foreignpolicy.com/2019/01/10/pentagon-defense-budget-trump/
https://foreignpolicy.com/2019/01/10/pentagon-defense-budget-trump/


@CNASDC

21

22.	 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/
CFO, Fiscal Year 2020 Budget Request, 18. 

23	 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller 
overview brief slide)/CFO, Fiscal Year 2020 Budget Re-
quest, 19.

24.	 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/
Chief Financial Officer, Defense Budget Overview: United 
States Department of Defense Fiscal Year 2020 Budget 
Request, 2-4. 

25.	 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/
CFO, Fiscal Year 2020 Budget Request, 10.

26.	 Eric Katz, “Trump’s Top Budget Official Defense 2020 
Pay Freeze to Congress,” GovExec.com, March 26, 2019, 
https://www.govexec.com/pay-benefits/2019/03/trumps-
top-budget-official-defends-2020-pay-freeze-con-
gress/155829/.

27	 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/
CFO, Fiscal Year 2020 Budget Request, 19.

28.	 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/
Chief Financial Officer, Defense Budget Overview: United 
States Department of Defense Fiscal Year 2020 Budget 
Request, A-a, Table A-1; Office of the Under Secretary of 
Defense (Comptroller)/Chief Financial Officer, Defense 
Budget Overview: United States Department of Defense 
Fiscal Year 2019 Budget Request, A-2, Table A-4; Office 
of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/Chief 
Financial Officer, Defense Budget Overview: United States 
Department of Defense Fiscal Year 2018 Budget Request, 
A-4, Table A-8; Office of the Under Secretary of Defense 
(Comptroller)/Chief Financial Officer, Defense Budget 
Overview: United States Department of Defense Fiscal Year 
2017 Budget Request, A-4, Table A-8; Office of the Un-
der Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/Chief Financial 
Officer, Overview: United States Department of Defense 
Fiscal Year 2016 Budget Request, A-5, Table A-10; Office 
of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/Chief 
Financial Officer, Overview: United States Department of 
Defense Fiscal Year 2015 Budget Request, A-2, Table A-4; 
Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/
Chief Financial Officer, Overseas Contingency Operations 
Budget Amendment Overview: United States Department of 
Defense Fiscal Year 2015 Budget Request, 6, Table 1; Office 
of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/Chief 
Financial Officer, Overview: United States Department of 
Defense Fiscal Year 2014 Budget Request, A-2, Table A-4; 
Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/
Chief Financial Officer, Overseas Contingency Operations 
Addendum A: United States Department of Defense Fiscal 
Year 2014 Budget Request, 11, Table 1; Office of the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/Chief Financial Offi-
cer, Overview: United States Department of Defense Fiscal 
Year 2013 Budget Request, 8-3, Table 8-5; Office of the 
Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/CFO, Over-
view: United States Department of Defense Fiscal Year 2012 
Budget Request, 8-3, Table 8-5.

29.	 Ted Hesson and Wesley Morgan, “Can Trump use 
military construction funds to build his wall?,” Politico.
com, February 15, 2019, https://www.politico.com/sto-
ry/2019/02/15/trump-use-military-construction-funds-
build-wall-1180009.

30.	 “Department of Defense News Briefing on the President’s 
Fiscal Year 2020 Defense Budget,” U.S. Department of 
Defense, press release - transcript, March 12, 2019, https://
dod.defense.gov/News/Transcripts/Transcript-View/Ar-
ticle/1783618/department-of-defense-news-briefing-on-
the-presidents-fiscal-year-2020-defense/. 

31.	 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/
CFO, Fiscal Year 2020 Budget Request, 4.

32.	 U.S.C. § 101, “Title I —Ten-Year Discretionary Caps with 
Sequester.” 

33.	 Congressional Budget Office, Final Sequestration Report 
for Fiscal Year 2019 (February 2019), 1, https://www.
cbo.gov/system/files?file=2019-02/54983-sequestra-
tion-2019_0.pdf. 

34.	 Executive Office of the President, Office of Management 
and Budget, OMB Sequestration Preview Report to the 
President and Congress for Fiscal Year 2020 (March 18, 
2019), 1, https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/up-
loads/2019/03/sequestration_preview_March_18_2019.
pdf. 

35.	 House Committee on the Budget, “Frequently Asked 
Questions about Sequestration: Updated to Reflect 
Changes under the Bipartisan Budget Act of 2013,” U.S. 
House of Representatives, January 15, 2015, https://bud-
get.house.gov/committee-report/frequently-asked-ques-
tions-about-sequestration-under-budget-control-act-2011. 

36.	 Bipartisan Budget Act of 2018, Public Law 115-123, https://
www.congress.gov/bill/115th-congress/house-bill/1892/
text.

37.	 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/
CFO, Fiscal Year 2020 Budget Request, 16; Office of the Un-
der Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/CFO, Fiscal Year 
2019 Budget Request (February 2018), 3, https://comptrol-
ler.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/defbudget/fy2019/
FY2019_Budget_Request.pdf.

38.	 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/
CFO, Fiscal Year 2020 Budget Request, 16. 

39.	 Brendan W. McGarry and Susan B. Epstein, “Overseas 
Contingency Operations Funding: Background and Sta-
tus,” R44519 (Congressional Research Service, January 15, 
2019), 5-7, https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R44519.pdf. 

40.	 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/
CFO, Fiscal Year 2020 Budget Request, 5.

41.	 Russ Vought, “Congress Must Join the President in Cut-
ting Spending,” RealClearPolitics.com, February 25, 2019, 

https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R44519.pdf


DEFENSE  |  MAY 2019

Strategy to Ask: Analysis of the 2020 Defense Budget Request

22

https://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2019/02/25/
congress_must_join_the_president_in_cutting_spend-
ing_139568.html. 

