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                  Chapter 1: Defense Planning Priorities
                          A: Introductory Essay
                                  * * *
                          Planning Future Forces

                            Henry C. Bartlett

     This  book treats  force planning  as the  conceptual  background to
combat. From Korea through Iraq, no American commander has had the luxury
of  first building a force  and then taking it to  war, as we did against
the  Axis in  World War II.  Rather, our  theater commanders  fought with
inherited  forces. Some were blessed, and some were cursed. But no matter
what  their   operational  brilliance,  tenacity,  and   luck,  all  were
influenced by decisions made in peacetime decades earlier.

     The goal of this  book is to examine  the required level and  mix of
future U.S. military forces  through a series of conceptual  readings and
case studies. Each examines major issues from a global, regional or total
force  perspective.  As  planners   allocate  resources  among  competing
demands,   these   cases  should   help   them   identify  problems   and
opportunities, develop viable alternatives and make sound decisions.

     Since the  fall  of  the Berlin  Wall  in 1989,  events  have  moved
rapidly.  The decline  of the  Soviet Union  and communist  ideology have
affected all  aspects of  U.S. defense planning.  During 1990,  tentative
arms control  agreements were  reached to  reduce conventional forces  in
Europe (the  CFE Treaty) and  the strategic nuclear arsenals  of the USSR
and the United States (START). Additionally, the  Bush Administration and
Congress agreed  in principle to continue  reducing defense expenditures.
The result will  be a  U.S. military structure  approximately 25  percent
smaller by the late 1990s.

     While  members  of the  Administration,  Department  of Defense  and
Congress  struggled with the details of the drawdown, Iraq invaded Kuwait
and set the stage for the first major regional conflict since the  end of
the Cold War. Throughout the last five months of 1990, efforts focused on
moving forces to  Southwest Asia  from around the  world, establishing  a
coalition command structure, enforcing the economic embargo against Iraq,
and preparing for  a military campaign to expel  Iraq's armed forces from
Kuwait.  During  the same  period, maritime  forces  were called  upon to
assist in the evacuation and protection of American citizens in Liberia.

     Following the build up  of forces, President Bush ordered  the start
of   combat  operations  against  Iraq  in  early  1991.  The  speed  and
decisiveness of victory
attested  to the quality of  leadership, planning, doctrine, and fighting
by U.S. and allied forces. The victory also highlighted the importance of
future force  planning  as a  carefully  defined and  clearly  understood
intellectual discipline.

     Since  the defeat of Iraq, U.S. military forces have participated in



2

a  number  of  activities  which  can   be  characterized  as  "peacetime
engagement." They include a coalition effort to help the Kurdish minority
in  Northern  Iraq, aid  to  the flood  victims  of  Bangladesh, and  the
continued  effort  to interdict  the flow  of  drugs entering  the United
States.  These activities,  from major  regional warfare  to humanitarian
assistance, indicate the range  of contingencies that U.S. forces  may be
called upon to deal with in the  rapidly changing world of the 1990s  and
early 21st  century. The focus  of force  planning has  shifted from  the
possibility of global  war with the USSR to  the potential for unforeseen
regional crises  that require the use of military power. This change will
challenge  the  skill  and foresight  of  force  planners  who must  make
decisions about the level and mix of U.S. military forces for the future.

                         Defining Military Forces

     This volume of Fundamentals of Force Planning, like its predecessor,
deals  with  the subject  of planning  future  military forces.  {1} This
subject  differs   from   operational  planning,   which   involves   the
disposition, deployment and  use of  existing forces  as demonstrated  in
Desert Shield and Desert Storm.

     The term military forces,  as it is used throughout this book, means
total military or warfighting capability. {2} Debates about future forces
often  center on  individual weapons  systems such  as the  B-2 aircraft,
components  of the Strategic Defense  Initiative (SDI), or  the number of
large aircraft  carriers. However,  the readiness  of  forces, degree  of
sustainability,  rate of modernization and  the overall level  and mix of
land,  sea, air,  and  space forces  are other  aspects  of future  force
planning. Historically, these have been described as important components
of total combat capability:

