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INTRODUCTION

The Project for the New American
Century was established in the spring of
1997. Fromitsinception, the Project has
been concerned with the declinein the
strength of America s defenses, and in the
problems thiswould create for the exercise
of American leadership around the globe
and, ultimately, for the preservation of
peace.

Our concerns were reinforced by the
two congressionally-mandated defense
studies that appeared soon thereafter: the
Pentagon’ s Quadrennial Defense Review
(May 1997) and the report of the National
Defense Panel (December 1997). Both
studies assumed that U.S. defense budgets
would remain flat or continue to shrink. As
aresult, the defense plans and
recommendations outlined in the two reports
were fashioned with such budget constraints
inmind. Broadly speaking, the QDR
stressed current military requirements at the
expense of future defense needs, while the
NDP s report emphasized future needs by
underestimating today’ s defense
responsibilities.

Although the QDR and the report of the
NDP proposed different policies, they
shared one underlying feature: the gap
between resources and strategy should be
resolved not by increasing resources but by
shortchanging strategy. America s armed
forces, it seemed, could either prepare for
the future by retreating from its role asthe
essential defender of today’ s global security
order, or it could take care of current
business but be unprepared for tomorrow’s
threats and tomorrow’ s battlefields.

Either alternative seemed to us
shortsighted. The United Statesisthe
world' s only superpower, combining
preeminent military power, global
technological leadership, and theworld’s
largest economy. Moreover, America stands
at the head of a system of alliances which
includes the world’ s other leading
democratic powers. At present the United
States faces no global rival. America's
grand strategy should aim to preserve and
extend this advantageous position as far into
the future as possible. There are, however,
potentially powerful states dissatisfied with
the current situation and eager to changeit,
if they can, in directions that endanger the
relatively peaceful, prosperous and free
condition the world enjoys today. Up to
now, they have been deterred from doing so
by the capability and global presence of
American military power. But, asthat
power declines, relatively and absolutely,
the happy conditions that follow from it will
be inevitably undermined.

Preserving the desirable strategic
situation in which the United States now
findsitself requires aglobally preeminent
military capability both today and in the
future. But years of cutsin defense
spending have eroded the American
military’s combat readiness, and put in
jeopardy the Pentagon’ s plans for
maintaining military superiority in the years
ahead. Increasingly, the U.S. military has
found itself undermanned, inadequately
equipped and trained, straining to handle
contingency operations, and ill-prepared to
adapt itself to the revolution in military
affairs. Without a well-conceived defense
policy and an appropriate increase in
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defense spending, the United States has been
letting its ability to take full advantage of the
remarkabl e strategic opportunity at hand slip

away.

With thisin mind, we began a project in
the spring of 1998 to examine the country’s
defense plans and resource requirements.
We started from the premise that U.S.
military capabilities should be sufficient to
support an American grand strategy
committed to building upon this
unprecedented opportunity. We did not
accept pre-ordained constraints that
followed from assumptions about what the
country might or might not be willing to
expend on its defenses.

In broad terms, we saw the project as
building upon the defense strategy outlined
by the Cheney Defense Department in the
waning days of the Bush Administration.
The Defense Policy Guidance (DPG) drafted
in the early months

of 1992 provideda At present the
blueprint for United States
maintaining U.S. facesno
preeminence, .
precluding therise gIOba! “Yal )

of agreat power America’s
rival, and shaping  grand strategy
the international should aim to
security order in

linewith American ~ Pr€serve "_’md
principles and extend this
interests. Leaked advantageous
beforeit had been pOSi tion as far
formally approved, .

the document was INto the future
criticized asan aspossible.

effort by “cold

warriors’ to keep defense spending high and
cutsin forces small despite the collapse of
the Soviet Union; not surprisingly, it was
subsequently buried by the new
administration.

Although the experience of the past
eight years has modified our understanding
of particular military requirements for
carrying out such a strategy, the basic tenets

of the DPG, in our judgment, remain sound.
And what Secretary Cheney said at the time
in response to the DPG’ s critics remains true
today: “We can either sustain the [armed]
forces we require and remain in a position to
help shape things for the better, or we can
throw that advantage away. [But] that
would only hasten the day when we face
greater threats, at higher costs and further
risk to American lives.”

The project proceeded by holding a
series of seminars. We asked outstanding
defense specialists to write papers to explore
avariety of topics: the future missions and
regquirements of the individual military
services, the role of the reserves, nuclear
strategic doctrine and missile defenses, the
defense budget and prospects for military
modernization, the state (training and
readiness) of today’ s forces, the revolution
in military affairs, and defense-planning for
theater wars, small wars and constabulary
operations. The papers were circulated to a
group of participants, chosen for their
experience and judgment in defense affairs.
(Thelist of participants may be found at the
end of thisreport.) Each paper then became
the basis for discussion and debate. Our
goal wasto use the papersto assist
deliberation, to generate and test ideas, and
to assist usin developing our final report.
While each paper took as its starting point a
shared strategic point of view, we made no
attempt to dictate the views or direction of
the individual papers. We wanted asfull
and as diverse a discussion as possible.

Our report borrows heavily from those
deliberations. But we did not ask seminar
participants to “sign-off” on the final report.
We wanted frank discussions and we sought
to avoid the pitfalls of trying to produce a
consensua but bland product. We wanted to
try to define and describe a defense strategy
that is honest, thoughtful, bold, internally
consistent and clear. And we wanted to
spark a serious and informed discussion, the
essential first step for reaching sound
conclusions and for gaining public support.
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New circumstances make us think that
the report might have a more receptive
audience now than in recent years. For the
first time since the late 1960s the federal
government is running asurplus. For most
of the 1990s, Congress and the White House
gave balancing the federal budget a higher
priority than funding national security. In
fact, to asignificant degree, the budget was
balanced by a combination of increased tax
revenues and cuts in defense spending. The
surplus expected in federal revenues over
the next decade, however, removes any need
to hold defense spending to some
preconceived low level.

Moreover, the American public and its
€l ected representatives have become
increasingly aware of the declining state of
the U.S. military. News stories, Pentagon
reports, congressional testimony and
anecdotal accounts from members of the
armed services paint a disturbing picture of
an American military that is troubled by
poor enlistment and retention rates, shoddy
housing, a shortage of spare parts and
weapons, and diminishing combat readiness.

Finally, thisreport comes after a
decade’ s worth of experience in dealing with
the post-Cold War world. Previous efforts
to fashion a defense strategy that would
make sense for today’ s security environment

Donald Kagan

were forced to work from many untested
assumptions about the nature of aworld
without a superpower rival. We have a
much better ideatoday of what our
responsibilities are, what the threats to us
might be in this new security environment,
and what it will take to secure the relative
peace and stability. We believe our report
reflects and benefits from that decade’s
worth of experience.

Our report is published in a presidential
election year. The new administration will
need to produce a second Quadrennial
Defense Review shortly after it takes office.
We hope that the Project’ s report will be
useful as aroad map for the nation’s
immediate and future defense plans. We
believe we have set forth a defense program
that isjustified by the evidence, rests on an
honest examination of the problems and
possihilities, and does not flinch from facing
the true cost of security. We hope it will
inspire careful consideration and serious
discussion. The post-Cold War world will
not remain arelatively peaceful placeif we
continue to neglect foreign and defense
matters. But serious attention, careful
thought, and the willingness to devote
adequate resources to maintaining
America’ s military strength can make the
world safer and American strategic interests
more secure now and in the future.

Gary Schmitt

Project Co-Chairmen

Thomas Donnelly
Principal Author
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KEY FINDINGS

This report proceeds from the belief that
America should seek to preserve and extend
its position of global leadership by
mai ntai ning the preeminence of U.S.
military forces. Today, the United States
has an unprecedented strategic opportunity.
It faces no immediate great-power
challenge; it is blessed with wedlthy,
powerful and democratic alliesin every part
of theworld; it isin the midst of the longest
economic expansion in its history; and its
political and economic principles are amost
universally embraced. At notimein history
has the international security order been as
conducive to American interests and ideals.

The challenge for the coming century isto
preserve and enhance this “ American
peace.”

Y et unless the United States maintains
sufficient military strength, this opportunity
will belost. Andin fact, over the past
decade, the failure to establish a security
strategy responsive to new realities and to
provide adequate resources for the full range
of missions needed to exercise U.S. globa
leadership has placed the American peace at
growing risk. Thisreport attempts to define
those requirements. In particular, we need
to:

ESTABLISH FOUR CORE MISSIONS for U.S. military forces:

 defend the American homeland;

» fight and decisively win multiple, smultaneous major theater wars;
» perform the“constabulary” dutiesassociated with shaping the security environment in

critical regions;

* transform U.S. forcesto exploit the “revolution in military affairs;”

To carry out these core missions, we need to provide sufficient for ce and budgetary

allocations. In particular, the United States must:

MAINTAIN NUCLEAR STRATEGIC SUPERIORITY, basing the U.S. nuclear deterrent upon a
global, nuclear net assessment that weighsthe full range of current and emerging threats,

not merey the U.S.-Russia balance.

RESTORE THE PERSONNEL STRENGTH of today’sforce to roughly the levels anticipated in
the “Base Force’ outlined by the Bush Administration, an increasein active-duty strength

from 1.4 million to 1.6 million.

REPOSITION U.S. FORCES to respond to 21% century strategic realities by shifting
per manently-based for cesto Southeast Europe and Southeast Asia, and by changing naval
deployment patternsto reflect growing U.S. strategic concernsin East Asa.
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M ODERNIZE CURRENT U.S. FORCES SELECTIVELY, proceeding with the F-22 program while
increasing purchases of lift, electronic support and other aircraft; expanding submarine
and surface combatant fleets; pur chasing Comanche helicopter s and medium-weight
ground vehiclesfor the Army, and the V-22 Osprey “tilt-rotor” aircraft for theMarine
Corps.

CANCEL “ROADBLOCK” PROGRAMS such asthe Joint Strike Fighter, CVX aircraft carrier,
and Crusader howitzer system that would absor b exorbitant amounts of Pentagon funding
while providing limited improvementsto current capabilities. Savingsfrom these canceled
programs should be used to spur the process of military transformation.

DEVEL OP AND DEPLOY GLOBAL MISSILE DEFENSES to defend the American homeland and
American allies, and to provide a secure basisfor U.S. power projection around the world.

CONTROL THE NEW “INTERNATIONAL COMMONS’ OF SPACE AND “CYBERSPACE,” and pave
theway for the creation of a new military service— U.S. Space For ces—with the mission of
space control.

EXPLOIT THE “REVOLUTION IN MILITARY AFFAIRS’ toinsurethelong-term superiority of

U.S. conventional forces. Establish a two-stage transformation process which
* maximizesthe value of current weapons systems through the application of advanced

technologies, and,

e produces more profound improvementsin military capabilities, encour ages competition
between single services and joint-service experimentation efforts.

| NCREASE DEFENSE SPENDING gradually to a minimum level of 3.5 to 3.8 percent of gross
domestic product, adding $15 billion to $20 billion to total defense spending annually.

Fulfilling these requirements is essential
if Americaisto retain its militarily dominant
status for the coming decades. Conversely,
the failure to meet any of these needs must
result in some form of strategic retreat. At
current levels of defense spending, the only
option isto try ineffectually to “manage”
increasingly large risks: paying for today’s
needs by shortchanging tomorrow’s;
withdrawing from constabulary missionsto
retain strength for large-scale wars,
“choosing” between presence in Europe or
presencein Asia; and so on. These are bad

choices. They are also false economies.
The“savings’ from withdrawing from the
Balkans, for example, will not free up
anywhere near the magnitude of funds
needed for military modernization or
transformation. But these arefalse
economies in other, more profound ways as
well. Thetrue cost of not meeting our
defense requirements will be alessened
capacity for American global leadership and,
ultimately, the loss of a global security order
that isuniquely friendly to American
principles and prosperity.
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WHY ANOTHER DEFENSE REVIEW?

Since the end of the Cold War, the
United States has struggled to formulate a
coherent national security or military
strategy, one that accounts for the constants
of American power and principles yet
accommodates 21% century realities. Absent
astrategic framework, U.S. defense plan-
ning has been an empty and increasingly
self-referential exercise, often dominated by
bureaucratic and budgetary rather than
strategic interests. Indeed, the proliferation
of defense reviews over the past decade
testifies to the failure to chart a consistent
course: to date, there have been half adozen
formal defense reviews, and the Pentagon is
now gearing up for a second Quadrennial
Defense Review in 2001. Unlessthis“QDR
1" matches U.S. military forces and
resources to a viable American strategy, it,
too, will fail.

These failures are not without cost:
already, they place at risk an historic
opportunity. After the victories of the past
century — two world wars, the Cold War and
most recently the Gulf War — the United
States finds itself as the uniquely powerful
leader of acodlition of free and prosperous
states that faces no immediate great-power
challenge.

The American peace has proven itself
peaceful, stable and durable. It has, over the
past decade, provided the geopolitical
framework for widespread economic growth
and the spread of American principles of
liberty and democracy. Y et no moment in
international politics can be frozenintime;
even a global Pax Americana will not
preserve itself.