42.	 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/
Chief Financial Officer, Defense Budget Overview: United 
States Department of Defense Fiscal Year 2020 Budget 
Request, 6-4. 

43.	 Executive Office of the President, Office of Management 
and Budget, OMB Sequestration Preview Report to the 
President and Congress for Fiscal Year 2020, 1. 

44.	 Kathleen Hicks, “Defense Strategy and the Iron Triangle 
of Painful Tradeoffs,” Defense360.csis.org, June 21, 2017, 
https://defense360.csis.org/defense-strategy-and-the-
iron-triangle-of-painful-tradeoffs/.

45.	 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/
Chief Financial Officer, Defense Budget Overview: United 
States Department of Defense Fiscal Year 2020 Budget 
Request, 9-12. 

46.	 U.S. Secretary of Defense James N. Mattis, “Remarks 
by Secretary Mattis on the National Defense Strategy” 
(Washington, January 19, 2018), https://dod.defense.gov/
News/Transcripts/Transcript-View/Article/1420042/re-
marks-by-secretary-mattis-on-the-national-defense-strat-
egy/.

47.	 For example, Mackenzie Eaglen, “Repair and Rebuild: 
Balancing New Military Spending for a Three-Theater 
Strategy” (American Enterprise Institute, October 2017), 
https://www.aei.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/Re-
pair-and-Rebuild.pdf; and Dakota Wood, “Our Shrinking 
and Overworked Military Can Barely Pass Inspection,” 
The Heritage Foundation, October 8, 2018, https://www.
heritage.org/defense/commentary/our-shrinking-and-
overworked-military-can-barely-pass-inspection. 

48.	 Andrew Feickert and Stephen Daggett, “A Historical 
Perspective on ‘Hollow Forces,’” R42334 (Congressional 
Research Service, January 31, 2012), Summary, https://fas.
org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42334.pdf. 

49.	 Robert Faturechi, Megan Rose, and T. Christian Miller, 
“Years of Warnings, Then Death and Disaster: How the 
Navy failed its sailors,” ProPublica.com, February 7, 2019, 
https://features.propublica.org/navy-accidents/us-navy-
crashes-japan-cause-mccain/. 

50.	 For example, Doyle Hodges, “(Moral) Hazards to Nav-
igation at Sea,” WarOnTheRocks.com, February 11, 
2019, https://warontherocks.com/2019/02/moral-haz-
ards-to-navigation-at-sea/; and Bryan McGrath, “The 
Fitzgerald Collision: In Search of the Onus,” WarOnTh-
eRocks.com, February 8, 2019, https://warontherocks.
com/2019/02/the-fitzgerald-collision-in-search-of-the-
onus/. 

51.	 Secretary of the Air Force Public Affairs, “The Air Force 
We Need: 386 operational squadrons,” U.S. Air Force, Sep-

tember 17, 2018, https://www.af.mil/News/Article-Dis-
play/Article/1635070/the-air-force-we-need-386-opera-
tional-squadrons/. 

52.	 Susanna V. Blume, “Numbers game: How the Air Force is 
following the Army and Navy’s bad example,” Defense-
News.com, September 20, 2018, https://www.defense-
news.com/opinion/2018/09/20/numbers-game-how-the-
air-force-is-following-the-army-and-navys-bad-example/. 

53.	 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/
CFO, Fiscal Year 2020 Budget Request, 12.

54.	 U.S. Department of Defense, Sustaining U.S. Global Lead-
ership: Priorities for 21st Century Defense, 6-8.

55.	 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/
Chief Financial Officer, Request for Additional FY 2017 
Appropriations: United States Department of Defense Fiscal 
Year 2017 Budget Request, 11.

56.	 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/
Chief Financial Officer, Defense Budget Overview: United 
States Department of Defense Fiscal Year 2020 Budget 
Request, A-4, Table A-5; Office of the Under Secretary of 
Defense (Comptroller)/Chief Financial Officer, Defense 
Budget Overview: United States Department of Defense 
Fiscal Year 2019 Budget Request, A-2, Table A-2; Office 
of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/Chief 
Financial Officer, Defense Budget Overview: United States 
Department of Defense Fiscal Year 2018 Budget Request, 
A-2, Table A-2; Office of the Under Secretary of Defense 
(Comptroller)/Chief Financial Officer, Defense Budget 
Overview: United States Department of Defense Fiscal Year 
2017 Budget Request, A-2, Table A-2; Office of the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/Chief Financial Offi-
cer, Overview: United States Department of Defense Fiscal 
Year 2016 Budget Request, A-2, Table A-4; Office of the 
Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/Chief Finan-
cial Officer, Overview: United States Department of Defense 
Fiscal Year 2015 Budget Request, A-2, Table A-4; Office 
of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/Chief 
Financial Officer, Overview: United States Department 
of Defense Fiscal Year 2014 Budget Request, A-2, Table 
A-4; Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comp-
troller)/Chief Financial Officer, Overview: United States 
Department of Defense Fiscal Year 2013 Budget Request, 
4-13, Figure 4-3; Office of the Under Secretary of Defense 
(Comptroller)/CFO, Overview: United States Department 
of Defense Fiscal Year 2012 Budget Request, 3-1, Figure 3-1.

57.	 U.S. Department of Defense, Sustaining U.S. Global Lead-
ership: Priorities for 21st Century Defense, 7.

58.	 U.S. Department of Defense, Sustaining U.S. Global Lead-
ership: Priorities for 21st Century Defense, 6. 

59.	 Secretary of Defense Chuck Hagel, “Statement on Strate-
gic Choices and Management Review,” (Pentagon Press 
Briefing Room, Arlington, VA, July 31, 2013), http://ar-
chive.defense.gov/Speeches/Speech.aspx?SpeechID=1798. 

https://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2019/02/25/congress_must_join_the_president_in_cutting_spending_139568.html
https://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2019/02/25/congress_must_join_the_president_in_cutting_spending_139568.html
https://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2019/02/25/congress_must_join_the_president_in_cutting_spending_139568.html


@CNASDC

23

60.	 Michelle Tan, “Odierno: Army ‘dangerously close’ to being 
cut too deep,” Army Times, August 10, 2015, https://www.
armytimes.com/news/pentagon-congress/2015/08/10/
odierno-army-dangerously-close-to-being-cut-too-deep/. 