          One   source   of   public   misunderstanding   has    been   a
     misinterpretation  of  readiness  and  its  relationship  to  combat
     capability.  Although  often  incorrectly  used  as  a  synonym  for
     warfighting capability, readiness  (the people, training, equipment,
     and maintenance needed  to keep  our forces prepared  to deploy  and
     tight)  is only  one of  four components  that, when  integrated and
     maintained  in  balance,  form  the  pillars  of  our  total  combat
     capability.  The  other  three  components  are sustainability:  the
     inventories of munitions,  spare parts, fuel,  and other items  that
     give our forces 'staying power' for prolonged combat; modernization:
     the equipping of our force  with more capable, technically  superior
     weaponry  and  facilities;  and  force  structure:  the  number  and
     composition  of air wings, battalions and ships in the Armed Forces.
     {3}

     In  addition to the physical resources  stressed above, total combat
capability includes less  tangible but equally important factors  such as
the amount and  direction of research and development, leadership, morale
and doctrine. These must also be considered.
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                          Planning Future Forces

     Conceptually,  one of the first challenges facing a force planner is
to  decide  what methodologies  or  organizing principles  would  be most
helpful  for arriving  at sound  force choice decisions.  Fundamentals of
Force Planning,  Vol. I: Concepts  dealt extensively with  this question.
{4}  Several  overall frameworks  were  introduced  which included  major
factors  for  consideration  such  as   interests,  objectives,  threats,
strategy, technology,  allies, resource constraints and available forces.
Those  frameworks also suggest a  process or sequence  for evaluating key
variables. They start at the broadest level of national security concerns
and move downward through major planning cases to specific force choices.
Such  comprehensive approaches  are  commonly  referred  to as  top  down
methodologies. One such framework is provided in Figure 1. {5}

       Figure 1. National Security, Planning and Force Choices
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     Other  approaches are also used to arrive at rational force choices.
One concentrates  on current  military capability and  immediate threats.
Because this approach  uses insights from  current operations for  making
judgements about future force requirements, it  is often referred to as a
bottom up approach.

     Scenarios  provide another way to  approach force planning. Here the
emphasis  is on plausible contingencies which are studied to gain insight
into likely theaters of operations, types of  warfare, possible campaigns
and future force requirements.

     Other approaches  emphasize different  variables. A  specific threat
could be the focus, or mission  area analysis might dominate the planning
process  for warfare  areas  such as  defense  suppression or  amphibious
operations. Hedging against uncertainty,  technology, or the  constraints
of fiscal budgets represent  other emphases. A list of  common approaches
or methodologies appears in Table 1 below. {6}

                   TABLE 1.  FORCE PLANNING APPROACHES

Approach:           Primary Focus:                Other Emphasis:

Top Down            Objectives                    Longer Term

Bottom Up           Current Capability            Shorter Term

Scenario            Circumstances                 Opportunities and
                                                     Vulnerabilities

Threat              Opponent Capability           Net Assessment

Mission             Mission Area Priority         Mission Area Balance

Hedging             Uncertainty                   Flexibility

Technology          Technological Superiority     Technological Optimism

Fiscal              Budget                        Dollar Constrained

                                Themes

     Throughout  this  series of  books  on  force  planning, edited  and
published by the force planning faculty at the Naval War College, several
themes reoccur and are summarized below:

     First is the importance of a comprehensive framework for  organizing
and considering factors which influence decisions.

     Second  is the need to think about future military requirements from
a  joint or  total  force perspective.  Desert  Shield and  Desert  Storm
demonstrated the effectiveness of fighting together as a team.
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     Third is  the requirement to  develop well thought  out alternatives
before  decisions are  made. In  force  planning, there  is no  theory or
procedure  that will  lead to  one best  choice.  However, hard  work can
generate two or three  viable options. Then careful analysis,  experience
and judgement should result in a sound decision.

     Fourth  is  the  importance   of  five  key  variables:  objectives,
strategy,  forces, threat  and  risk. They  are  the primary  factors  to
consider  in dealing with threats  to national interests.  As an example,
when desired objectives exceed existing
forces,  force planners perceive an  ends/means mismatch which results in
increased risk. In  this case, the  tendency is  to focus exclusively  on
increasing  the means. However,  alternative solutions  may exist  in the
form of more clearly defined or limited objectives, a different strategy,
or  the explicit  acceptance  of the  risk  resulting from  the  mismatch
between objectives and forces. The relationship among these variables can
be visualized as illustrated in Figure 2. {7}

                  Figure 2. Variables Relationship

     This volume is  divided into five  chapters of individual  readings.
Each chapter begins with an introductory essay which provides an overview
of the subject covered, emphasizes  major concepts and issues, introduces
subsequent readings and suggests questions for further study.