Paradoxically, as American power and
influence are at their apogee, American
military forces limp toward exhaustion,
unable to meet the demands of their many
and varied missions, including preparing for
tomorrow’ s battlefield. Today’sforce,
reduced by athird or more over the past
decade, suffers from degraded combat
readiness; from difficultiesin recruiting and
retaining sufficient numbers of soldiers,
sailors, airmen and Marines; from the effects
of an extended “ procurement holiday” that
has resulted in the premature aging of most
weapons systems; from an increasingly
obsolescent and inadequate military
infrastructure; from a shrinking industrial
base poorly structured to be the “arsena of
democracy” for the 21% century; from alack
of innovation that threatens the techno-
logical and operational advantages enjoyed
by U.S. forces for a generation and upon
which American strategy depends. Finaly,
and most dangerously, the social fabric of
the military isfrayed and worn. U.S. armed
forces suffer from a degraded quality of life
divorced from middle-class expectations,
upon which an all-volunteer force depends.
Enlisted men and women and junior officers
increasingly lack confidence in their senior
leaders, whom they believe will not tell
unpleasant truths to their civilian leaders. In
sum, as the American peace reaches across
the globe, the force that preserves that peace
isincreasingly overwhelmed by its tasks.

Thisis no paradox; it isthe inevitable
conseguence of the failure to match military
means to geopolitical ends. Underlying the
failed strategic and defense reviews of the
past decade is the idea that the coll apse of
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the Soviet Union had created a“ strategic
pause.” In other words, until another great-
power challenger emerges, the United States
can enjoy arespite from the demands of
international leadership. Like aboxer
between championship bouts, America can
afford to relax and live the good life, certain
that there would be enough time to shape up
for the next big challenge. Thusthe United
States could afford to reduce its military
forces, close bases overseas, halt mgjor
weapons programs and reap the financia
benefits of the “ peace dividend.” But aswe
have seen over the past decade, there has
been no shortage of powers around the
world who have taken the collapse of the
Soviet empire as an opportunity to expand
their own influence and challenge the
American-led security order.

Beyond the faulty notion of a strategic
pause, recent defense reviews have suffered
from an inverted understanding of the mili-
tary dimension of the Cold War struggle
between the United States and the Soviet
Union. American containment strategy did
not proceed from the assumption that the
Cold War would be a purely military strug-
gle, inwhich the U.S. Army matched the
Red Army tank for tank; rather, the United
States would seek to deter the Soviets
militarily while defeating them economi-
cally and ideologically over time. And,
even within the realm of military affairs, the
practice of deterrence allowed for what in
military termsis called “an economy of
force.” The principle job of NATO forces,
for example, was to deter an invasion of
Western Europe, not to invade and occupy
the Russian heartland. Moreover, the bi-
polar nuclear balance of terror made both
the United States and the Soviet Union
generally cautious. Behind the smallest
proxy war in the most remote region lurked
the possibility of Armageddon. Thus,
despite numerous miscal cul ations through
the five decades of Cold War, the United
States reaped an extraordinary measure of
global security and stability simply by
building a credible and, in relative terms,
inexpensive nuclear arsenal .

Security
system

Strategic
goal

Main
military
mission(s)

Main
military
threat(s)

Focus of
strategic

competition

Cold War 21% Century
Bipolar Unipolar
Contain Preserve Pax
Soviet Americana
Union
Deter Soviet ~ Secure and
expansionism = expand zones
of democratic
peace; deter
rise of new
great-power
competitor;
defend key
regions;
exploit
transformation
of war
Potential Potential
global war theater wars
acrossmany  spread across
theaters globe
Europe East Asa

Over the decade of the post-Cold-War
period, however, aimost everything has
changed. The Cold War world was a bipolar
world; the 21% century world is—for the
moment, at least — decidedly unipolar, with

Americaastheworld's

sole superpower.”

America s strategic goal used to be
containment of the Soviet Union; today the
task isto preserve an international security
environment conducive to American
interests and ideals. The military’sjob
during the Cold War was to deter Soviet
expansionism. Today itstask isto secure
and expand the “zones of democratic
peace;” to deter the rise of anew great-
power competitor; defend key regions of
Europe, East Asiaand the Middle East; and
to preserve American preeminence through
the coming transformation of war made
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possible by new technologies. From 1945 to
1990, U.S. forces prepared themselves for a
single, global war that might be fought
across many theaters; in the new century, the
prospect isfor avariety of theater wars
around the world, against separate and
distinct adversaries pursuing separate and
digtinct goals. During the Cold War, the
main venue of superpower rivalry, the
strategic “ center of gravity,” wasin Europe,
wherelarge U.S. and NATO conventiona
forces prepared to repulse a Soviet attack
and over which nuclear war might begin;
and with Europe now generally at peace, the
new strategic center of concern appearsto
be shifting to East Asia. The missionsfor
America sarmed

Today, America  forces have not
spendslessthan  di m'r?'Sh??tOed
. much as sni .
3 percent of I.'[S The threats may
grOSS domestic not be as great,
product on but there are
more of them.

national defense,
lessthanatany  \ya America
timesincebefore  acquiredits
the United States  security

During the Cold

established itself ~ ~Wholesale’ by
, global deterrence
astheworld’s of the Soviet
leading power. Union. Today,
that same

security can only be acquired at the “retail”
level, by deterring or, when needed, by
compelling regional foes to act in ways that
protect American interests and principles.

This gap between a diverse and
expansive set of new strategic realities and
diminishing defense forces and resources
does much to explain why the Joint Chiefs
of Staff routinely declare that they see “high
risk” in executing the missions assigned to
U.S. armed forces under the government’s
declared national military strategy. Indeed,
aJCS assessment conducted at the height of
the Kosovo air war found the risk level
“unacceptable.” Such risks are the result of
the combination of the new missions
described above and the dramatically

reduced military force that has emerged
from the defense “ drawdown” of the past
decade. Today, America spends lessthan 3
percent of its gross domestic product on
national defense, lessthan at any time since
before World War 11 —in other words, since
before the United States established itself as
the world' s leading power — and a cut from
4.7 percent of GDPin 1992, thefirst rea
post-Cold-War defense budget. Most of this
reduction has come under the Clinton
Administration; despite initial promisesto
approximate the level of defense spending
called for in the final Bush Administration
program, President Clinton cut more than
$160 billion from the Bush program from
1992 to 1996 alone. Over thefirst seven
years of the Clinton Administration,
approximately $426 billion in defense
investments have been deferred, creating a
weapons procurement “bow wave” of
immense proportions.

The most immediate effect of reduced
defense spending has been a precipitate
declinein combat readiness. Across al
services, units are reporting degraded
readiness, spare parts and personnel
shortages, postponed and simplified training
regimens, and many other problems. In
congressional testimony, service chiefs of
staff now routinely report that their forces
are inadequate to the demands of the “two-
war” national military strategy. Press
attention focused on these readiness
problems when it was revealed that two
Army divisions were given a“C-4” rating,
meaning they were not ready for war. Yet it
was perhaps more telling that none of the
Army’sten divisions achieved the highest
“C-1" rating, reflecting the widespread
effects of dlipping readiness standards. By
contrast, every division that deployed to
Operation Desert Storm in 1990 and 1991
received a“C-1" rating. Thisisjust a
snapshot that captures the state of U.S.
armed forces today.

These readiness problems are
exacerbated by the fact that U.S. forces are
poorly positioned to respond to today’ s
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crises. In Europe, for example, the
overwhelming majority of Army and Air
Force unitsremain at their Cold War bases
in Germany or England, while the security
problems on the continent have moved to
Southeast Europe. Temporary rotations of
forces to the Bakans and elsewherein
Southeast Europe increase the overall
burdens of these operations many times.
Likewise, the Clinton Administration has
continued the fiction that the operations of
American forces in the Persian Gulf are
merely temporary duties. Nearly a decade
after the Gulf War, U.S. air, ground and
naval forces continue to protect enduring
American interestsin the region. In addition
to rotational naval forces, the Army

mai ntains what amounts to an armored
brigade in Kuwait for nine months of every
year; the Air Force has two composite air
wings in constant “no-fly zone” operations
over northern and southern Irag. And
despite increasing worries about the rise of
China and instability in Southeast Asia, U.S.
forces are found almost exclusively in
Northeast Asian bases.

Yet for al its problemsin carrying out
today’ s missions, the Pentagon has done
almost nothing to prepare for a future that
promises to be very different and potentially
much more dangerous. It isnow commonly
understood that information and other new
technologies — as well as widespread
technological and weapons proliferation —
are creating a dynamic that may threaten
America s ability to exercise its dominant
military power. Potential rivals such as
China are anxious to expl it these trans-
formational technologies broadly, while
adversaries like Iran, Iraq and North Korea
are rushing to develop ballistic missiles and
nuclear weapons as a deterrent to American
intervention in regions they seek to
dominate. Y et the Defense Department and
the services have done little more than affix
a“transformation” label to programs
developed during the Cold War, while
diverting effort and attention to a process of
joint experimentation which restricts rather
than encourages innovation. Rather than

admit that rapid technological changes
makes it uncertain which new weapons
systems to develop, the armed services cling
ever more tightly to traditional program and
concepts. As Andrew Krepinevich, a
member of the National Defense Panel, put
it in arecent study of Pentagon experi-
mentation, “ Unfortunately, the Defense
Department’ s rhetoric asserting the need for
military transformation and its support for
joint experimentation has yet to be matched
by any great sense of urgency or any
substantial resource support....At present
the Department’ s effort is poorly focused
and woefully underfunded.”

In sum, the 1990s have been a “decade
of defense neglect.” Thisleaves the next
president of the United States with an
enormous challenge: he must increase
military spending to preserve American
geopolitical leadership, or he must pull back
from the security commitments that are the
measure of America s position asthe
world's sole superpower and the final
guarantee of security, democratic freedoms
and individua political rights. This choice
will be among the first to confront the
president: new legislation requires the
incoming administration to fashion a
national security strategy within six months
of assuming office, as opposed to waiting a
full year, and to complete another
guadrennial defense review three months
after that. In alarger sense, the new
president will choose whether today’ s
“unipolar moment,” to use columnist
Charles Krauthammer’ s phrase for
America’'s current geopolitical preeminence,
will be extended along with the peace and
prosperity that it provides.

This study seeks to frame these choices
clearly, and to re-establish the links between
U.S. foreign policy, security strategy, force
planning and defense spending. If an
American peaceis to be maintained, and
expanded, it must have a secure foundation
on unquestioned U.S. military preeminence.
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FOUR ESSENTIAL MISSIONS

America s global leadership, and itsrole
as the guarantor of the current great-power
peace, relies upon the safety of the
American homeland; the preservation of a
favorable balance of power in Europe, the
Middle East and surrounding energy-
producing region, and East Asia; and the
general stability of the international system
of nation-states relative to terrorists,
organized crime, and other “non-state
actors.” The relative importance of these
elements, and the threats to U.S. interests,
may rise and fall over time. Europe, for
example, is now extraordinarily peaceful
and stable, despite the turmoil in the
Balkans. Conversely, East Asia appearsto
be entering a period with increased potential
for instability and competition. In the Gulf,
American power and presence has achieved
relative external security for U.S. alies, but
the longer-term prospects are murkier.
Generally, American strategy for the coming
decades should seek to consolidate the great
victories won in the 20™ century —which
have made Germany and Japan into stable
democracies, for example —maintain
stability in the Middle East, while setting the
conditions for 21%-century successes,
especialy in East Asia.

A retreat from any one of these
requirements would call America’s status as
the world' s leading power into question. As
we have seen, even asmall failure like that
in Somaliaor a halting and incomplete
triumph as in the Balkans can cast doubt on
American credibility. Thefailureto definea
coherent global security and military
strategy during the post-Cold-War period

has invited challenges; states seeking to
establish regional hegemony continue to
probe for the limits of the American security
perimeter. None of the defense reviews of
the past decade has weighed fully the range
of missions demanded by U.S. global
leadership: defending the homeland,

fighting and
None of the winning multiple
defensereviews large-scaewars,
of the past conducting
constabulary
de(_:ade has missions which
weighed fully preserve the
the range of current peace, and
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demanded by to exploit the
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necessary to
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execute these missions
missions Separ ;‘g’%la”d
successfully.
successfully. While much

further detailed

analysis would be required, it is the purpose
of this study to outline the large, “full-
spectrum” forces that are necessary to
conduct the varied tasks demanded by a
strategy of American preeminence for today
and tomorrow.
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HOMELAND DEFENSE. America must defend its homeland. Duringthe Cold War,
nuclear deterrence wasthe key element in homeland defense; it remains essential. But the
new century has brought with it new challenges. Whilereconfiguring its nuclear force, the
United States also must counter act the effects of the proliferation of ballistic missilesand
weapons of mass destruction that may soon allow lesser statesto deter U.S. military action
by threatening U.S. alliesand the American homeland itself. Of all the new and current
missionsfor U.S. armed for ces, thismust have priority.

LARGE WARS. Second, the United States must retain sufficient forces ableto rapidly
deploy and win multiple simultaneous lar ge-scale war s and also to be able to respond to
unanticipated contingenciesin regionswhereit does not maintain forward-based for ces.
Thisresemblesthe“two-war” standard that has been the basis of U.S. for ce planning over
the past decade. Yet thisstandard needsto be updated to account for new realities and
potential new conflicts.