61.	 Quote of disputed origin though sometimes attributed to 
Joseph Stalin, of all people.

62.	 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/
Chief Financial Officer, Request for Additional FY 2017 
Appropriations: United States Department of Defense Fiscal 
Year 2017 Budget Request. 

63.	 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/
CFO, Fiscal Year 2018 Budget Request (May 2017), 8; and 
Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/
CFO, Fiscal Year 2019 Budget Request, 7. 

64.	 David Philipps, “As Economy Roars, Army Falls 
Thousands Short of Recruiting Goals,” The New York 
Times, September 21, 2018, https://www.nytimes.
com/2018/09/21/us/army-recruiting-shortage.html.

65.	 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/
CFO, Fiscal Year 2019 Budget Request, 7; and Office of the 
Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/CFO, Fiscal 
Year 2020 Budget Request, 12. 

66.	 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/
CFO, Fiscal Year 2017 Budget Request (February 9, 2016), 
11, https://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Docu-
ments/defbudget/fy2017/FY2017_Budget_Request.pdf. 

67.	 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/
CFO, Fiscal Year 2020 Budget Request, 12.

68.	 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/
CFO, Fiscal Year 2020 Budget Request, 12.

69.	 Department of the Navy, Office of Budget, Highlights of 
the Department of the Navy FY 2020 Budget (March 12, 
2019), 1-6, https://www.secnav.navy.mil/fmc/fmb/Docu-
ments/20pres/Budget%20Highlights%20Book.pdf. 

70.	 U.S. Naval Institute, Executive Summary: 2016 Navy 
Force Structure Assessment (FSA), (December 14, 2016), 
3, https://news.usni.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/12/
FSA_Executive-Summary.pdf.

71.	 [H.R.2810] § Sec. 1025, “Policy of the United States on 
Minimum Number of Battle Force Ships.” 

72.	 Office of the Chief of Naval Operations, Deputy Chief of 
Naval Operations (Warfare System Requirements —OP-
NAV N9), Report to Congress on the Annual Long-Range 
Plan for Construction of Naval Vessels for Fiscal Year 2020 
(March 2019), https://www.navy.mil/strategic/PB20_
Shipbuilding_Plan.pdf.

73.	 Department of the Navy, Office of Budget, Highlights of the 
Department of the Navy FY 2020 Budget, 3-2, Figure 3-2. 

74.	 “Department of Defense News Briefing on the President’s 
Fiscal Year 2020 Defense Budget.”

75.	 Govini, “Budget Analysis Review” (PowerPoint presenta-
tion, Washington, March 26, 2019), slide 39. 

76.	 Office of the Chief of Naval Operations, Deputy Chief 
of Naval Operations (Warfare Systems) (N9), Report 
to Congress on the Annual Long-Range Plan for Con-
struction of Naval Vessels for Fiscal Year 2019 (February 
2018), 9, https://www.secnav.navy.mil/fmc/fmb/Docu-
ments/19pres/LONGRANGE_SHIP_PLAN.pdf; and Office 
of the Chief of Naval Operations, Deputy Chief of Naval 
Operations (Warfare System Requirements —OPNAV N9), 
Report to Congress on the Annual Long-Range Plan for 
Construction of Naval Vessels for Fiscal Year 2020, 11.

77.	 Office of the Chief of Naval Operations, Deputy Chief 
of Naval Operations (Warfare Systems) (N9), Report to 
Congress on the Annual Long-Range Plan for Construction 
of Naval Vessels for Fiscal Year 2019, 9; and, Office of the 
Chief of Naval Operations, Deputy Chief of Naval Op-
erations (Warfare System Requirements —OPNAV N9), 
Report to Congress on the Annual Long-Range Plan for 
Construction of Naval Vessels for Fiscal Year 2020, 11. 

78.	 Office of the Chief of Naval Operations, Deputy Chief 
of Naval Operations (Warfare Systems) (N9), Report to 
Congress on the Annual Long-Range Plan for Construction 
of Naval Vessels for Fiscal Year 2019, 9; and, Office of the 
Chief of Naval Operations, Deputy Chief of Naval Op-
erations (Warfare System Requirements —OPNAV N9), 
Report to Congress on the Annual Long-Range Plan for 
Construction of Naval Vessels for Fiscal Year 2020, 11. 

79.	 Office of the Chief of Naval Operations, Deputy Chief 
of Naval Operations (Warfare Systems) (N9), Report to 
Congress on the Annual Long-Range Plan for Construction 
of Naval Vessels for Fiscal Year 2019, 9; and, Office of the 
Chief of Naval Operations, Deputy Chief of Naval Op-
erations (Warfare System Requirements —OPNAV N9), 
Report to Congress on the Annual Long-Range Plan for 
Construction of Naval Vessels for Fiscal Year 2020, 11. 

80.	 Department of the Navy, Office of Budget, Highlights of the 
Department of the Navy FY 2020 Budget, 4-3. 

81.	 Eric Heginbotham, Michael Nixon, et al., “Tallying the 
U.S.-China Military Scorecard: Relative Capabilities and 
the Evolving Balance of Power, 1996–2017” (Rand Cor-
poration, 2015), 3, https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_
briefs/RB9858z1.html.

82.	 General Joseph Dunford, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, testimony to the Committee on Armed Services, U.S. 
Senate, March 14, 2019, 103, https://www.armed-services.
senate.gov/imo/media/doc/19-25-03-14-19.pdf.