     The  first chapter, "Strategy as  a Guide to  Force Planners," deals
with  the role  of strategy  in force  planning. Before  the fall  of the
Berlin Wall in  1989, national  military strategy focused  on the  Soviet
threat  and the  possibility  of  global  war.  Looking  to  the  future,
strategies have shifted emphasis  toward regional contingencies and lower
levels of warfare. However, force planners must still consider the entire
spectrum of  conflict from peacetime activities  such as counternarcotics
to  strategic nuclear  warfare with  the USSR.  Decisions about  where to
apply  scarce  defense resources  can be  arrived  at by  considering the
probability  of  occurrence  versus   the  consequences  of  failure  for
scenarios ranging across the spectrum.
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     Chapter 2,  "Planning strategic  Nuclear Forces," examines  the high
end of the spectrum of conflict. The USSR retains the  nuclear capability
to  destroy America.  Nuclear weapons  are also spreading  throughout the
world  along   with  access   to  ballistic  missile   delivery  systems.
Consequently,  planners must  evaluate  strategy and  force structure  in
relation to offensive and  defensive capabilities as well as the  role of
arms control.

     Chapter  3, "Planning Conventional  Forces: A Regional Perspective,"
provides a series of theater assessments which are necessary before force
planning decisions are made. Regions considered include the Atlantic  and
Europe, the Pacific and Asia, the Middle East and Southwest Asia, the
Western  Hemisphere,  and  Africa.  In  each  area  economic,  political,
demographic  and military  trends are  considered along  with intentions,
military   capabilities,  and  vulnerabilities   of  specific  countries.
Potential  crises and strategies for  dealing with them  are addressed to
include the use of U.S. or coalition military forces.

     Chapter  4, "Planning Conventional Forces: A Strategic Perspective,"
provides an  array  of  cases  dealing with  land,  aerospace,  maritime,
strategic mobility, special  operations and reserve forces for  the early
21st  century.  Issues  include  global  trends  covered  in  chapter  3,
strategies for dealing with an  uncertain future, budget constraints, the
appropriate level and mix of forces, and a reasonable balance among cases
as force planners strive  for the best total force posture.  This chapter
also provides illustrations of the various approaches to force planning.

     Chapter 5, "Force Planning Synthesis," includes a series of readings
which consider  the probable strengths  and weaknesses  of U.S.  military
capabilities after the current drawdown is complete; the establishment of
economic,  political   and  military  priorities;  the   degree  of  risk
throughout the  spectrum of  conflict in  relation to  potential regional
crises; alternative total force structures; and the  appropriate role for
the U.S. in the post Cold War era.

                         Overview of Chapter One

     The theme  of Chapter 1 is  strategy as a guide  for force planners.
The  first reading  is a  speech delivered  by  President Bush  at Aspen,
Colorado  on  August  2,   1990.  It  set  the  stage  for  reducing  and
restructuring U.S. military  forces to  meet the challenges  of the  post
Cold  War  era.  The President  acknowledged  the  change  in the  Soviet
political and  military threat, and he  spoke about a new  U.S. policy of
peacetime  engagement. To support that policy he suggested changes in the
national  military strategy  with greater  emphasis on  forward presence,
effective response to crises, and the capacity to rebuild or reconstitute
our military if required.  Other concepts included a focus  on readiness,
the importance of research, rapid response and restructured reserves. How
well  do  such  concepts, or  strategy  elements,  help  you think  about
restructuring  and reducing  U.S.  military forces?  Are the  President's
specific  choices such as B-2 and development  of a small ICBM consistent
with the  new policy and strategy? If not, what would you change and why?
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Is the policy of peacetime engagement clear, and to what extent should it
include allies and coalitions as opposed to unilateral U.S. action?

     Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney then gives an updated assessment of
world  events and  provides further  insight  into the  national military
strategy. He stresses the political volatility of  the USSR and the rapid
onset  of the  coalition war  against Iraq  to demonstrate  the uncertain
world facing force planners. He points out that overall goals remain  the
same: to deter
aggression  against the  U.S., our  allies, and  our vital  interests. He
expands on the  President's theme  and defines  key elements  of the  new
national military  strategy as strategic deterrence  and defense, forward
presence, crisis  response and force reconstitution.  Supporting concepts
include the  importance of collective security, arms control and security
assistance.  Does  Secretary Cheney  clarify  the  new national  military
strategy and make it more useful as  a guide to force planners? Are there
concepts you  would  add or  delete  based on  your assessment  of  world
trends? Do  you agree with his  idea of peacetime engagement,  and if so,
what are the implications for force planning?