CONSTABULARY DUTIES. Third, the Pentagon must retain forcesto preservethe
current peace in waysthat fall short of conduction major theater campaigns. A decade's
experience and the palicies of two administrations have shown that such forces must be
expanded to meet the needs of the new, long-term NATO mission in the Balkans, the
continuing no-fly-zone and other missionsin Southwest Asia, and other presence missionsin
vital regions of East Asia. These dutiesaretoday’s most frequent missions, requiring forces
configured for combat but capable of long-term, independent constabulary oper ations.

TRANSFORM U.S. ARMED FORCES. Finally, the Pentagon must begin now to exploit the so-
called “revolution in military affairs,” sparked by theintroduction of advanced technologies
into military systems; this must be regarded as a separate and critical mission worthy of a
share of force structure and defense budgets.

Current American armed forces areill-
prepared to execute these four missions.
Over the past decade, effortsto design and
build effective missile defenses have been
ill-conceived and underfunded, and the
Clinton Administration has proposed deep
reductionsin U.S. nuclear forces without
sufficient analysis of the changing global
nuclear balance of forces. While, broadly
speaking, the United States how maintains
sufficient active and reserve forces to meet
the traditional two-war standard, thisis true
only in the abstract, under the most
favorable geopolitical conditions. Asthe
Joint Chiefs of Staff have admitted
repeatedly in congressional testimony, they
lack the forces necessary to meet the two-
war benchmark as expressed in the warplans
of the regional commanders-in-chief. The
reguirements for major-war forces must be
reevaluated to accommodate new strategic
realities. One of these new realitiesisthe

requirement for peacekeeping operations,
unless this requirement is better understood,
America’ s ability to fight major wars will be
jeopardized. Likewise, the transformation
process has gotten short shrift.

To meet the requirements of the four
new missions highlighted above, the United
States must undertake a two-stage process.
The immediate task isto rebuild today’s
force, ensuring that it is equal to the tasks
beforeit: shaping the peacetime enviro-
nment and winning multiple, simultaneous
theater wars; these forces must be large
enough to accomplish these tasks without
running the “high” or “unacceptable’ risksiit
faces now. The second task isto seriously
embark upon atransformation of the
Defense Department. Thisitself will bea
two-stage effort: for the next decade or
more, the armed forces will continue to
operate many of the same systems it now
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does, organize themselvesin traditional
units, and employ current operational
concepts. However, this transition period
must be afirst step toward more substantial
reform. Over the next several decades, the
United States must field a global system of
missile defenses, divine ways to control the
new “international commons’ of space and
cyberspace, and build new kinds of
conventional forces for different strategic
challenges and a new technological
environment.

Nuclear Forces

Current conventional wisdom about
strategic forces in the post-Cold-War world
is captured in a comment made by the late
Les Aspin, the Clinton Administration's first
secretary of defense. Aspin wrote that the
collapse of the Soviet Union had “literally
reversed U.S. interestsin nuclear weapons’
and, “Today, if offered the magic wand to
eradicate the existence and knowledge of
nuclear weapons, we would very likely
accept it.” Sincethe United Statesis the
world’s dominant conventional military
power, this sentiment is understandable. But
it is precisely because we have such power
that smaller adversaria states, looking for an
equalizing advantage, are determined to
acquire their own weapons of mass
destruction. Whatever our fondest wishes,
the redlity of the today’ sworld is that there
is no magic wand with which to eliminate
these weapons (or, more fundamentally, the
interest in acquiring them) and that deterring
their use requires areliable and dominant
U.S. nuclear capability.

Whilethe formal U.S. nuclear posture
has remained conservative through the 1994
Nuclear Posture Review and the 1997
Quadrennial Defense Review, and senior
Pentagon leaders speak of the continuing
need for nuclear deterrent forces, the Clinton
Administration has taken repeated steps to
undermine the readiness and effectiveness of
U.S. nuclear forces. In particular, it has
virtually ceased development of safer and

more effective nuclear weapons; brought
underground testing to a complete halt; and
allowed the Department of Energy’s
weapons complex and associated scientific
expertise to atrophy for lack of support. The
administration has also made the decision to
retain current weaponsin the active force for
years beyond their design life. When
combined with the decision to cut back on
regular, non-nuclear flight and system tests
of the weapons themselves, this raises a host
of questions about the continuing saf ety and
reliability of the nation’s strategic arsenal .
The administration’ s stewardship of the
nation's deterrent capability has been aptly
described by Congress as “erosion by
design.”

A new assessment of the global
nuclear balance, one that takes
account of Chinese and other nuclear
forces aswell as Russian, must
precede decisions about U.S. nuclear
force cuts.

Rather than maintain and improve
America s nuclear deterrent, the Clinton
Administration has put its faith in new arms
control measures, most notably by signing
the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty
(CTBT). Thetreaty proposed a new
multilateral regime, consisting of some 150
states, whose principal effect would beto
constrain Americas unigue rolein providing
the global nuclear umbrellathat helps to
keep states like Japan and South Koreafrom
devel oping the weapons that are well within
their scientific capability, while doing little
to stem nuclear weapons proliferation.
Although the Senate refused to ratify the
treaty, the administration continues to abide
by its basic strictures. And whileit may
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make sense to continue the current
moratorium on nuclear testing for the
moment — since it would take a number of
years to refurbish the neglected testing
infrastructure in any case — ultimately thisis
an untenable situation. If the United States
isto have anuclear deterrent that is both
effective and safe, it will need to test.

That said, of all the elements of U.S.
military force posture, perhaps noneis more
in need of reevaluation than America's
nuclear weapons. Nuclear weapons remain
acritical component of American military
power but it is unclear whether the current
U.S. nuclear arsend is well-suited to the
emerging post-Cold War world. Today’s
strategic calculus encompasses more factors
than just the baance of terror between the
United States and Russia. U.S. nuclear force
planning and related arms control policies
must take account of alarger set of variables
than in the past, including the growing
number of small

nuclear arsenals—  The

from North Korea  agministration’s
to Pakistan to, .
perhaps soon, Stewar qlshl p of
Iran and Iraq — the nation’s
andamodernized  deterrent

0 egael  capability has
force. Moreover, ~ een described
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about therole “erosion by
nuclear weapons desi ”

should play in esgn.

deterring the use

of other kinds of weapons of mass destruc-
tion, such as chemical and biological, with
the U.S. having foresworn those weapons
development and use. It addition, there may
be a need to develop a new family of nuclear
weapons designed to address new sets of
military requirements, such aswould be
required in targeting the very deep under-
ground, hardened bunkers that are being
built by many of our potential adversaries.
Nor has there been a serious analysis done
of the benefits versus the costs of maintain-
ing the traditional nuclear “triad.” What is

needed first isa global net assessment of
what kinds and numbers of nuclear weapons
the U.S. needs to meet its security
responsibilitiesin a post-Soviet world.

In short, until the Department of
Defense can better define future its nuclear
reguirements, significant reductionsin U.S.
nuclear forces might well have unforeseen
consequences that lessen rather than
enhance the security of the United States
and itsalies. Reductions, upon review,
might be called for. But what should finally
drive the size and character of our nuclear
forcesis not numerical parity with Russian
capabilities but maintaining American
strategic superiority —and, with that
superiority, a capability to deter possible
hostile coalitions of nuclear powers. U.S.
nuclear superiority is nothing to be ashamed
of; rather, it will be an essential element in
preserving American leadership in amore
complex and chaotic world.

Forcesfor Major Theater Wars

The one constant of Pentagon force
planning through the past decade has been
the recognized need to retain sufficient
combat forcesto fight and win, asrapidly
and decisively as possible, multiple, nearly
simultaneous major theater wars. This
constant is based upon two important truths
about the current internationa order. One,
the Cold-War standoff between Americaand
itsalies and the Soviet Union that made for
caution and discouraged direct aggression
against the major security interests of either
side no longer exists. Two, conventional
warfare remains aviable way for aggressive
states to seek major changes in the
international order.

Irag’s 1990 invasion of Kuwait reflected
both truths. The invasion would have been
highly unlikely, if not impossible, within the
context of the Cold War, and Iraq overran
Kuwait in a matter of hours. These two
truths revealed athird: maintaining or
restoring afavorable order in vital regionsin
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the world such as Europe, the Middle East
and East Asia places a unique responsibility
on U.S. armed forces. The Gulf War and
indeed the subsequent lesser warsin the
Balkans could hardly have been fought and
won without the dominant role played by
American military might.

Thus, the understanding that U.S. armed
forces should be shaped by a“two-major-
war” standard rightly has been accepted as
the core of America' s superpower status
since the end of the Cold War. Thelogic of
past defense reviews still obtains, and
received its clear exposition in the 1997
Quadrennia Defense Review, which argued:

A force sized and equipped for
deterring and defeating aggression in
mor e than one theater ensuresthat the
United Sates will maintain the
flexibility to cope with the unpredictable
and unexpected. Such a capability is
the sine qua non of a superpower and is
essential to the credibility of our overall
national security strategy....If the
United States were to forego its ability
to defeat aggression in more than one
theater at a time, our standing asa
global power, as the security partner of
choice and the leader of the
international community would be
called into question. Indeed, some
allies would undoubtedly read a one-
war capability asa signal that the
United Sates, if heavily engaged
elsewhere, would no longer be able to
defend their interests...A one-theater -
war capacity would risk
undermining...the credibility of U.S.
security commitments in key regions of
theworld. This, inturn, could cause
allies and friends to adopt more
divergent defense policies and postures,
thereby weakening the web of alliances
and coalitions on which we rely to
protect our interests abroad.

In short, anything less than a clear two-
war capacity threatensto devolve into a no-
war strategy.

Unfortunately, Defense Department
thinking about this requirement was frozen

in the early 1990s. The experience of
Operation Allied Force in the Balkans
suggests that, if anything, the canonical two-
war force-sizing standard is more likely to
be too low than too high. The Kosovo air
campaign eventually involved the level of
forces anticipated for a major war, butina
theater other than the two — the Korean
peninsula and Southwest Asia— that have
generated past Pentagon planning scenarios.
Moreover, new theater wars that can be
foreseen, such as an American defense of
Taiwan against a Chinese invasion or
punitive attack, have yet to be formally
considered by Pentagon planners.

To better judge forces needed for
building an American peace, the Pentagon
needs to begin to calculate the force
necessary to

independently, have admitted
lﬂé 'rf(‘)ts; &‘ésast they lack the
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Asiaand the forces necessary
Gulf at 4l to meet the two-
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actions of our

adversaries in these regions bear no more
than a tangential relationship to one another;
it ismore likely that one of these regional
powers will seize an opening created by
deployments of U.S. forces elsewhere to
make mischief.

Thus, the mgjor-theater-war standard
should remain the principal force-sizing tool
for U.S. conventional forces. This nhot to say
that this measure has been perfectly applied
in the past: Pentagon analyses have been
both too optimistic and too pessimistic, by
turns. For example, the analyses done of the
regquirement to defeat an Iraqgi invasion of
Kuwait and Saudi Arabia amost certainly
overestimates the level of force required.
Conversely, past analyses of a defense of
South Korea may have underestimated the
difficulties of such awar, especialy if North
K orea employed weapons of mass destruc-
tion, asintelligence estimates anticipate.
Moreover, the theater-war analysis done for
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the QDR assumed that Kim Jong Il and
Saddam Hussein each could begin awar —
perhaps even while employing chemical,
biological or even nuclear weapons —and
the United States would make no effort to
unseat militarily either ruler. In both cases,
past Pentagon wargames have given little or
no consideration to the force requirements
necessary not only to defeat an attack but to
remove these regimes from power and
conduct post-combat stability operations. In
short, past Defense Department application
of the two-war standard is not areliable
guide to the real force requirements — and,
of course, past reviewsincluded no analysis
of the kind of campaign in Europe as was
seen in Operation Allied Force. Because
past Pentagon strategy reviews have been
budget-driven exercises, it will be necessary
to conduct fresh and more realistic analyses
even of the canonical two-war scenarios.

In sum, while retaining the spirit of past
force-planning for major wars, the
Department of Defense must undertake a
more nuanced and thoroughgoing review of
real requirements. The truths that gave rise
to the original two-war standard endure:
America’ s adversaries will continue to resist
the building of the American peace; when
they see an opportunity as Saddam Hussein
did in 1990, they will employ their most
powerful armed forces to win on the battle-
field what they could not win in peaceful
competition; and American armed forces
will remain the core of effortsto deter,
defeat, or remove from power regional
agoressors.

Forcesfor ‘Constabulary’ Duties

In addition to improving the analysis
needed to quantify the requirements for
major theater wars, the Pentagon also must
come to grips with the real requirements for
constabulary missions. The 1997
Quadrennia Defense Review rightly
acknowledged that these missions, which it
dubbed “smaller-scale contingencies,” or
SSCs, would be the frequent and
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unavoidable diet for U.S. armed forcesfor
many years to come: “Based on recent
experience and intelligence projections, the
demand for SSC operationsis expected to
remain high over the next 15 to 20 years,”
thereview concluded. Yet, at the same
time, the QDR failed to alocate any forces
to these missions, continuing the fiction that,
for force planning purposes, constabulary
missions could be considered “|esser
included cases’ of mgjor theater war
requirements. “U.S. forces must also be
able to withdraw from SSC operations,
reconstitute, and then deploy to a major
theater war in accordance with required
timelines,” the review argued.

