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SCIENCE

R & D in the Fiscal 1983 Budget

The President’s budget for fiscal year 1983 treated R & D fairly well,
given the economic exigencies and the policy orientations of the Reagan
Administration.* Within these policies, some fine-tuning of the amounts for
R & D deserves serious consideration; some of this may be done by
Congress as it acts on the details of the budget. What will be the outcome in
Congress? The spending targets in the budget resolution leave open the
possibility that the R & D budgets finally approved by Congress could
approximate closely the recommendations in the President’s budget.

For budget function 250, the only category that consists entirely of R & D
(National Science Foundation, Department of Energy general research, and
NASA), the resolution provides exactly the same amounts as in the
President’s budget. This is preferential treatment. The general congressio-
nal guideline of freezing 1983 budgets for discretionary spending at the fiscal
1982 budget levels would have meant a cut of about 10 percent.

Totals for most of the other functions also seem adequate to include the
amounts budgeted for R & D, except for national defense R & D, where the
3.6 percent reduction in total budget authority could mean a cut of as much
as $1 billion in the $4.4 billion increase recommended in the budget.

The final outcomes, however, will depend on how R & D is treated by
Congress in the detailed authorization and appropriations bills, and whether
the appropriations bills as passed are acceptable to the President. Detailed
congressional action could produce R & D budgets that are revised, per-
haps improved, versions of the President’s budget. But a presidential veto
and another standoff between the President and Congress would probably
result again this year in percentage across-the-board reductions applied
indiscriminately to R & D along with other programs.

The longer term outlook for R & D is, at best, bleak. Even under
optimistic economic assumptions, total funding available for nondefense
R & D faces a reduction in constant dollars of as much as 30 percent over
the S-year period FY 1983 to FY 1987, unless continued high deficits,
substantial increases in taxes, a major cutback in defense, or some
combination of these becomes acceptable economically and politically. The
establishment of plans and priorities for federal support of R & D within a
total level of resources that is declining in real terms is the single greatest
challenge facing the scientific and technical leadership in the government
and the scientific and technical community as a whole.

There are plenty of other challenges. I will mention only three:

1) There is the challenge to all of us to see that something, besides
talking, is done about the problems of science and engineering education at
all levels. Our decentralized education system needs leadership. Will the
federal government provide it? If not, who will?

2) There is the challenge to industry to show that the U.S. private sector,
in the favorable regulation and tax environment of the Reagan Administra-
tion, can match competition from other nations in developing and marketing
new and improved products based on advances in science and technology.

3) There is an urgent challenge to Congress and the Executive Branch to
find ways to temper the operation of the budget process. I counted 160
distinct steps in the budget process as it now ‘““‘works.”” At a minimum, we
must insulate from controversies on overall budget policy the core of largely
noncontroversial functions of government for which the range of likely
budget adjustments does not have an appreciable impact on the size of the
deficit, the level of revenues, or the state of the economy. We should be
able to conduct important activities like R & D within the framework of
approved long-range plans and clearly defined fiscal envelopes, without the
continual disruptions and uncertainties that characterize the present budget
process.—WIiLLIS H. SHAPLEY, Consultant, AAAST

*W. H. Shapley, A. H. Teich, J. P. Weinberg, Research and Development: AAAS Report VII
(AAAS, Washington, D.C., 1982) tExcerpted from remarks at Seventh Annual AAAS
Colloquium on R & D Policy, 23 and 24 June 1982,





