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During the September 30, 2004 presidential debate—in which both candidates agreed that 
nuclear proliferation is the single most serious threat facing the United States—Senator John Kerry 
charged that President Bush had “cut the money” for securing nuclear stockpiles around the world, 
while President George W. Bush said that funding for “dealing with nuclear proliferation” had 
increased 35 percent since he became President. 
 

In fact, funding for international threat reduction efforts has increased modestly during 
President Bush’s term, with most of that increase initiated by Congress.  President Bush proposed 
substantial cuts in these efforts in his first budget request, and in his latest request, for Fiscal Year 
(FY) 2005, proposed cutting the Defense Department’s Cooperative Threat Reduction program by 
more than $41 million compared to the FY 2004 appropriation.  President Bush’s 35 percent 
increase encompasses a number of programs that are not focused on helping other countries keep 
weapons of mass destruction (WMD) out of the hands of terrorists and hostile states, but on long-
term nonproliferation R&D and on reducing the United States’ own stockpiles of nuclear material.  
The latter effort—which is important, but does not directly contribute to securing vulnerable 
stockpiles abroad— accounts for more than three-quarters of the increase. 
 
Funding for International Threat Reduction 
 
 The U.S. Departments of Defense, Energy, and State lead a set of threat reduction programs 
that are geared specifically toward assisting foreign countries in securing, destroying, and 
preventing proliferation of stockpiles of weapons of mass destruction.  In its FY 2005 budget 
request, the Bush administration asked for $1.059 billion in total funding for these international 
threat reduction efforts.1  This amount is $169 million, or 19% percent, higher than the 
appropriation for these efforts for FY 2001, the last budget year of the Clinton administration, and 
the last budget voted on before the 9/11 attacks.  Several points should be made about this increase: 
 
• Over this timeframe, most of the increases in U.S. nonproliferation funding came at the 

initiative of Congress, not the administration.  If Congress had simply approved President 
Bush’s requests without change for FY 2002-2005, total threat reduction funding during the 
period would have been only 5% higher than if the final Clinton-era appropriation had 
simply remained flat, in real terms.2  In fact, President Bush’s first budget request attempted 
to cut these programs substantially.  After the 9/11 attacks, President Bush did not request 
any additional funds for international efforts to keep weapons of mass destruction out of 
terrorist hands in his requests for tens of billions of dollars in supplemental funding to fight 
the war on terror—but Congress added over $200 million to the budgets for nonproliferation 
programs in the first supplemental bill, and more in later bills.3 



 
• Most threat reduction programs have not received significant increases during the last four 

years—the increases have been limited to just a few efforts.  Congress on a few occasions 
has cut the budget requests of particular programs because of differing policy priorities and 
concern that prior funding had not been spent quickly enough.  In his FY 2005 budget 
request, President Bush proposed to cut the Department of Defense’s Cooperative Threat 
Reduction Program by over $41 million, some nine percent of the total.4 

 
• The FY 2001 appropriation used as a baseline here was less than what President Clinton 

requested.  President Bush’s FY 2005 budget request for international threat reduction 
efforts is no more than President Clinton’s FY 2001 proposal, made long before the 9/11 
attacks ever occurred.  If one focuses just on the nuclear component of the WMD threat,  on 
average, the Bush administration’s requests for cooperative action to control nuclear 
warheads, materials, and expertise over FY 2002 to 2005 were less, in real terms, than the 
last Clinton administration request, again well before the 9/11 attacks.5 

 
The Administration’s Calculation 
 

The Bush administration has provided figures for all nonproliferation funding—going 
beyond just international threat reduction activities—for the Departments of Defense, Energy, and 
State, to back up the assertion of a 35% funding increase.6  Several clarifications of this data are in 
order: 
 
• As Figure 1 on the following page shows, increases in funding for the Department of Energy 

nonproliferation programs account for all of the 35% increase.  The budgets for other 
nonproliferation efforts led by the Department of Defense and the Department of State have 
remained essentially flat, or actually decreased, over the time frame used by the President 
(i.e., the period between the nonproliferation budgets enacted by Congress in 2000 for fiscal 
year 2001 and President Bush’s FY 2005 budget request from earlier this year). 

 
• More importantly, three-quarters of the total increase is for disposal of the United States’ 

own excess plutonium and highly enriched uranium.  This single program, among dozens of 
international threat reduction and nonproliferation programs funded by the United States, 
accounts for 77% of the total increase cited by the President.  This increase is the result of 
shifting from the R&D phase toward actual construction of major plutonium disposition 
facilities in South Carolina—a shift that was planned before the current administration came 
to office.  Ironically, this increased funding is largely unspent, as the Bush administration’s 
new policies on nuclear liability have stalled movement toward construction of facilities in 
this multi-billion dollar program for years. 

 
• Because of inflation, a dollar in 2005 buys less than a dollar did in 2001: being able to buy 

the same amount of goods and work in FY 2005 as in FY 2001 would have required a 7% 
increase on its own.7 



 
Figure 1 – Changes in Nonproliferation Funding, as Calculated by the Bush Administration 

(Includes Contributions to Total Change by Major Components) 

(millions of dollars, nominal) 

FY 2001 
Enacted 

by 
Congress

FY 2005 
Budget 
Request 

$ Change, 
2001-2005 

% 
Change, 

2001-2005 

Component 
Percentage of 
Total Change 

from 2001-2005 

Department of Defense      410.3       409.2 
               
1.1  0%

Department of Energy      818.2  
   
1,348.7  

            
530.5   102%

of which:     
Disposition of U.S. Plutonium 
and Highly Enriched Uranium      186.5       585.0 

           
398.5   77%

Department of State      261.0       251.3 
               
9.7  -2%

Total    1,489.5    2,009.2 
            
519.7  35% 100%
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