Theincreasing number of
‘constabulary’ missionsfor U.S.
troops, such asin Kosovo above, must
be considered an integral element in
Pentagon force planning.

The shortcomings of this approach were
underscored by the experience of Operation
Allied Forcein the Balkans. Precisey
because the forces engaged there would not
have been able to withdraw, reconstitute and
redeploy to another operation —and because
the operation consumed such alarge part of
overall Air Force aircraft —the Joint Chiefs
of Staff concluded that the United States
was running “unacceptable” risk in the event
of war elsewhere. Thus, facing up to the
redities of multiple constabulary missions
will require a permanent allocation of U.S.
armed forces.
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Nor can the problem be solved by
simply withdrawing from current
constabulary missions or by vowing to avoid
themin the future. Indeed, withdrawing
from today’ s ongoing missions would be
problematic. Although the no-fly-zone air
operations over northern and southern Irag
have continued without pause for amost a
decade, they remain an essential element in
U.S. strategy and force posture in the
Persian Gulf region. Ending these opera-
tions would hand Saddam Hussein an impor-
tant victory, something any American |eader
would beloath to do. Likewise, withdraw-
ing from the Balkans would place American
leadership in Europe — indeed, the viability
of NATO —in question. While none of
these operations involves a mortal threat,
they do engage U.S. national security
interests directly, as well as engaging
American moral interests.

Further, these constabulary missions are
far more complex and likely to generate
violence than traditional “peacekeeping”
missions. For one, they demand American
political leadership rather than that of the
United Nations, asthe failure of the UN
mission in the Balkans and the relative
success of NATO operations there attests.
Nor can the United States assume a UN-like
stance of neutrality; the preponderance of
American power is so great and its global
interests so wide that it cannot pretend to be
indifferent to the political outcome in the
Balkans, the Persian Gulf or even when it
deploysforcesin Africa. Finally, these
missions demand forces basically configured
for combat. While they also demand
personnel with special language, logistics
and other support skills, thefirst order of
business in missions such as in the Balkans
isto establish security, stability and order.
American troops, in particular, must be
regarded as part of an overwhelmingly
powerful force.

With a decade’ s worth of experience
both of the requirements for current
constabulary missions and with the chaotic
political environment of the post-Cold War
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era, the Defense Department is more than
able to conduct a useful assessment to
guantify the overall needsfor forces
engaged in constabulary duties. While part
of the solution liesin repositioning existing
forces, there is no escaping the conclusion
that these new missions, unforeseen when
the defense drawdown began a decade ago,
require an increase in overall personnel
strength and U.S. force structure.

Transformation Forces

The fourth element in American force
posture — and certainly the one which holds
the key to any longer-term hopes to extend
the current Pax Americana —is the mission
to transform U.S. military forces to meet
new geopolitical and technological
challenges. While the prime directive for
transformation will beto design and deploy
aglobal missile defense system, the effects
of information and other advanced techno-
logies promise to revol utionize the nature of
conventiona armed forces. Moreover, the
need to create weapons systems optimized
for operationsin the Pacific theater will
create reguirements quite distinct from the
current generation of systems designed for
warfare on the European continent and those
new systems like the F-22 fighter that also
were developed to meet late-Cold-War
needs.

Although the basic concept for a system
of global missile defenses capable of
defending the United States and its allies
against the threat of smaller and simpler
ballistic missiles has been well understood
since the late 1980s, a decade has been
squandered in developing the requisite
technologies. In fact, work on the key
elements of such a system, especially those
that would operate in space, has either been
so slowed or halted completely, so that the
process of deploying robust missile defenses
remains along-term project. If for no other
reason, the mission to create such amissile
defense system should be considered a
matter of military transformation.
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Aswill be argued more fully below,
effective ballistic missile defenses will be
the central element in the exercise of
American power and the projection of U.S.
military forces abroad. Without it, weak
states operating small arsenals of crude
ballistic missiles, armed with basic nuclear
warheads or other weapons of mass destruc-
tion, will be ain a strong position to deter
the United States from using conventional
force, no matter the technological or other
advantages we may enjoy. Even if such
enemies are merely able to threaten
American dlies rather than the United States
homeland itself, America s ability to project

power will be
deeply
compromised.
Alas, neither
Admini-
stration
strategists nor
Pentagon
force planners
seem to have
grasped this
elemental
point;
certainly,
efforts to fund,
design and
develop an
effective
system of
missile

For the United
Statesto retain the
technological and
tactical advan-
tagesit now
enjoys, the
transformation
effort must be
considered as
pressing a military
mission as
preparing for
today’ s theater
wars.

defenses do not reflect any sense of urgency.
Nonetheless, the first task in transforming
U.S. military to meet the technological and
strategic realities of anew century isto
create such a system.

Creating a system of global missile
defensesis but the first task of
transformation; the need to reshape U.S.
conventional forcesis almost as pressing.
For, although American armed forces
possess capabilities and enjoy advantages
that far surpass those of even our richest and
closest allies, let done our declared and
potential enemies, the combination of
technological and strategic change that
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marks the new century places these
advantages at risk. Today'sU.S.
conventional forces are masters of a mature
paradigm of warfare, marked by the
dominance of armored vehicles, aircraft
carriers and, especially, manned tactical
aircraft, that is beginning to be overtaken by
anew paradigm, marked by long-range
precision strikes and the proliferation of
missile technologies. Ironically, it has been
the United States that has pioneered this new
form of high-technology conventional
warfare: it was suggested by the 1991 Gulf
War and has been revealed more fully by the
operations of the past decade. Even the
“Allied Force” air war for Kosovo showed a
distorted version of the emerging paradigm
of warfare.

Y et even these pioneering capabilities
are the residue of investments first made in
the mid- and late 1980s; over the past
decade the pace of innovation within the
Pentagon has slowed measurably. In part,
thisis dueto reduced defense budgets, the
overwhelming dominance of U.S. forces
today, and the multiplicity of constabulary
missions. And without the driving challenge
of the Soviet military threat, efforts at
innovation have lacked urgency.
Nonetheless, a variety of new potential
challenges can be clearly foreseen. The
Chinese military, in particular, seeks to
exploit the revolution in military affairsto
offset American advantages in naval and air
power, for example. If the United Statesis
to retain the technological and tactical
advantages it now enjoysin large-scale
conventional conflicts, the effort at
transformation must be considered as
pressing a mission as preparing for today’s
potential theater wars or constabulary
missions —indeed, it must receive a
significant, separate allocation of forces and
budgetary resources over the next two
decades.

In addition, the process of transfor-
mation must proceed from an appreciation
of American strategy and political goals.
For example, asthe leader of a global
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network of alliances and strategic
partnerships, U.S. armed forces cannot
retreat into a“Fortress America” Thus,
while long-range precision strikes will
certainly play anincreasingly largerolein
U.S. military operations, American forces
must remain deployed abroad, in large
numbers. To remain asthe leader of a
variety of coalitions, the United States must
partake in therisksits allies face; security
guarantees that depend solely upon power
projected from the continental United States
will inevitably become discounted.

Moreover, the process of transformation
should proceed in a spirit of competition
among the services and between service and
joint approaches. Inevitably, new
technologies may create the need for entirely
new military organizations, this report will
argue below that the emergence of space as
akey theater of war suggests forcefully that,
intime, it may be wiseto create a separate
“gpace service” Thusfar, the Defense
Department has attempted to take a
prematurely joint approach to
transformation. Whileit is certain that new
technologies will allow for the closer
combination of traditional service
capabilities, it istoo early in the process of
transformation to choke off what should be
the healthy and competitive face of
“interservicerivalry.” Because the separate
services are the military institutions most
attuned to providing forces designed to carry
out the specific missions required by U.S.
strategy, they arein fact best equipped to
become the engines of transformation and
change within the context of enduring
Mission requirements.

Finally, it must be remembered that the
process of transformation isindeed a
process: even the most vivid view of the
armed forces of the future must be grounded
in an understanding of today’ s forces. In
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general terms, it seems likely that the
process of transformation will take severa
decades and that U.S. forces will continueto
operate many, if not most, of today’ s
weapons systems for a decade or more.
Thus, it can be foreseen that the process of
transformation will in fact be atwo-stage
process. first of transition, then of more
thoroughgoing transformation. The break-
point will come when a preponderance of
new weapons systems begins to enter
service, perhaps when, for example,
unmanned aeria vehicles begin to be as
numerous as manned aircraft. Inthisregard,
the Pentagon should be very wary of making
large investments in new programs — tanks,
planes, aircraft carriers, for example — that
would commit U.S. forcesto current
paradigms of warfare for many decadesto
come.

In conclusion, it should be clear that
these four essential missions for maintaining
American military preeminence are quite
separate and distinct from one another —
none should be considered a “lesser included
case” of another, even though they are
closely related and may, in some cases,
require similar sorts of forces. Conversely,
the failure to provide sufficient forces to
execute these four missions must result in
problems for American strategy. Thefailure
to build missile defenses will put America
and her allies at grave risk and compromise
the exercise of American power abroad.
Conventional forces that are insufficient to
fight multiple theater wars s multaneously
cannot protect American global interests and
alies. Neglect or withdrawal from
constabulary missions will increase the
likelihood of larger wars breaking out and
encourage petty tyrants to defy American
interestsand ideals. And the failureto
prepare for tomorrow’ s challenges will
ensure that the current Pax Americana
comes to an early end.
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REPOSITIONING TODAY’'SFORCE

Despite the centrality of major theater
warsin conventional-force planning, it has
become painfully obvious that U.S. forces
have other vital rolesto play in building an
enduring American peace. The presence of
American forcesin critical regions around
the world isthe visible expression of the
extent of America s status as a superpower
and as the guarantor of liberty, peace and
stability. Our role in shaping the peacetime
security environment is an essential one, not
to be renounced without great cost: it will be
difficult, if not impossible, to sustain the
role of global guarantor without a substantial
overseas presence. Our allies, for whom
regional problems are vital security interests,
will come to doubt our willingness to defend
their interestsif U.S. forces withdraw into a
Fortress America. Equally important, our
worldwide web of alliances provides the
most effective and efficient means for
exercising American global leadership; the
benefits far outweigh the burdens. Whether
established in permanent bases or on
rotational deployments, the operations of
U.S. and allied forces abroad provide the
first line of defense of what may be
described as the “ American security
perimeter.”

Since the collapse of the Soviet empire,
this perimeter has expanded slowly but
inexorably. In Europe, NATO has
expanded, admitting three new members and
acquiring alarger number of “adjunct”
members through the Partnership for Peace
program. Tens of thousands of U.S, NATO
and allied troops are on patrol in the
Balkans, and have fought a number of
significant actionsthere; in effect, the region
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ison the road to becoming aNATO
protectorate. In the Persian Gulf region, the
presence of American forces, along with
British and French units, has become a semi-
permanent fact of life. Though the
immediate mission of those forcesisto
enforce the no-fly zones over northern and
southern Irag, they represent the long-term
commitment of the United States and its
major alliesto aregion of vital importance.
Indeed, the United

States has for ;
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olay amore American
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security. While
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American force

presence in the Gulf transcends the issue of
the regime of Saddam Hussein. In East
Asia, the pattern of U.S. military operations
is shifting to the south: in recent years,
significant naval forces have been sent to the
region around Taiwan in response to
Chinese provocation, and now a contingent
of U.S. troopsis supporting the Australian-
led mission to East Timor. Acrossthe
globe, thetrend isfor alarger U.S. security
perimeter, bringing with it new kinds of
missions.

The placement of U.S. bases has yet to
reflect these realities — if anything, the
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worldwide archipelago of U.S. military
installations has contracted as the perimeter
of U.S. security interests has expanded.
American armed forces far from ideally
positioned to respond to the needs of the
times, but the Pentagon remainstied to
levels of forward-deployed forces that bear
little relationship to military capabilities or
redities. The air war in Kosovo provides a
vivid example: during Operation Allied
Force, U.S. and NATO warplanes were
spread out across the continent of Europe
and even into Asiatic Turkey, forced into a
widely dispersed and very complex pattern
of operations— requiring extensive refueling
efforts and limiting the campaign itself — by
alack of adequate air bases in southeastern
Europe. The network of American overseas
installations and deployments requires
reconfiguration. Likewise, the structure of
U.S. forces needs to be reconsidered in light
of the changing mission of the American
military. Overall U.S. military force
structure must be rationalized to accommo-
date the fact that the presence of these forces
in far-flung outposts or on patrol overseas
may be as important as their theater-
warfighting missions, especially in Europe.
The requirements of Balkans stabilization,
NATO expansion (including Partnership for
Peace) and other missions within the theater
render it unrealistic to expect U.S. forcesin
Europe to be readily available for other
crises, asformal Pentagon planning
presumes. The continuing challenges from
Iraq also make it unwise to draw down
forcesin the Gulf dramatically. Securing
the American perimeter today — and
tomorrow — will necessitate shiftsin U.S.
overseas operations.