83.	 For FY 2012, FY 2013, and FY 2016—FY 2020, data is 
derived from the Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy 
Account Title from the Procurement Programs (P-1) Excel 



DEFENSE  |  MAY 2019

Strategy to Ask: Analysis of the 2020 Defense Budget Request

24

Files. FY 2014 and FY 2015 are both derived from the 
Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy Account Title from 
the Amended Budget Documents —Overseas Contingen-
cy Operations Procurement Programs (P-1) Excel Files. 
For more, see: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense 
(Comptroller)/CFO, “DoD Budget Request,” https://
comptroller.defense.gov/Budget-Materials/; and for FY 
2012, FY 2013, and FY 2016 —FY 2020, data is derived 
from the Procurement Programs (P-1) Excel Files. FY 2014 
and FY 2015 are both derived from the Amended Budget 
Documents —Overseas Contingency Operations Procure-
ment Programs (P-1) Excel Files. For more, see: Office of 
the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/CFO, “DoD 
Budget Request,” comptroller.defense.gov, https://comp-
troller.defense.gov/Budget-Materials/.

84.	 Paul McLeary, “Navy Rethinks 355-Ship Fleet: CNO Rich-
ardson,” BreakingDefense.com, February 1, 2019, https://
breakingdefense.com/2019/02/navy-rethinks-355-ship-
fleet-cno-richardson/.

85.	 Thomas Callender, “Is the U.S. Navy Dying a Slow Death?” 
The Heritage Foundation, October 17, 2017, https://www.
heritage.org/defense/commentary/the-us-navy-dying-
slow-death. 

86.	 Jerry Hendrix, “Close the Hole in the Navy’s ‘Wholeness’ 
Argument,” Proceedings, 143 no. 6 (June 2017), https://
www.usni.org/magazines/proceedings/2017/june/
close-hole-navys-wholeness-argument. 

87.	 Captain John P. Cordle, U.S. Navy (Retired), “It Is All 
About the Sailors,” Proceedings, 144 no. 3 (March 2018), 
https://www.usni.org/magazines/proceedings/2018/
march/it-all-about-sailors.

88.	 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller 
overview brief slide)/CFO, Fiscal Year 2020 Budget Re-
quest, 12.

89.	 Rep. Rob Wittman, “Keep 12 Carriers, It’s a Nation-
al Imperative: Rep. Wittman,” BreakingDefense.com, 
March 5, 2019, https://breakingdefense.com/2019/03/
keep-12-carriers-its-a-national-imperative-rep-wit-
tman/?_ga=2.150850288.712250975.1551716709-
149804006.1547841725. 

90.	 Blume, “Numbers game: How the Air Force is following 
the Army and Navy’s bad example.” 

91.	 Steven Kosiak, “Is the U.S. Military Getting Smaller and 
Older?” (Center for a New American Security, March 14, 
2017), 2, https://www.cnas.org/publications/reports/is-
the-u-s-military-getting-smaller-and-older#fn4. 

92.	 General David L. Goldfein, Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force, 
testimony to the Subcommittee on Defense, Committee 
on Appropriations, U.S. Senate, March 13, 2019, 00:27:30, 
https://www.appropriations.senate.gov/hearings/review-
of-the-fy2020-budget-request-for-the-dept-of-the-air-
force. 

93.	 U.S. Department of Defense, Summary of the 2018 Na-
tional Defense Strategy of The United States of America: 
Sharpening the American Military’s Competitive Edge, 4. 

94.	 Valerie Insinna, “US Air Force’s plan to launch light-at-
tack aircraft competition is now deferred indefinitely,” 
DefenseNews.com, January 18, 2019, https://www.
defensenews.com/air/2019/01/18/the-air-forces-plans-
to-begin-a-light-attack-aircraft-competition-are-now-
deferred-indefinitely/. 

95.	 U.S. Air Force, Department of Defense Fiscal Year (FY) 
2020 Budget Estimates, Justification Book, Research, 
Development, Test & Evaluation, Air Force / BA 4: Ad-
vanced Component Development & Prototypes (ACD&P), 
Air Force, Vol 2 (March 2019), 289. 

96.	 Amy McCullough, “The Pilot Shortage Quandary,” Air 
Force Magazine (June 2018), http://www.airforcemag.
com/MagazineArchive/Pages/2018/June%202018/
The-Pilot-Shortage-Quandary.aspx. 

97.	 2018 USAF Almanac, “The Air Force in Facts and Fig-
ures,” Air Force Magazine (June 2018), 39, http://www.
airforcemag.com/MagazineArchive/Magazine%20Doc-
uments/2018/June%202018/Almanac_2018_Facts%20
and%20Figures.pdf. 

98.	 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/
CFO, Fiscal Year 2020 Budget Request, 12.

99.	 Office of the Chief of Naval Operations, Deputy Chief of 
Naval Operations (Warfare System Requirements —OP-
NAV N9), Report to Congress on the Annual Long-Range 
Plan for Construction of Naval Vessels for Fiscal Year 
2020, 5.

100.	Secretary of the Air Force Public Affairs, “The Air Force 
We Need: 386 operational squadrons.” 

101.	 Secretary of the Air Force Public Affairs, “The Air Force 
We Need: 386 operational squadrons.” 

102.	Department of the Navy, Navy Fiscal Year 2020 Un-
funded Priorities List Descriptions (March 25, 2019), 1, 
https://assets.documentcloud.org/documents/5780569/
Navy-Unfunded-List-FY2020.pdf. 