American armed forces stationed abroad
and on rotationa deployments around the
world should be considered as thefirst line
of American defenses, providing recon-
naissance and security against the prospect
of larger crises and conducting stability
operationsto prevent their outbreak. These
forces need to be among the most ready,
with finely honed warfighting skills—and
only forces configured for combat indicate
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the true American commitment to our allies
and their security interests — but they also
need to be highly versatile and mobile with a
broad range of capabilities; they are the
cavalry on the new American frontier. In
the event of alarge-scale war, they must be
able to shape the battlefield while
reinforcing forces based primarily in the
United States arrive to apply decisive blows
to the enemy. Not only must they be
repositioned to reflect the shifting strategic
landscape, they also must be reorganized
and restructured to reflect their new
missions and to integrate new technol ogies.

Europe

At the end of the Cold War, the United
States maintained more than 300,000 troops
in Europe, including two Army corpsand 13
Air Force wings plus a variety of indepen-
dent sub-units, primarily based in Germany.
The central plain of Germany was the
central theater of the Cold War and, short of
an all-out nuclear exchange, a Soviet
armored invasion of western Europe the
principal threat faced by the United States
and itsNATO allies. Today Germany is
unified, Poland and the Czech Republic
members of NATO, and the Russian army
has retreated to the gates of Moscow while
becoming primarily engaged in the
Caucasus and to the south more generally.
Though northern and central Europe are
arguably more stable now than at any time
in history, the majority of American forces
in Europe are still based in the north,
including atheater army and a corps of two
heavy divisionsin Germany and just five
Air Force wings, plus a handful of other,
smaller units.

But while northern and central Europe
have remained extraordinarily stable, and
the eastern Germany, Poland and the Czech
Republic have become reintegrated into the
mainstream of European political, economic
and cultura life, the situation in south-
eastern Europe has been atumultuous one.
The Balkans, and southeastern Europe more
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generally, present the mgjor hurdle toward
the creation of a Europe “whole and freg”
from the Baltic to the Black Sea. The delay
in bringing security and stability to south-
eastern Europe has not only prevented the
consolidation of the victory in the Cold War,
it has created a zone of violence and conflict
and introduced uncertainty about America' s
rolein Europe.

The continuing deployment of forcesin
the Balkansreflects a U.S. commitment
to theregion’s security. By refusing to
treat these deployments as a shift of the
permanent American presencein
Europe, the Clinton Administration has
increased the burden on the armed
services exponentially.

At the same time, the continuing
deployment of forcesin the Balkans reflects
what isin fact along-term American
commitment to the security of the region.
But by refusing to treat these deployments
as an expansion — or shift — of the permanent
American presence in Europe, reflecting an
enduring interest, the Clinton
Administration has increased the burden on
the armed services exponentially. Rather
than recognizing the need to reposition and
reconfigure U.S. forces in Europe away
from the north to the southeast, current
policy has been to rotate unitsin and out of
the Balkans, destroying their readinessto
perform other missions and tying up an
increasingly large dice of asignificantly
reduced force.
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Despite the shifting focus of conflict in
Europe, arequirement to station U.S. forces
in northern and central Europe remains. The
region is stable, but a continued American
presence helpsto assure the major European
powers, especially Germany, that the United
States retains its longstanding security
interest in the continent. Thisis especialy
important in light of the nascent European
moves toward an independent defense
“identity” and policy; it isimportant that
NATO not be replaced by the European
Union, leaving the United States without a
voice in European security affairs. In
addition, many of the current installations
and facilities provide critical infrastructure
for supporting U.S. forces throughout
Europe and for reinforcement in the event of
acrisis. From airbasesin England and
Germany to headquarters and Army unitsin
Belgium and Germany, much of the current
network of U.S. bases in northern and
central retainsits relevance today asin the
Cold War.

However, changes should be made to
reflect the larger shift in European security
needs. U.S. Army Europe should be
transformed from a single corps of two
heavy divisions and support units into
versatile, combined-arms brigade-sized units
capabl e of independent action and
movement over operationa distances. U.S.
Air Force unitsin Europe need to undergo a
similar reorientation. The current
infrastructure in England and Germany
should beretained. The NATO air base at
Aviano, Italy, long the primary location for
air operations over the Balkans, needsto be
substantially improved. Aswith ground
forces, serious consideration should be given
to establishing a permanent and modern
NATO and U.S. airfield in Hungary for
support to central and southern Europe. In
Turkey, Incirlik Air Base, home of
Operation Northern Watch, also needsto be
expanded, improved and perhaps
supplemented with a new base in eastern
Turkey.
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Although U.S. Navy and Marine forces
generally operate on aregular cycle of
deployments to European waters, they rely
on anetwork of permanent basesin the
region, especially in the Mediterranean.
These should be retained, and consideration
given to establishing a more robust presence
in the Black Sea. AsNATO expands and
the pattern of U.S. military operationsin
Europe continues to shift to the south and
east, U.S. naval presencein the Black Seais
suretoincrease. However, aswill be
discussed in detail below, this presence
should be based |ess frequently on full-scale
carrier battle groups.

Persian Gulf

In the decade since the end of the Cold
War, the Persian Gulf and the surrounding
region has witnessed a geometric increasein
the presence of U.S. armed forces, peaking
above 500,000 troops during Operation
Desert Storm, but rarely falling below
20,000 in the intervening years. In Saudi
Arabia, Kuwait and other neighboring states
roughly 5,000 airmen and alarge and varied
fleet of Air Force aircraft patrol the skies of
Operation Southern Watch, often comple-
mented by Navy aircraft from carriersin the
Gulf and, during the strikes reacting to
Saddam Hussein’ s periodic provocations,
cruise missiles from Navy surface vessels
and submarines. Flights from Turkey under
Northern Watch a so involve substantial
forces, and indeed more often result in
combat actions.

After eight years of no-fly-zone
operations, thereislittle reason to anticipate
that the U.S. air presence in the region
should diminish significantly aslong as
Saddam Hussein remainsin power.
Although Saudi domestic sensibilities
demand that the forces based in the
Kingdom nominally remain rotational
forces, it has become apparent that thisis
now a semi-permanent mission. From an
American perspective, the value of such
bases would endure even should Saddam
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pass from the scene. Over the long term,
Iran may well prove aslarge athreat to U.S.
interestsin the Gulf as Irag has. And even
should U.S.-Iranian relations improve,
retaining forward-based forces in the region
would still be an essential element in U.S.
security strategy given the longstanding
American interestsin the region.

e =

@

Almost a decade after the end of the
Gulf War, no-fly-zone operations
continue over northern and southern
Irag.

In addition to the aircraft enforcing the
no-fly zone, the United States now also
retains what amounts to a near-permanent
land force presencein Kuwait. A substantial
heavy task force with almost the strength of
abrigade rotates four times ayear on
average for maneuvers and joint training
with the Kuwaiti army, with the result that
commanders now believe that, in
conjunction with the Southern Watch fleet,
Kuwait itself is strongly defended against
any lraqi attack. With aminor increasein
strength, more permanent basing
arrangements, and continued no-fly and “ no-
drive’ zone enforcement, the danger of a
repeat short-warning lragi invasion asin
1990 would be significantly reduced.

With the rationalization of ground-based
U.S. air forcesin the region, the demand for
carrier presence in the region can be relaxed.
As recent strikes against Iraq demonstrate,
the preferred weapon for punitiveraidsis
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the cruise missile, supplemented by stealthy
strike aircraft and longer-range Air Force
strike aircraft. Carrier aircraft are most
useful in sustaining a campaign begun with
missiles and stealth strike aircraft, indicating
that a surface action group capabl e of
launching several hundred cruise missilesis
the most valuable naval presencein the
Gulf. With asubstantial permanent Army
ground presence in Kuwait, the demands for
Marine presence in the Gulf could be scaled
back as well.

East Asa

Current U.S. force planning calls for the
stationing of approximately 100,000 U.S.
troopsin Asia, but thislevel reflects
Pentagon inertia and the legacy of the Cold
War more than serious thinking about
current strategic requirements or defense
needs. The prospect isthat East Asiawill
become an increasingly important region,
marked by the rise of Chinese power, while
U.S. forces may decline in number.

Conventional wisdom hasit that the
37,000-man U.S. garrison in South Koreais
merely there to protect against the possi-
bility of an invasion from the North. This
remains the garrison’s central mission, but
these are now the only U.S. forces based
permanently on the Asian continent. They
will still have avital roleto play in U.S.
security strategy in the event of Korean
unification and with the rise of Chinese
military power. While Korea unification
might call for the reduction in American
presence on the peninsula and a transfor-
mation of U.Sforce posturein Korea, the
changes would really reflect achangein
their mission — and changing technol ogical
realities — not the termination of their
mission. Moreover, in any realistic post-
unification scenario, U.S. forces arelikely to
have some role in stability operationsin
North Korea. It ispremature to speculate on
the precise size and composition of a post-
unification U.S. presencein Korea, but itis
not too early to recognize that the presence
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of American forcesin Korea serves alarger
and longer-range strategic purpose. For the
present, any reduction in capabilities of the
current U.S. garrison on the peninsula would
be unwise. If anything, thereisaneed to
bolster them, especially with respect to their
ability to defend against missile attacks and
to limit the effects of North Korea's massive
artillery capability. Intime, or with
unification, the structure of these units will
change and their manpower levels fluctuate,
but U.S. presencein this corner of Asia
should continue.

A similar rationale argues in favor of
retaining substantial forcesin Japan. In
recent years, the stationing of large forcesin
Okinawa has become increasingly contro-
versia in Japanese domestic palitics, and
while efforts to accommodate local sensi-
bilities are warranted, it is essentia to retain
the capabilities U.S. forcesin Okinawa
represent. If the United Statesisto remain
the guarantor of security in Northeast Asia,
and to hold together a de facto alliance
whose other main pillars are Korea and
Japan maintaining forward-based U.S.
forcesis essential.

In Southeast Asia, American forces are
too sparse to adequately address rising
security requirements. Since its withdrawal
from the Philippinesin 1992, the United
States has not had a significant permanent
military presence in Southeast Asia. Nor
can U.S. forcesin Northeast Asiaeasily
operatein or rapidly deploy to Southeast
Asia— and certainly not without placing
their commitmentsin Korea at risk. Except
for routine patrols by naval and Marine
forces, the security of this strategically
significant and increasingly tumultuous
region has suffered from American neglect.
Asthe crisisin East Timor demonstrated,
even the strongest of our aliesin theregion
— from Japan to South Koreato Australia—
possess limited military capabilities and
little ability to project their forces rapidly in
acrisis or sustain them over time. At the
same time, the East Timor crisis and the
larger question of political reformin
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Indonesia and Mdaysia highlight the vola-
tility of theregion. Finally, Southeast Asia
region has long been an area of great interest
to China, which clearly seeks to regain influ-
enceintheregion. Inrecent years, China
has gradually increased its presence and
operations in the region.

Raising U.S. military strength in East
Asiaisthe key to coping with the rise of
Chinato great-power status. For thisto
proceed peacefully, U.S. armed forces must
retain their military preeminence and there-
by reassure our regional alies. In Northeast

Asia, the United

Sesmust | Southeast
maintain and ) ;
tighten itsties Asia, American
with the Re- forcesaretoo
public of Korea sparseto address
and Japan. In . .
Southeast Asia, HSIﬂg security
only the United ~ F€Quirements
Statescanreach  adequately.

out to regional

powerslike Australia, Indonesia and
Malaysiaand others. Thiswill be adifficult
task requiring sensitivity to diverse national
sentiments, but it is made all the more com-
pelling by the emergence of new democratic
governments in the region. By guaranteeing
the security of our current allies and newly
democratic nationsin East Asia, the United
States can help ensure that the rise of China
isapeaceful one. Indeed, in time, American
and alied power in the region may provide a
spur to the process of democratization inside
Chinaitself.

In sum, it istime to increase the pre-
sence of American forcesin Southeast Asia.
Control of key sealines of communication,
ensuring access to rapidly growing eco-
nomies, maintaining regional stability while
fostering closer tiesto fledgling democracies
and, perhaps most important, supporting the
nascent trends toward political liberty are all
enduring security interests for America. No
U.S. strategy can constrain a Chinese
challenge to American regional leadership if
our security guaranteesto Southeast Asiaare
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intermittent and U.S. military presence a
periodic affair. For thisreason, an increased
naval presence in Southeast Asia, while
necessary, will not be sufficient; asin the
Balkans, relying solely on allied forces or
therotation of U.S. forcesin stability
operations not only increases the stress on
those forces but undercuts the political goals
of such missions. For operational aswell as
political reasons, stationing rapidly mobile
U.S. ground and air forces in the region will
be required.

Moreover, areturn to Southeast Asia
will add impetus to the slow process of
aliance-building now afoot in the region. It
is conventional wisdom that the nations of
Southeast Asia are resistant to aNATO-like
regional alliance, but the regional response
to the East Timor crisis— including that of
the new Indonesian government — has been
encouraging. Indeed, forcesfrom the
Philippines have replaced those from
Australia as the lead element in the UN
peacekeeping mission there. And certainly
efforts through the Asian Regional Forum
suggest a trend to closer regiona
coordination that might develop into amore
permanent, alliance-like arrangement. In
this process, the United States has the key
roleto play. A heightened U.S. military
presence in Southeast Asiawould be a
strong spur to regional security cooperation,
providing the core around which a de facto
coalition could jell.