103.	 Department of the Navy, Office of Budget, Highlights of 
the Department of the Navy FY 2020 Budget, 3-4. 

104.	Maj. Gen John Pletcher and Carolyn Gleason, “De-
partment of Defense Press Briefing on the Fiscal Year 
2020 Air Force Budget” (March 12, 2019), https://dod.
defense.gov/News/Transcripts/Transcript-View/Arti-
cle/1784354/department-of-defense-press-briefing-on-
the-fiscal-year-2020-air-force-budget/; and Department 
of the Air Force, FY 2020 Unfunded Priorities List 
(March 2019), https://insidedefense.com/sites/insid-
edefense.com/files/documents/2019/mar/03252019_
af1.pdf.



@CNASDC

25

105.	U.S. Army, FY2020 President’s Budget Highlights (March 
2019), 14, https://www.asafm.army.mil/documents/
BudgetMaterial/fy2020/Army%20FY%202020%20Bud-
get%20Highlights.pdf. 

106.	U.S. Air Force, Fiscal Year 2020 Budget Overview (March 
2019), 8, https://www.saffm.hq.af.mil/Portals/84/
documents/FY20/FY2020%20Air%20Force%20
Budget%20Overview%20Book%20Final%20v3.pd-
f?ver=2019-03-13-082653-843.

107.	 Pletcher and Gleason, “Department of Defense Press 
Briefing on the Fiscal Year 2020 Air Force Budget”; and 
U.S. Air Force, Fiscal Year 2020 Budget Overview, 7.

108.	United States Government Accountability Office, Defense 
Facility Condition: Revised Guidance Needed to Improve 
Oversight Assessment and Ratings, GAO-16-662 (June 
2016), 2, https://www.gao.gov/assets/680/677972.pdf. 

109.	 U.S. Army, FY2020 President’s Budget Highlights, 14; 
Department of the Navy, Office of Budget, Highlights of the 
Department of the Navy FY 2020 Budget, 3-17; and U.S. Air 
Force, Fiscal Year 2020 Budget Overview, 7-8.

110.	 Samuel McClure, David Laibson, George Loewenstein, 
and Jonathan Cohen, “Separate Neural Systems Value 
Immediate and Delayed Monetary Systems,” Science Mag-
azine, 306 (October 15, 2004), 503-507, https://www.cmu.
edu/dietrich/sds/docs/loewenstein/SeparateNeural.pdf.

111.	 Blume and Fish, “The Bottom Line: Analysis of the 2019 
Defense Budget Request,” 23. 

112.	 Edelman, Roughead, et al., “Providing for the Common 
Defense: The Assessment and Recommendations of the 
National Defense Strategy Commission,” 10. 

113.	 Obaid Younossi, Kevin Brancato, John C. Graser, Thomas 
Light, Rena Rudavsky, and Jerry M. Sollinger, “Ending 
F-22A Production: Costs and Industrial Base Implications 
of Alternative Options” (Rand Corporation, 2010), 2, 
https://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/mono-
graphs/2010/RAND_MG797.pdf. 

114.	 Department of the Air Force, Department of De-
fense Fiscal Year (FY) 2019 Budget Estimates, Justi-
fication Book, Aircraft Procurement, Air Force, Vol-1 
(February 2018), 1-1, https://www.saffm.hq.af.mil/
Portals/84/documents/FY19/Proc/Air%20Force%20
Aircraft%20Procurement%20Vol%20I%20FY19.pd-
f?ver=2018-02-13-093541-153. 

115.	 Department of the Air Force, Department of Defense Fiscal 
Year (FY) 2020 Budget Estimates, Justification Book, 
Aircraft Procurement, Air Force, Vol-1 (March 2019), 1-1, 
https://www.saffm.hq.af.mil/Portals/84/documents/
FY20/PROCUREMENT/FY20_PB_3010_Aircraft_Vol-1.
pdf?ver=2019-03-18-152821-713. 

116.	 John T. Bennett, “Compromise NDAA Blocks A-10 Re-
tirement, OKs White House’s Syrian Rebel Plan,” Defense 

News (December 2, 2014), https://www.defensenews.
com/congress/2014/12/02/compromise-ndaa-blocks-a-
10-retirement-oks-white-house-s-syrian-rebels-plan/. 

117.	 Department of the Air Force, Department of Defense Fiscal 
Year (FY) 2020 Budget Estimates, Justification Book, Air-
craft Procurement, Air Force, Vol-1, 1-15. 

118.	 Department of the Air Force, Department of Defense Fiscal 
Year (FY) 2020 Budget Estimates, Justification Book, Air-
craft Procurement, Air Force, Vol-1, 1-15. 

119.	 Department of the Air Force, Department of Defense Fiscal 
Year (FY) 2020 Budget Estimates, Justification Book, Air-
craft Procurement, Air Force, Vol-1, 1-15. 

120.	General Joseph F. Dunford Jr., USMC, Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, testimony to the Committee on 
Armed Services, U.S. Senate, March 14, 2019, 2:30:45, 
https://www.armed-services.senate.gov/hearings/19-03-
14-department-of-defense-budget-posture.

121.	 Department of the Air Force, Department of Defense Fiscal 
Year (FY) 2020 Budget Estimates, Justification Book, Air-
craft Procurement, Air Force, Vol-1, 1-15. 

122.	 Albert A. Robbert, “Costs of Flying Units in Air Force Ac-
tive and Reserve Components” (Rand Corporation, 2013), 
xi, https://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/tech-
nical_reports/TR1200/TR1275/RAND_TR1275.sum.pdf. 

123.	 Dunford, testimony to the Committee on Armed Services, 
2:30:45. 

124.	Sam LaGrone, “Navy Lays Bare F/A-18 Readiness Gaps, 
Could Take Year to Surge Air Wing,” USNI News, May 26, 
2016, https://news.usni.org/2016/05/26/navy-lays-bare-
fa-18-readiness-gaps-take-year-surge-air-wing.