Deployment Bases

As a supplement to forces stationed
abroad under long-term basing
arrangements, the United States should seek
to establish a network of “deployment
bases’ or “forward operating bases’ to
increase the reach of current and future
forces. Not only will such an approach
improve the ability to project force to
outlying regions, it will help circumvent the
political, practical and financial constraints
on expanding the network of American
bases overseas.
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These deployment or forward operating
bases can range from relatively modest
agreements with other nations as well as
modest improvements to existing facilities
and bases. Prepositioned materiel also
would speed theinitial deployment and
improve the sustainability of U.S. forces
when deployed for training, joint training

) with the host

It would be wiseto nation, or
reduce the operationsin

time of crisis.
frquency of ) Costsfor
carrier presencein these
the Mediterranean improvements
and the Gulf while can be shared
: . with the host
Increasing U.S._ nation and be
Navy presencein offset as part
the Pacific. of US.

foreign

security assistance, and would help reduce
the requirement for U.S. forces to deploy to
“bare bones’ facilities. Such installations
would be a“force multiplier” in power
projection operations, aswell as help
solidify political and security ties with host
nations.

Currently, U.S. Southern Command, the
Pentagon’ s regional command for Latin
America, ismoving to implement aplan for
“forward operating locations’ to make up
for the loss of Howard Air Force Basein the
wake of the U.S. withdrawal from Panama
and the return of the Canal Zone. Indeed,
sustaining effective counterdrug air
operations will be difficult after the loss of
Howard until arrangements for the new
locations arein place. To achieve full
coverage of the region for counterdrug
operations, the command plansto utilize
airfields ranging from Puerto Rico to
Ecuador.

In addition to securing agreements that
permit adequate access for U.S. forcesto
airfields, the new locations must be capable
of 24-hour, all-weather operations; have
adequate air traffic control; have runways of
at least 8000 feet that are capable of bearing
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heavy cargo aircraft; have modern refueling
and emergency services; ramp space to park
several AWACS-size planes and meet a
variety of other requirements, including safe
guarters and offices for American personnel.
Y et the command believesthat for a
relatively small cost — perhaps $120 million
for the first two of three planned bases —and
with minimal permanent manning it can
offset the loss of a strategic asset like
Howard.

A recent study done for the Air Force
indicates that a worl dwide network of
forward operating bases — perhaps more
sophisticated and suited for combat
operations than the counterdrug | ocations
planned by SOUTHCOM — might cost $5
billion to $10 billion through 2010. The
study speculates that some of the cost might
be paid for by host nations anxious to
cement ties with the United States, or, in
Europe, be considered as common NATO
assets and charged to the NATO common
fund.

Whileit should beaclear U.S. policy
that such bases are intended as a supplement
to the current overseas base structure, they
could also be seen as a precursor to an
expanded structure. This might be attractive
to skittish allies— asin the Persian Gulf
region, whereasimilar systemisin
operation — for whom close ties with
America provokes domestic political
controversy. It would also increase the
effectiveness of current U.S. forcesin a
huge region like Southeast Asia,
supplementing naval operationsin the
region. Such anetwork also would greatly
increase U.S. operational flexibility in times
of conflict.

Rotational Naval Forces

The size of today’s Navy and Marine
Corpsisdriven primarily by the demands of
current rotation policy; the requirement for
11-carrier Navy is areflection of the
perceived need to keep, on average, about
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three carriers deployed at any onetime. But
because the carrier based in Japan is consi-
dered “deployed” even when in port and not
at sea, thereal ratio of total shipsto ships at
seais closer to five- or six-to-one. Indeed,
according to the Quadrennial Defense
Review analysis, the requirements for Navy
forces under “ presence”’ missions exceeds
the two-war requirement for Navy forces by
about 20 percent.

Current rotation plans call for a contin-
uous battle group presence in Northeast Asia
and close to continuous presence in the
Persian Gulf and Mediterranean Sea.
However, significant changesin Navy
carrier presence and rotation patterns are
called for. Given the ability to station land-
based forces in Europe and the Gulf, and the
size and nature of the East Asiatheater, it
would be wise to reduce the frequency of
carrier presence in the Mediterranean and
the Gulf while increasing U.S. Navy
presence in the Pecific. Further,itis
preferable, for strategic and operational
reasons, to create a second major home port
for acarrier battle group in the southern
Pacific, perhapsin Australia or the
Philippines. Generaly speaking, the
emphasis of Navy operations, and carrier
operationsin particular, should be increas-
ingly weighted toward the western Pacific.
Marine deployments would follow suit.

Secondarily, the Navy should begin to
consider other ways of meeting its vita
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presence missions than with carrier battle
groups. As cruise missilesincreasingly
become the Navy’ s first-strike weapon of
choice, the value of cruise missile platforms
as a symbol of American might around the
world are coming to surpass the deterrent
value of the carrier. Unfortunately, during
the course of the post-Cold-War drawdown,
the Navy has divested itself of relatively
more surface combatants and submarines
than aircraft carriers. Though this makes
sensein terms of carrier operations — Aegis-
equipped cruisers and destroyers have far
greater capabilities and range than previous
generations of ships, for example — this now
limits the Navy’ s ability to transition to new
ways of conducting both its presence and
potential wartime missions.

Moreover, asthe Navy introduces new
classes of ships, its manpower requirements
—one of the important factorsin determining
the length of deployments and thus overall
Navy rotational policy —will be reduced.
The planned DD-21 destroyer will cut crew
size from 300 to 100. Reduced crew size, as
well asimproved overall ship performance,
will increase the opportunities to rotate
crews while keeping ships deployed; the
complexity of crew operationsinvolving
100 sailors and officersisfar less than, for
example, the 6,000-man crew of acarrier
plusitsair wing. Insum, new capabilities
will open up new ways of conducting
missions that will allow for increased naval
presence at alower cost.
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IV

REBUILDING TODAY'SARMED SERVICES

Executing the variety of missions
outlined above depends upon the capabilities
of the U.S. armed services. For the past
decade, the health of the armed services has
steadily declined. Not merely have their
budgets been dramatically reduced, their
force structures cut and their personnel
strength sapped, modernization programs
starved and efforts at transformation
strangled, but the quality of military life,
essential for preserving a volunteer force,
has been degraded. From barracksto
headquarters to maintenance bay, the
services' infrastructure has suffered from
neglect. The quality of military housing,
especially abroad, ill becomes a great nation.
The other sinews of a strong service, parti-
cularly including the military education and
training systems, have been dispropor-
tionately and shortsightedly reduced.
Shortages of manpower result in soldiers,
sailors, airmen and Marines spending
increased amounts of time on base main-
tenance — mowing grass, repairing roofs,
“painting rocks.” Most disappointing of al,
military culture and the confidence of
service membersin their senior leadersis
suffering. As several recent studies and
surveys have demonstrated, civil-military
relations in contemporary Americaare
increasingly tense.

Army: To ‘Complete’ Europe
And Defend the Persian Gulf

Of all the armed services, the Army has
been most profoundly changed by the end of
the Cold War and the collapse of the Soviet
empirein Eastern Europe. The Army’s
active-duty strength has been reduced by 40
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percent and its European garrison by three
guarters. At the end of the Cold War, the
Army budget was 50 percent higher than it
isthisyear; its procurement spending almost
70 percent higher.

At the sametime, the Army’srolein
post-Cold-War military operations remains
the measure of American geopolitical
commitment. Inthe 1991 Gulf War, the
limits of Bush Administration policy were

revealed by the

reluctanceto Elements of
engagein land U.S. Army
ﬁ(r)nr?tbg; Zf;gltjfr‘; Europe should
operations be redeployed to
within the Southeast

Kuvgait grsaler. Europe, while a
In the Balkans, ;
relatively short permanent unit
air campaigns should be based
have been in the Persian
followed by Gulf region.
extended ground

operations; even the 78 days of Operation
Allied Force pale in comparison to the long-
term effort to stabilize Kosovo. In short, the
value of land power continues to appeal to a
global superpower, whose security interests
rest upon maintaining and expanding a
world-wide system of aliances aswell ason
the ability to win wars. While maintaining
its combat role, the U.S. Army has acquired
new missions in the past decade — most
immediately, missions associated with
completing the task of creating a Europe
“whole and free” and defending American
interestsin the Persian Gulf and Middle
East.
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These new missions will require the
continued stationing of U.S. Army units
abroad. Although these units should be
reconfigured and repositioned to reflect
current redlities, their value as a
representation of America srole asthe
prime guarantor of security isas great as
their immediate war-fighting capabilities.
Indeed, the greatest problem confronting the
Army today is providing sufficient forces for
both these vital missions; the Army is
simply too small to do both well.

These broad missions will continueto
justify the requirement for alarge active
U.S. Army. The Army’sincreasing use of
reserve component forces for these
constabulary missions breaks the implied
compact with reservists that their roleisto
serve as a hedge against a genuine military
emergency. Aslongasthe U.S. garrisonsin
the Balkans, for example, require large
numbers of linguists, military police, civil
affairs and other specialists, the active-duty
Army must boost its ranks of soldiers with
these skills. Likewise, as high-intensity
combat changes, the Army must find new
ways to recruit and retain soldiers with high-
technology skills, perhaps creating
partnerships with industry for extremely
skilled reservists, or considering some skills
asjustifying awarrant-officer, rather than an
enlisted, rank structure. In particular, the
Army should:

* Berestored in active-duty strength
and structureto meet the require-
ments of its current missions. Overall
active strength should rise to appr oxi-
mately 525,000 soldiersfrom the
current strength of 475,000. Much of
thisincrease should bolster the over -
deployed and under-manned units
that provide combat support and
combat service support, such as
military intelligence, military poalice,
and other similar units.

» Undertake selective moder nization
efforts, primarily to increaseits
tactical and operational mobility and
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increase the effectiveness of current
combat systemsthrough “ digiti-
zation” —the process of creating
tactical information networks. The
Army should accelerateitsplansto
pur chase medium-weight vehicles,
acquire the Comanche helicopter and
theHIMARS rocket-artillery system;
likewise, the heavy Crusader artillery
system, though a highly capable
howitzer, isan unwise investment
given the Army’s current capabilities
and futur e needs, and should be
canceled.

Improve the combat readiness of
current units by increasing personnel
strength and revitalizing combat
training.

M ake effortsto improve the quality of
soldier lifeto sustain the current
“middleclass,” professonal Army.

Berepositioned and reconfigured in
light of current strategic realities:
elements of U.S. Army Europe should
be redeployed to Southeast Europe,
while a permanent unit should be
based in the Persian Gulf region;
simultaneoudly, forwar d-deployed
Army units should be reconfigured to
be better capable of independent
operationsthat include ongoing
constabulary missions aswell asthe
initial phases of combat.

Reduce the strength of the Army
National Guard and Army Reserve,
yet recognize that these components
aremeant to provide a hedge against
a genuine, large-scale, unanticipated
military emergency; the continuing
reliance on lar ge number s of
reservistsfor constabulary missionsis
inappropriate and short-sighted.

Haveitsbudget increased from the
current level of $70 billion annually to
$90 to $95 hillion per year.
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The Current State of the Army

Measuring by its ability to perform any
of the missions outlined above — overseas
presence, fighting major theater wars,
transforming for the future — the Army today
isill prepared. The most immediate
problem isthe decline in current readiness.
Until the spring of 1998, the Army had
managed to contain the worst effects of
frequent deployments, keeping its so-called
“first-to-fight” unitsready to react to acrisis
that threatened to become a major theater
war. But now, asrecently retired Army
Chief of Staff Gen. Dennis Reimer
explained to Congress:

[ C] ommanders Army-wide report that
they are reducing the frequency, scope,
and duration of their exercises....
Additionally, commanders
are not always ableto
make training as realistic
and demanding as they
would like. In some cases,
commands are not able to
afford the optimum mix of
simulationsto live-fire
training events, resulting
in less-experienced staffs.
Several commands report that they are
unable to afford the participation of their
aviation unitsin Combat Training Center
rotations. Overall, affordable training
compromises are lowering the training
proficiency bar and resulting in
inexperience....Already, readiness at the
battalion level is starting to decline—a
fact that is not going unnoticed at our
Combat Training Centers.

Reimer

In recent years, both the quality and
quantity of such training has diminished.
Typicaly, in prior years, arotational unit
might have eight battalion-level field
training “battles” prior to its Fort Irwin
rotation, and another eight while at the
training center. Today, heavy forces amost
never conduct full battalion field exercises,
and now are lucky to get more than six at the
National Training Center.

Like the other services, the Army
continues to be plagued by low levels of
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manning in critical combat and maintenance
speciaties. Army leaders frankly admit that
they have too few soldiers to man their
current force structure, and shortages of
NCOs and officers are increasingly com-
mon. For example, in Fiscal Year 1997, the
Army had only 67 percent to 88 percent of
its needs in the four maintenance specialties
for its tanks and mechanized infantry
vehicles. In the officer ranks, there are
significant shortfallsin the captain and
major grades. The result of these shortages
in the field is that junior officers and NCOs
are being asked to assume the duties of the
next higher grade; the “ultimate effect,”
reported Gen. Reimer, “isareductionin
experience, particularly at the... tip of the
Spear.’”