125.	 U.S. Navy, Department of Defense Fiscal Year (FY) 2014 
President’s Budget Submission: Justification Book: Aircraft 
Procurement, Navy, Vol-1 (April 2013) 1-17, https://www.
secnav.navy.mil/fmc/fmb/Documents/14pres/APN_BA1-
4_BOOK.pdf.

126.	 U.S. Navy, Department of Defense Fiscal Year (FY) 2017 
President’s Budget Submission: Justification Book: Aircraft 
Procurement, Navy, Vol-1 (February 2016), 1-11, https://
www.secnav.navy.mil/fmc/fmb/Documents/17pres/APN_
BA1-4_BOOK.pdf.

127.	 U.S. Navy, Department of Defense Fiscal Year (FY) 2020 
Budget Estimates: Justification Book: Aircraft Procurement, 
Navy, Vol-1 (March 2019), 1-1, https://www.secnav.navy.
mil/fmc/fmb/Documents/20pres/APN_BA1-4_BOOK.pdf.

128.	 U.S. Navy, Department of Defense Fiscal Year (FY) 2020 
Budget Estimates: Justification Book: Aircraft Procurement, 
Navy, Vol-1, 1-15. 

129.	 U.S. Air Force, Department of Defense Fiscal Year (FY) 
2020 Budget Estimates: Justification Book: Research, 



DEFENSE  |  MAY 2019

Strategy to Ask: Analysis of the 2020 Defense Budget Request

26

Development, Test & Evaluation, Air Force, Vol-2 (March 
2019), 2-295, https://www.saffm.hq.af.mil/Portals/84/
documents/FY20/RDTE/FY20_PB_RDTE_Vol-II.PD-
F?ver=2019-03-18-153506-683. 

130.	 U.S. Air Force, Department of Defense Fiscal Year (FY) 
2019 Budget Estimates: Justification Book: Research, De-
velopment, Test & Evaluation, Air Force, Vol-2, (February 
2018), 2-265, https://www.saffm.hq.af.mil/Portals/84/
documents/FY19/RDT_E/Air%20Force%20Research%20
Development%20Test%20and%20Evaluation%20Vol%20
II%20FY19%20v2.pdf?ver=2018-02-20-125551-480; and 
U.S. Air Force, Department of Defense Fiscal Year (FY) 
2020 Budget Estimates: Justification Book: Research, De-
velopment, Test & Evaluation, Air Force, Vol-2, 2-295. 

131.	 U.S. Air Force, Department of Defense Fiscal Year (FY) 
2019 Budget Estimates: Justification Book: Research, Devel-
opment, Test & Evaluation, Air Force, Vol-2, 2-87; and U.S. 
Air Force, Department of Defense Fiscal Year (FY) 2020 
Budget Estimates: Justification Book: Research, Develop-
ment, Test & Evaluation, Air Force, Vol-2, 2-101.

132.	 John A. Tirpak, “Re-Engining the B-52,” Air Force 
Magazine (January 2019), http://www.airforcemag.com/
MagazineArchive/Pages/2019/January%202019/Re-En-
gining-the-B-52.aspx.

133.	 Department of the Air Force, Department of Defense Fiscal 
Year (FY) 2020 Budget Estimates: Justification Book: 
Research, Development, Test & Evaluation, Air Force, Vol-
3a (March 2019), 3a-125, https://www.saffm.hq.af.mil/
Portals/84/documents/FY20/RDTE/FY20_PB_RDTE_
Vol-IIIa.pdf?ver=2019-03-18-153510-997. 

134.	 U.S. Army, Department of Defense Fiscal Year (FY) 2020 
Budget Estimates: Justification Book: Procurement of Am-
munition, Army (March 2019), 580, https://www.asafm.
army.mil/documents/BudgetMaterial/fy2020/ammo.pdf. 

135.	 Department of Defense, Office of Industrial Policy, 
Assessing and Strengthening the Manufacturing and 
Defense Industrial Base and Supply Chain Resilien-
cy of the United States: Report to President Donald J. 
Trump by the Interagency Task Force in Fulfillment of 
Executive Order 13806 (September 2018), 73, https://
media.defense.gov/2018/Oct/05/2002048904/-1/-1/1/
ASSESSING-AND-STRENGTHENING-THE-MAN-
UFACTURING-AND%20DEFENSE-INDUSTRI-
AL-BASE-AND-SUPPLY-CHAIN-RESILIENCY.PDF.

136.	 Department of Defense, Office of Industrial Policy, As-
sessing and Strengthening the Manufacturing and Defense 
Industrial Base and Supply Chain Resiliency of the United 
States: Report to President Donald J. Trump by the Inter-
agency Task Force in Fulfillment of Executive Order 13806, 
71. 

137.	 U.S. Army, Modernization Priorities for the United States 
Army (October 3, 2017), https://admin.govexec.com/me-
dia/untitled.pdf.

138.	 U.S. Army, Department of Defense Fiscal Year (FY) 2020 
Budget Estimates: Justification Book: Research, Develop-
ment, Test & Evaluation, Army, Vol-3 (March 2019), 3-69, 
https://www.asafm.army.mil/documents/BudgetMateri-
al/fy2020/rdte_ba7.pdf. 

139.	 Aaron Mehta, “Hypersonics ‘highest technical priority’ 
for Pentagon R&D head,” Defense News (March 6, 2018), 
https://www.defensenews.com/pentagon/2018/03/06/
hypersonics-highest-technical-priority-for-penta-
gon-rd-head/.

140.	Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/
Chief Financial Officer, Defense Budget Overview: United 
States Department of Defense Fiscal Year 2020 Budget 
Request, 1-9. 

141.	 U.S. Air Force, Department of Defense Fiscal Year (FY) 
2020 Budget Estimates: Justification Book: Research, De-
velopment, Test & Evaluation, Air Force, Vol-2, 2-155.

142.	 U.S. Air Force, Department of Defense Fiscal Year (FY) 
2020 Budget Estimates: Justification Book: Research, De-
velopment, Test & Evaluation, Air Force, Vol-2, 2-155. 

143.	 Govini, “FY20 President’s Budget Analytic Review: 
Fighter Aircraft and Munitions Investment” (PowerPoint 
presentation, Washington, March 19, 2019), 2. 

144.	Paul Scharre and Michael Horowitz, “Artificial Intelli-
gence: What Every Policymaker Needs to Know” (Center 
for a New American Security, June 19, 2018), https://
www.cnas.org/publications/reports/artificial-intelli-
gence-what-every-policymaker-needs-to-know.

145.	 Department of Defense, Summary of the 2018 Department 
of Defense Artificial Intelligence Strategy: Harnessing AI to 
Advance Our Security and Prosperity (February 12, 2019), 
https://media.defense.gov/2019/Feb/12/2002088963/-1/-
1/1/SUMMARY-OF-DOD-AI-STRATEGY.PDF.

146.	 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/
Chief Financial Officer, Defense Budget Overview: United 
States Department of Defense Fiscal Year 2020 Budget 
Request, 1-9. 

147.	 =Department of Defense, Department of Defense Fiscal 
Year (FY) 2020 Budget Estimates, Justification Book, 
Research, Development, Test & Evaluation, Defense-Wide, 
Vol-3 (March 2019), 3-899, https://comptroller.defense.
gov/Portals/45/Documents/defbudget/fy2020/bud-
get_justification/pdfs/03_RDT_and_E/RDTE_Vol3_OSD_
RDTE_PB20_Justification_Book.pdf. 

148.	 Department of Defense, Department of Defense Fiscal Year 
(FY) 2020 Budget Estimates, Justification Book, Research, 
Development, Test & Evaluation, Defense-Wide, Vol-5 
(March 2019), 5-177, https://comptroller.defense.gov/
Portals/45/Documents/defbudget/fy2020/budget_justi-
fication/pdfs/03_RDT_and_E/RDTE_Vol5_DW_RDTE_
PB20_Justification_Book.pdf. 



@CNASDC

27

149.	 Zak Doffman, “Google Accused By Top U.S. General And 
Senator Of Supporting Chinese Instead Of U.S. Military,” 
Forbes (March 16, 2019), https://www.forbes.com/sites/
zakdoffman/2019/03/16/google-accused-by-u-s-general-
and-senator-of-benefiting-chinese-instead-of-u-s-mili-
tary/#6fe4f6f01899.

150.	Michael Kan, “Microsoft Employees Protest HoloLens 
Contract with US Army,” PCMag.com, February 22, 2019, 
https://www.pcmag.com/news/366742/microsoft-em-
ployees-protest-hololens-contract-with-us-army.

151.	 Dunford, testimony to the Committee on Armed Services, 
82. 

152.	 Aaron Mehta, “Google’s Schmidt: US losing edge in AI to 
China,” Defense News (November 2, 2017), https://www.
defensenews.com/it-networks/2017/11/02/china-on-
path-to-eclipse-us-with-ai-warns-google-head/. 

153.	 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/
Chief Financial Officer, Defense Budget Overview: United 
States Department of Defense Fiscal Year 2020 Budget 
Request, 1-9.

154.	 Department of the Navy, Office of Budget, Highlights of the 
Department of the Navy FY 2020 Budget, 5-3. 

155.	 Department of the Navy, Office of Budget, Highlights of the 
Department of the Navy FY 2020 Budget, 5-3. 

156.	 Department of the Navy, Office of Budget, Highlights of the 
Department of the Navy FY 2020 Budget, 5-3. 

157.	 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/
Chief Financial Officer, Defense Budget Overview: United 
States Department of Defense Fiscal Year 2020 Budget 
Request, 4-4. 

158.	 See, for example, inclusion of some investment for “low-
cost attritable aircraft concepts” within the “Structures” 
project line item, U.S. Air Force, Department of Defense 
Fiscal Year (FY) 2020 Budget Estimates: Justification Book: 
Research, Development, Test & Evaluation, Air Force, Vol-1 
(March 2019), 1-49, https://www.saffm.hq.af.mil/Por-
tals/84/documents/FY20/RDTE/FY20_PB_RDTE_Vol-I.
PDF?ver=2019-03-18-153506-463.

159.	 David Axe, “This Could Be the Air Force’s Future: What 
You Need To Know About ‘Wingman Drones,’” The Buzz 
blog on TheNationalInterest.org, April 4, 2019, https://na-
tionalinterest.org/blog/buzz/could-be-air-forces-future-
what-you-need-know-about-wingman-drones-50802.

160.	White House, Text of Space Policy Directive-4: Establish-
ment of the United States Space Force (February 19, 2019), 
https://www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/text-
space-policy-directive-4-establishment-united-states-
space-force/.

161.	 White House, Text of Space Policy Directive-4: Establish-
ment of the United States Space Force.

162.	 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/
Chief Financial Officer, Defense Budget Overview: United 
States Department of Defense Fiscal Year 2020 Budget Re-
quest, 5-5. 

163.	 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/
Chief Financial Officer, Defense Budget Overview: United 
States Department of Defense Fiscal Year 2020 Budget Re-
quest.

164.	U.S. Air Force, Fiscal Year 2020 Budget Overview, 3. 

165.	 Russell Rumbaugh, “FY20 Space Budget Request in Brief” 
(PowerPoint presentation, Aerospace Corporation event, 
Washington, March 28, 2019), 2. 

166.	 Department of Defense, Office of the Under Secretary of 
Defense (Comptroller)/Chief Financial Officer, Program Ac-
quisition Cost by Weapon System (March 2019), 7-4, https://
comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/defbudget/
fy2020/fy2020_Weapons.pdf. 