The Army’s ability to meet its major-
war reguirements, particularly on the
timetables demanded by the war plans of the
theater commanders-in-chief, is uncertain at
best. Although on paper the Army can meet
these requirements, the true state of affairsis
more complex. The major-theater-war
review conducted for the QDR assumed that
each unit would arrive on the battlefield
fully trained and ready, but manpower and
training shortages across the Army make
that a doubtful proposition, at least without
delaysin deployment. Even could the
immediate manpower shortages be reme-
died, any attempt to improve training — as
was done even in the run-up to Operation
Desert Storm —would prove to be asigni-
ficant bottleneck. The Army’s maneuver
training centers are not able to increase
capacity sufficiently or rapidly enough.
Under the current two-war metric, high-
intensity combat is envisioned as a“ come-
as-you-are” affair, and the Army today is
significantly lesswell prepared for such
warsthan it was in 1990.

Army Forces Based
In the United Sates

The primary missions of Army units
based in the United States are to rapidly
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reinforce forward-deployed unitsin times of
crisis or combat and to provide units capable
of reacting to unanticipated contingencies.

In addition, the service must continue to
raise, train and equip all Army forces,
including those of the Army Nationa Guard
and Army Reserve. While the reforming the
posture of its forces abroad is perhaps the
largest task facing the Army for the
immediate future, it isinevitably intertwined
with the need to rebuild and reconfigure the
Army at home.

The need to respond with decisive force
in the event of amajor theater war in
Europe, the Persian Gulf or East Asiawill
remain the principal factor in determining
Army force structure for U.S.-based units.
However one judges the likelihood of such
wars occurring, it is essential to retain
sufficient capabilitiesto bring themto a
satisfactory conclusion, including the
possibility of adecisive victory that results
in long-term political or regime change. The
current stateside active Army force structure
— 23 maneuver brigades —is barely adequate
to meet the potential demands. Not only are
these units few in number, but their combat
readiness has been alowed to dlip danger-
ously over recent years. Manning levels
have dropped and training opportunities
have been diminished and degraded. These
units need to be returned to high states of
readiness and, most importantly, must regain
their focus on their combat missions.

Because the divisional structure still
remains an economical and effective
organization in large-scale operations as
well as an efficient administrative structure,
the division should remain the basic unit for
most stateside Army forces, even while the
service creates new, smaller independent
organizations for operations abroad. The
Army is currently undergoing aredesign of
the basic divisional structure, reducing the
size of the basic maneuver battalion in
response to the improvements that advanced
technologies and the untapped capabilities
of current systems permit. Thisisamodest
but important step that will make these units

25

The Army needsto restore units
based in the United States —those
needed in the event of amajor
theater war — to high states of
readiness.

more deployable, and the Army must
continue to introduce similar modifications.
Moreover, Army training should continue its
emphasis on combined-arms, task-force
combat operations. In the continental

United States, Army force structure should
consist of three fully-manned, three-brigade
heavy divisions; two light divisions; and two
airborne divisions. In addition, the stateside
Army should retain four armored cavalry
regimentsin its active structure, plus several
experimental units devoted to transformation
activities. Thiswould total approximately
27 ground maneuver brigade-equivalents.

Y et such aforce, though capable of
delivering and sustaining significant combat
power for initial missions, will remain
inadequate to the full range of strategic tasks
facing the Army. Thus, the service must
increasingly rely on Guard units to execute a
portion of its potentia warfighting missions,
not seek to foist overseas presence missions
off on what should remain part-time
soldiers. To alow the Army National Guard
to play itsessential rolein fighting large-
scale wars, the Army must take a number of
steps to ensure the readiness of Guard units.
Thefirst isto better link the Guard to the
active-duty force, providing adequate
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resources to increase the combat effective-
ness of large Guard units, perhaps to include
the partial manning of the first-to-deploy
Guard brigades with an active command
cadre. Secondly, the Guard’s overall
structure must be adjusted and the overall
number of Army National Guard units —and
especialy Guard infantry divisions —
reduced. Thiswould not only eliminate
unnecessary formations but would permit
improved manning of the first-to-fight
Guard units, which need to be manned at
levels significantly above 100 percent
personnel strength to allow for timely
deployment during crises and war.

In addition, the Army needs to
rationalize the missions of the Army
Reserve. Without the efforts of Reservists
over the past decade, the Army’ s ability to
conduct the large number of contingency
operationsit has faced would be severely
compromised. Yet the effort to rationalize
deployments, as discussed in the previous
section, would also result in areduction of
demand for Army Reservists, particularly
those with highly specialized skills. Once
the missionsin the Balkans, for example, are
admitted to be long-term deployments, the
role of Army Reserve forces should be
diminished and the active Army should
assume al but avery small share of the
mission.

In sum, the missions of the Army’stwo
reserve components must be adjusted to
post-Cold-War redlities as must the missions
of the active component. Theimportance of
these citizen-soldiersin linking an increas-
ingly professional force to the mainstream of
American society has never been greater,
and the failure to make the necessary adjust-
ments to their mission has jeopardized those
links. The Army National Guard should
retain its traditional role as a hedge against
the need for alarger-than-anticipated force
in combat; indeed, it may play alarger role
in U.S. war-planning than heretofore. It
should not be used primarily to provide
combat service support to active Army units
engaged in current operations. A return to
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itstraditiona role would alow for afurther
modest strength reduction in the Army
National Guard. Such amove would aso
lessen the strain of repeated deploymentsin
contingency operations, whichis
jeopardizing the model of the part-time
soldier upon which Guard is premised.
Similarly, the Army Reserve should retain
its traditional role
as afedera force,
a supplement to
the active force,
but demands for

Returning the
National Guard
toitstraditional

role would individual
allowfor a augmentees for
reduction in contingency
) operations
streng.th while reduced through
lessening the improvements to
strain of active Army
operations and
repe_ated deployments,
contingency organizations, and
operation even added
deployments. personnel
epioym strength. Inthe
event that

American forces become embroiled in two
large-scale wars at once, or nearly at once,
Army reserve components may provide the
edge for decisive operations. Such a
capability is a cornerstone of U.S. military
strategy, not to be frittered away in ongoing
contingency operations.

A second mission for Army units based
in the United Statesis to respond to
unanticipated contingencies. With more
forward-based units deployed along an
expanded American security perimeter
around the globe, these unforeseen crises
should be less debilitating. Unitslike the
82" and 101 Airborne divisions and the
Army’stwo light infantry divisions, as well
as the small elements of the 3" Mechanized
Infantry Division, that are kept on high alert,
will continue to provide these needed
capabilities. Sowill Army special
operations units such as the 75" Ranger
Regiment. Moreover, the creation of
middle-weight, independent units will begin
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the process of transforming the Army for
future contingency needs. Asthe
transformation process matures, a wider
variety of Army unitswill be suitable for
unanticipated contingency operations.

Forward-based Forces

American military presence abroad
draws heavily on ground forces and the
Army, which is the service best suited to
these long-term missions. In the post-Cold-
War environment, these forward-based
forces are, in essence, conducting
reconnaissance and security missions. The
unitsinvolved are required to maintain
peace and stability in the regions they patrol,
provide early warning of imminent crises,
and to shape the early stages of any conflict
that might occur while additional forces are
deployed from the United States or
elsewhere. By virtue of this mission, these
units should be self-contained, combined-
arms units with awide variety of
capabilities, able to operate over long
distances, with sophisticated means of
communication and access to high levels of
U.S. intelligence. Currently, most forward-
based Army units do not meet this
description.

Such requirements suggest that such
units should be approximately brigade or
regimental-sized formations, perhaps 5,000
strong. They will need sufficient personnel
strength to be able to conduct sustained
traditional infantry missions, but with the
mobility to operate over extended areas.
They must have enough direct firepower to
dominate their immediate tactical situation,
and suitable fire support to prevent such
relatively small and independent units from
being overrun. However, the need for fire
support need not entail large amounts of
integral artillery or other forms of sup-
porting firepower. While some artillery
will prove necessary, a substantial part of
the fire support should come from Army
attack aviation and deeper fixed-wing
interdiction. The combination of over-
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whelming superiority in direct-fire
engagements, typified by the performance of
the Bradley fighting vehicle and M1 Abrams
tank in the Gulf War (and indeed, in the
performance of the Marines' Light Armored
Vehicle), aswell asthe improved accuracy
and lethality of artillery fires, plusthe
capabilities of U.S. strike aircraft, will
provide such units with avery substantial
combat capability.

These forward-based, independent units
will be increasingly built around the
acquisition and management of information.
Thiswill be essential for combat operations
— precise, long-range fires require accurate
and timely intelligence and robust
communications links — but also for stability
operations. Units stationed in the Balkans,
or Turkey, or in Southeast Asia, will require
the ability to understand and operate in
unique political-military environments, and
the seemingly tactical decisions made by
soldiers on the ground may have strategic
consequences. While some of these needs
can befulfilled by civilians, both Americans
and local nationals, units stationed on the
American security frontier must have the
capabilities, cohesion and personnel
continuity their mission demands. Chief
among them is an awareness of the security
and political environment in which they are
operating. Especially those forces stationed
in volatile regions must have their own
human intelligence collection capacity,
perhaps through an attached specia forces
unit if not solely through an organic
intelligence unit.

The technologies required to field such
forces aready exist and many are aready in
production or in the Army inventory. New
force designs and the application of
information technol ogies can give new
utility to existing weaponry. However, the
problem of mobility and weight becomes an
even more pressing problem should ground
forces be positioned in Southeast Asia.

Even forward-based forces would need to be
rapidly deployed over very long distancesin
times of crisis, both through fast sealift and
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airlift; in short, every pound and every cubic
foot must count. In designing such forces,
the Army should consider more innovative
approaches. One short-term approach could
be to build such a unit around the V-22
Osprey tilt-rotor aircraft now being built for
the Marine Corps and for specia operations
forces. A second interim approach would be
to expand the capabilities of current air-
mobile infantry, by adding refueling probes
to existing helicopters, as on special
operations aircraft. Another approach could
involve the construction of truly fast sealift
vessels.

In sum, it should be clear that these
independent, forward-based Army units can
become “change-agents’ within the service,
opening opportunities for transformational
concepts, even asthey perform vital stability
operationsin their regions. In addition, such
units would need to train for combat
operations on aregular basis, and will
require new training centers as well as new
garrisonsin more relevant strategic
locations. They will operatein amore
dispersed manner reflecting new concepts of
combat operations as well as the demands of
current stability operations. In urban areas
or in thejungles of Southeast Asia, they will
operate in complex terrain that may more
accurately predict future warfare. Certainly,
new medium-weight or air-mobile units will
provide a strong incentive to begin to
transform the Army more fundamentally for
the future. Not only would increased
mobility and information capabilities allow
for new ways of conducting operations, the
lack of heavy armor would mandate new
tactics, doctrines and organizations. Even
among those units equipped with the current
Abrams tank and Bradley fighting vehicle,
the requirement for independent operations,
closer ties to other services forces and
introduction of new intelligence and
communications capabilities would result in
innovation. Most profoundly, such new
units and concepts would give the process of
transformation a purpose within the Army;
soldiers would be a part of the process and
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take its lessonsto heart, breaking down
bureaucratic resistance to change.

In addition to these newer force designs
for Europe, the Gulf, and elsewhere in East
Asia, the Army should retain aforce
approximating that currently based in Korea
In addition to headquarters units there, the
U.S. ground force presence is built around
the two brigades of the 2™ Infantry Division.
Thisunit isaready ahybrid, neither a
textbook heavy division nor alight division.
While retaining the divisional structure to
allow for the smooth introduction of follow-

on forcesin times

American _ of crisis, the Army

landpower is also should begin
the essential to redesign this unit

. . to alow for longer-
“nk. In the range operations.
translates U.S. massive amount of
mil itary North Korean

. artillery, counter-

supremacy Into battery artillery
American fireswill play an
geopol itical important rolein
preeminence. any war on the

peninsula,
suggesting that improving the rocket
artillery capabilities of the U.S. divisonisa
modest but wise investment. Likewise,
increasing the aviation and attack helicopter
assets of U.S. ground forcesin Koreawould
give commanders options they do not now
have. The main heavy forces of the South
Korean army are well trained and equipped,
but optimized for defending Seoul and the
Republic of Korea as far north as possible.
Intime, the 2™ Infantry Division’s two
brigades might closely resemble the kind of
independent, combined-arms forces needed
elsewhere.

Army Modernization and Budgets

Since the end of the Cold War, the
Army has suffered dramatic budget
cutbacks, particularly in weapons procure-
ment and research, that have resulted in the
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degradation of current readiness described
above and have restricted the service's
ability to modernize and innovate for the
future. The Army’s current attempts at
transformation have been hobbled by the
need to find “bill-payers’ within the Army
budget.