167.	 Sandra Erwin, “The end of SBIRS: Air Force says it’s time 
to move on,” SpaceNews.com, February 19, 2018, https://
spacenews.com/the-end-of-sbirs-air-force-says-its-time-to-
move-on/.

168.	 John E. Hyten, Commander of United States Strategic Com-
mand, Statement to the Committee on Armed Services, U.S. 
Senate, February 26, 2019, 2, https://www.armed-services.
senate.gov/imo/media/doc/Hyten_02-26-19.pdf.

169.	 Department of Defense, Nuclear Posture Review (Feb-
ruary 2018), 51, https://media.defense.gov/2018/
Feb/02/2001872886/-1/-1/1/2018-NUCLEAR-POSTURE-
REVIEW-FINAL-REPORT.PDF.

170.	 Department of Defense, Nuclear Posture Review, 52.

171.	 U.S. Navy, Department of Defense Fiscal Year (FY) 2020 
President’s Budget Estimate Submission, Justification Book: 
Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy, Vol-1 (March 2019), 1-9, 
https://www.secnav.navy.mil/fmc/fmb/Documents/20pres/
SCN_Book.pdf. 

172.	 U.S. Air Force, Department of Defense Fiscal Year (FY) 2020 
Budget Estimates: Justification Book: Research, Development, 
Test & Evaluation, Air Force, Vol-2, 2-273.

173.	 U.S. Air Force, Department of Defense Fiscal Year (FY) 2020 
Budget Estimates: Justification Book: Research, Development, 
Test & Evaluation, Air Force, Vol-2, 2-691.

174.	 Department of Defense, Nuclear Posture Review, 2.

175.	 Joe Gould, “Smith: Trim budget fat in America’s nuclear 
triad,” Defense News (March 12, 2019), https://www.defense-
news.com/congress/2019/03/12/smith-trim-budget-fat-in-
americas-nuclear-triad/.

176.	 Department of Defense, Missile Defense Review 
(2019), https://www.defense.gov/Portals/1/Interac-



DEFENSE  |  MAY 2019

Strategy to Ask: Analysis of the 2020 Defense Budget Request

28

tive/2018/11-2019-Missile-Defense-Review/The%20
2019%20MDR_Executive%20Summary.pdf.

177.	 Thomas Karako and Wes Rumbaugh, “Masterpiece 
Theater: Missed Opportunities for Missile Defense in 
the 2020 Budget” (Center for Strategic and International 
Studies, March 29, 2019), https://www.csis.org/analysis/
masterpiece-theater-missed-opportunities-missile-de-
fense-2020-budget.

178.	 Susanna V. Blume and Lauren Fish, “2019 President’s 
Budget Request for Defense-wide” (Center for a New 
American Security, March 14, 2018), https://www.
cnas.org/publications/reports/presidents-2019-de-
fense-wide-budget-request.

179.	 Department of Defense, Missile Defense Agency, Fiscal 
Year (FY) 2020 Budget Estimates: Overview, 19-MDA-9955 
(March 7, 2019), 1, https://www.mda.mil/global/docu-
ments/pdf/budgetfy20.pdf.

180.	Missile Defense Agency Deputy Director Rear Adm. Jon 
Hill and Missile Defense Agency Director of Operations 
Michelle Atkinson, “Department of Defense Press Brief-
ing on the President’s Fiscal Year 2020 Defense Budget 
for the Missile Defense Agency” (Washington, March 
12, 2019), https://dod.defense.gov/News/Transcripts/
Transcript-View/Article/1784150/department-of-defense-
press-briefing-on-the-presidents-fiscal-year-2020-de-
fense/; and Missile Defense Agency, Report to Congress: 
Report on Unfunded Priorities of the Missile Defense Agen-
cy (March 2019), 5, https://insidedefense.com/sites/insid-
edefense.com/files/documents/2019/mar/03262019_mda.
pdf. 

181.	 Army Undersecretary Ryan McCarthy and Army Lt. Gen. 
Thomas Horlander, “Department of Defense Press Brief-
ing on the President’s Fiscal Year 2020 Defense Budget 
for the Army” (Washington, March 12, 2019), https://dod.
defense.gov/News/Transcripts/Transcript-View/Arti-
cle/1784223/department-of-defense-press-briefing-on-
the-presidents-fiscal-year-2020-defense/.

182.	 Jennifer Scholtes and Caitlin Emma, “McConnell says he 
and Pelosi will launch talks on 2-year budget caps deal,” 
Politico.com, April 9, 2019, https://www.politico.com/sto-
ry/2019/04/09/mcconnell-pelosi-budget-caps-1264093.



About the Center for a New American Security
The mission of the Center for a New American Security (CNAS) is to develop strong, 
pragmatic and principled national security and defense policies. Building on the 
expertise and experience of its staff and advisors, CNAS engages policymakers, 
experts and the public with innovative, fact-based research, ideas and analysis to 
shape and elevate the national security debate. A key part of our mission is to inform 
and prepare the national security leaders of today and tomorrow.

CNAS is located in Washington, and was established in February 2007 by co-founders 
Kurt M. Campbell and Michèle A. Flournoy. 

CNAS is a 501(c)3 tax-exempt nonprofit organization. Its research is independent and 
non-partisan. CNAS does not take institutional positions on policy issues. Accordingly, 
all views, positions, and conclusions expressed in this publication should be understood 
to be solely those of the authors. 

© 2019 Center for a New American Security. 

All rights reserved.

1152 15th Street, NW Suite 950 Washington, DC 20005

t. 202.457.9400 | f. 202.457.9401 | info@cnas.org | cnas.org



Bold. Innovative. Bipartisan.


	_Hlk7633417
	_Hlk7633505
	_Hlk7633562
	_Hlk7633633
	_Hlk7633710
	_Hlk7634328
	_Hlk7634367
	_GoBack