In Fiscal Year 1992, the first post-Cold-
War and post-Gulf War Army budget was
$91 hillion measured in constant 2000
dollars. Thisyear, the Congress has
approved $69.5 hillion for Army operations
—including several billion to pay for
operationsin the Balkans — and President
Clinton’s request for 2001 is $70.6 billion,
more than $2 billion of which will be
allocated to Balkans operations. Likewise,
Army procurement spending is way down.
Through the Clinton years, service procure-
ment has averaged around $8 billion,
dipping to alow of $7.1 billion in 1995; the
2000 request was for $9.7 billion, by far the
largest Army procurement reguest since the
Gulf War. By contrast, Army weapons
purchases averaged about $23 billion per
year during the early and mid-1980s, when
the current generation of major combat
systems — the M 1 tank, Bradley fighting
vehicle, Apache and Black Hawk helicopters
and Patriot missile system — entered
production.

To field an Army capable of meeting the
new missions and challenges discussed
above, service budgets must return to the
level of approximately $90 to $95 hillion in
constant 2000 dollars. Some of thisincrease
would help the Army fill out both its under-
manned units and refurbish the institutional
Army, aswell as increasing the readiness of
Army National Guard units. New acqui-
sition programs would include light armored
vehicles, “digitized” command and control
networks and other situational awareness
systems, the Comanche helicopter, and
unmanned aeria vehicles. Renewed invest-
ments in Army infrastructure would improve
the quality of soldier life. The process of
transformation would be reinvigorated.
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But, asthe discussion of Army
reguirements above indicates, Army
investments must be redirected as well as
increased. For example, the Crusader
artillery program, while perhaps the most
advanced self-propelled howitzer ever
produced, is difficult to justify under
conditions of revolutionary change. The
costs of the howitzer, not merely in
budgetary terms but in terms of the
opportunity cost of a continuing
commitment to an increasingly outmoded
paradigm of warfare, far outweigh the
benefits; the Crusader should be terminated.

In addition to terminating the
Crusader artillery program, the Army’s
annual budget must increase to the
$90 to $95 hillion level to finance
current missions and the Army’slong-
term transformation.

However, addressing the Army’ s many
challenges will require significantly
increased funding. Though the active-duty
force is 40 percent smaller than itstotal at
the end of the Cold War, several generations
of Army leadership have chosen to retain
troop strength, paid for by cutsin
procurement and research. This cannot
continue. While the Army may be too small
for the variety of missions discussed above,
its larger need isfor reinvestment,
recapitalization and, especialy,
transformation. Taken together, these needs
far exceed the savings to be garnered by any
possible internal reforms or efficiencies.
Terminating marginal programs like the
Crusader howitzer, trimming administrative
overhead, base closings and the like will not
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free up resources enough to finance the
radical overhaul the Army needs.

American landpower remains the
essential link in the chain that translates U.S.
military supremacy into American
geopolitical preeminence. Even as the means
for delivering firepower on the battlefield
shift —strike aircraft have realized al but the
wildest dreams of air power enthusiasts,
unmanned aerial vehicles promise to extend
strike power in the near future, and the
ability to conduct strikes from space appears
on the not-too-distant horizon — the need for
ground maneuvers to achieve decisive
political results endures. Regimes are
difficult to change based upon punishment
alone. If land forces are to survive and
retain their unique strategic purposein a
world whereit isincreasingly easy to deliver
firepower precisely at long ranges, they
must change as well, becoming more
stealthy, mobile, deployable and able to
operate in adispersed fashion. TheU.S.
Army, and American land forces more
generally, must increasingly complement the
strike capabilities of the other services.
Conversely, an American military force that
lacks the ability to employ ground forces
that can survive and maneuver rapidly on
future battlefields will deprive U.S. political
leaders of a decisive tool of diplomacy.

Air Force: Toward a Global
First-Strike Force

The past decade has been the best of
times and worst of times for the U.S. Air
Force. From the Gulf War to Operation
Allied Force over Kosovo, the increasing
sophistication of American air power —with
its stealth aircraft; precision-guided
munitions; al-weather and all-hours
capabilities; and the professionaism of
pilots, planners and support crews — has

allowed the Air Force to boast legitimately
of its “global reach, globa power.” On
short notice, Air Force aircraft can attack
virtually any target on earth with great
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accuracy and virtual impunity. American air
power has become a metaphor for aswell as
the literal manifestation of American
military preeminence.

Specialized Air Force aircraft, likethe
JSTARS above, are too few in number
to meet current mission demands.

Simultaneously, the Air Force has been
reduced by athird or more, and its
operations have been increasingly diffused.
In addition, the Air Force has taken on so
many new missions that its fundamental
structure has been changed. During the
Cold War, the Air Force was geared to fight
alarge-scale air battle to clear the skies of
Soviet aircraft; today’s Air Forceis
increasingly shaped to continue monotonous
no-fly-zone operations, conduct periodic
punitive strikes, or to execute measured,
low-risk, no-fault air campaigns like Allied
Force. The service' snew “Air
Expeditionary Force” concept turns the
classic, big-war “air campaign” model
largely on its head.

Like the Army, the Air Force continues
to operate Cold-War era systemsin this new
strategic and operationa environment. The
Air Force sfrontline fighter aircraft, the F-
15 and F-16, were built to out-perform more
numerous Soviet fighters; U.S. support
aircraft, from AWACS and JSTARS
command-and-control planes to electronic
jamming aircraft to tankers, were meant to
work in tandem with large numbers of
American fighters. The U.S. bomber fleet’s
primary mission was nuclear deterrence.

The Air Force aso has begun to
purchase new generations of manned
combat aircraft that were designed during
the late Cold War; the F-22 and, especialy,
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the Joint Strike Fighter, are aresponseto
regquirements established long ago.
Conversely, the decision to terminate the B-
2 bomber program was taken before its
effectiveness as along-range, precision,
conventional-strike platform was
established; in the wake of Operation Allied
Force, regional commanders-in-chief have
begun to reevaluate how such a capability
might serve their uses. Further, the Air
Force should reevaluate the need for greater
numbers of long-range systems. In some
regions, the ability to operate from tactical
airfieldsisincreasingly problematic and in
others — notably East Asia— the theater is
simply so vast that even “tactical,” in-theater
operations will require long-range
capabilities.

In sum, the Air Force has begun to adapt
itself to the new requirements of the time,
yet isfar from completing the needed
changes to its posture, structure, or
programs. Moreover, the Air Forceistoo
small — especialy its fleet of support aircraft
—and poorly positioned to conduct sustained
operations for maintaining American
military preeminence. Air Force procure-
ment funds have been reduced, and service
leaders have cut back on purchases of spare
parts, support aircraft, and even replace-
ments for current fightersin an attempt to
keep the F-22 program on track. Although
air power remains the most flexible and
responsive e ement of U.S. military power,
the Air Force needs to be restructured,
repositioned, revitalized and enlarged to
assure continued “global reach, global
power.” In particular, the Air Force should:

» Beredeployed toreflect the shiftsin
international politics. Independent,
expeditionary air wings containing a
broad mix of aircraft, including
electronic warfare, airborne
command and control, and other
support aircraft, should bebased in
Italy, Southeastern Europe, central
and perhapseastern Turkey, the
Persian Gulf, and Southeast Asia.

31

» Realign theremaining Air Force units
in Europe, Asia and the United States
to optimize their capabilitiesto
conduct multiplelarge-scale air
campaigns.

* Makesdected investmentsin current
gener ations of combat and support
aircraft to sustain the F-15 and F-16
fleetsfor longer servicelife, purchase
additional sets of avionicsfor special-
mission fighters, increase planned
fleets of AWACS, JSTARS and other
electronic support planes, and expand
stocks of precision-guided munitions.

» Develop planstoincrease electronic
warfare support fleets, such as by
creating “ Wild Weasel” and jammer
aircraft based upon the F-15E
airframe.

* Restorethe condition of the
institutional Air Force, expanding its
personnd strength, rebuilding its
cor ps of pilots and experienced
maintenance NCOs, expanding
support specialties such asintelligence
and special police and reinvigorating
itstraining establishment.

e Overall Air Force active personne
strength should be gradually
increased by approximately 30,000 to
40,000, and the service should rebuild
astructureof 18to 19 activeand 8
reserve wing equivalents.

The Sate of the Air Force

Also like the Army, in recent years the
Air Force has undertaken missions
fundamentally different than those assigned
during the Cold War. The years since the
fall of the Berlin Wall have been anything
but predictable. In 1997, the Air Force had
four times more forces deployed than in
1989, the last year of the Cold War, but one
third fewer personnel on active duty.
Modernization has slowed to acrawl. Under



Rebuilding America’s Defenses. Strategy, Forces and Resources for a New Century

such circumstances, the choices made to
build awarfighting force can become
liabilities. AsThomas Moorman, vice chief
of staff of the Air Force from 1994 through
1997, has stated:

None of us believed, at the end of the
Cold War, that we would be doing
Northern Watch and Southern Watch in
1998. Bosnia till exists— everyone[in
the Air Force hag been there since
1995....Couple that with the fact that
we've seen surges, particularly in Irag.
Saddam Hussein has been very effective
in pulling our chain, and we've had
three major deployments, the last of
which was very significant; it was 4,000
people and 100 aircraft. And we stayed
over there a lot longer than we thought
we would.

Asaresult, Air Force“readinessis
dipping —it’s not just anecdotal; it's
factual,” says Gen. Michael Ryan, the Air
Force Chief of Staff. Since 1996, according
to Ryan, the Air Force has experienced “an
overall 14 percent degradation in the opera-
tional readiness of our major operational
units.” And although Air Force leaders
claim that the service holds al its units at
the same levels of readiness —that it does
not, as the Navy does, practice “tiered”
readiness where first-to-fight units get more
resources — the level of readinessin stateside
units has slipped below those deployed
overseas. For example, Air Combat
Command, the main tactical fighter
command based in the United States, has
suffered a 50 percent drop in readiness rates,
compared to the service-wide drop in
operational readiness of 14 percent.

These readiness problems are the result
of apace of operationsthat is dowly but
surely consuming the Air Force. A 1998
study by RAND, “Air Force Operations
Overseas in Peacetime: OPTEM PO and
Force Structure Implications,” concluded
that today’ s Air Force is barely large enough
to sustain current no-fly-zone and similar
constabulary contingencies, let alone handle
amajor war. While the Department of
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Defense has come to recognize the heavy
burden placed upon the Air Force's
AWACS and other specialized aircraft, the
study found that “ specialized aircraft are
experiencing arate of utilization well
beyond the level that the current force
structure would seem able to support on a
long-term basis.” The study also reveaed
that the current fighter forceis stretched to
itslimit aswell. Under current assumptions,
the current fighter structure “ has the
capacity to meet the [peacekeeping]
demand, but with a meager reserve —only
about athird of a squadron (8 aircraft)
beyond the demand.” An additional no-fly-
zone mission, such asis now being
conducted over the Balkans, for example,
“would be difficult to meet on a sustained
basis.” According to Ryan, the
accumulation of these constabulary missions
has had a dramatic effect on the Air Force.
He recently summarized the situation for
Congress:

Our men and women
are separated from
their home bases
and families for
unpredictable and
extended periods
every year —with a
significant negative
impact on retention.
Our home-station
manning has become
inadequate — and workload has
increased — because forces are
frequently deployed even though home-
station operations must continue at
near-normal pace. Our units deploying
forward must carry much more
infrastructure to expeditionary bases.
Force protection and critical mission
security for forward-deployed forcesis
a major consideration. The demands on
our smaller units, such as[intelligence,
surveillance and reconnaissance] and
combat search and rescue units, have
dramatically increased —they are
properly sized for two major theater
wars, but some are inadequately sized
for multiple, extended contingency
operations. Due to the unpredictable

Rvan
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nature of contingencies, training
requirements have been expanded, and
training cannot always be fully
accomplished while deployed
supporting contingencies. Because
contingencies are unpredictable, it is
much more difficult to use Reserve
Component forces, many of whom need
time to coordinate absences with
civilian employers before they are free
to take up their Air Force jobs.

These cumulative stresses have created a
panoply of problems for the Air Force:
recruiting and retention of key personnel,
especialy pilots, is an unprecedented worry;
the service' sfleet of aircraft, especialy
support aircraft, is aging significantly; spare
parts shortages, along with shortages of
electronic subsystems and advanced
munitions, restricts both operational and
training missions; and the quality and
guantity of air combat training has declined.

Even as routine, home-station combat
training has suffered in recent years, so have
the Air Force’smajor air combat exercises.
Lack of funds for training, reports Ryan,
means that “aircrews will no longer be able
to meet many training regquirements and
threat training will be reduced to unrealistic
level. Aircrewswill develop afalse sense of
security whiletraining against unrealistic
threats.” Similarly, the Air Force's program
to provide advanced “aggressor” training to
its pilotsis a shadow of its former self:
during the 1980s there was one aggressor
aircraft for every 35 Air Force fighters;
today, theratio is one for every 240 fighters.
The frequency with which Air Force
aircrews participate in “Red Flag” exercises
has declined from once every 12 monthsto
once every 18 months.

The Air Force's problems are further
compounded by the procurement holiday of
the 1990s. The dramatic aging of the Air
Force fleet and the resulting increase in cost
and maintenance workload caused by air-
craft fatigue, corrosion and parts obsoles-
cence isthe second driving factor in de-
creasing service readiness. By the turn of
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the century, the average Air Force aircraft
will be 20 years old and by 2015, even
allowing for the introduction of the F-22 and
Joint Strike Fighter and continuing
purchases of current aircraft such asthe C-
17, the av