     In the next  reading, General Colin L. Powell, USA,  Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, explains the U.S. military posture to Congress. He
gives  a  broad  assessment of  the  changing  world  order and  enduring
national  security  interests  and  objectives. He  defines  the  central
concepts  of  the new  national  military strategy  as  deterrence, power
projection,  forward  presence,   reconstitution,  collective   security,
maritime and aerospace superiority, security assistance, arms control and
technological  superiority. He also provides  a broad outline of military
force  packages  needed to  support  the  strategy. They  are  strategic,
Atlantic,  Pacific  and  contingency   forces  backed  up  by  supporting
transportation,   space,  reconstitution  and  research  and  development
capabilities. Are his military force packages and supporting capabilities
consistent with the strategy he defines? Will  the packages be helpful in
further  refining and  guiding force  planners toward  specific decisions
about the level and mix of forces for the 21st century?

     The fourth reading is  an excerpt from the  1991 Joint Military  Net
Assessment. It shows how force planners can further narrow their choices.
One way is to examine the entire spectrum of conflict. Another is the use
of specific or generic scenarios arrayed along the spectrum and evaluated
in terms of  probability of  occurrence and consequences  of failure.  Do
these  two approaches help  you to decide  in more detail  where to apply
scarce resources for building future capabilities?

     The final reading,  by Bartlett and Holman, stresses  the importance
of strategy as an initial guide to force planning. The article  considers
key national military  strategy concepts  as they have  evolved from  the
Cold War, through debates  in Congress and the Administration, to the end
of the  coalition war against Iraq.  The authors array the  concepts in a
series of matrices designed to help planners understand how concepts have
changed  and how  they can be  used to  structure overall  thinking about
future military requirements. How  helpful are the matrices from  a force
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planning perspective? Which concepts  do you think are dominant  based on
your assessment of the world we face?

                                  Notes

     1.   The immediate predecessor of this book is Fundamentals of Force
Planning, Vol. I: Concepts,  edited by the Force Planning  Faculty, Naval
War College (Newport, R.I.: Naval War College Press, 1990). It deals
extensively with force planning methodology and complements this book
which focuses on defense planning cases. Prior books on force planning
edited by the Force Planning Faculty include Foundations of Force
Planning: Concepts and Issues and Foundations of Force Planning, Vol. II:
Resources for Defense, (Newport, R.I.: Naval War College Press, 1986 and
1988 respectively).

     2.  This part of the essay revises and updates the same section
found in Chapter 3.A: "Introductory Essay: Force Planning" by Henry C.
Bartlett in The Force Planning Faculty, Fundamentals of Force Planning,
Vol. I: Concepts, pp. 395-396.

     3.  Caspar W. Weinberger, Annual Report to the Congress: Fiscal Year
1986, (Washington: U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1985), p.33.

     4.  Fundamentals of Force Planning, Vol. I: Concepts. Refer to
Chapter I.C. "Defense Planning Concepts" (pp. 105-166) for five articles
about force planning methodology and frameworks.

     5.  Fundamentals of Force Planning, Vol. I: Concepts. This figure is
from Richmond M. Lloyd's article, "Force Planning for the 1990s," p. 107.

     6.  Fundamentals of Force Planning, Vol. I: Concepts. The table is
from Henry C. Bartlett, "Approaches to Force Planning," p. 443. Refer to
that article for a fuller discussion of the strengths and limitations of
the various approaches.

     7.  Fundamentals of Force Planning, Vol. I: Concepts. Figure 2 is
adopted from the same article as footnote 6, p. 445.
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                              Chapter 1.B.1
                                  * * *
                          In Defense of Defense

                               George Bush

     I am delighted to celebrate with  all of you the 40th anniversary of
the illustrious Aspen Institute.

     In  those 40  years, the  spirit of  Aspen has  come to  signify the
attempt to  bridge the worlds of  thought and action. And,  of course, to
understand the tremendous changes  taking place around us. Think  back to
the headlines  40 years ago, the  time of that first  Aspen conference in
1950. North Korea roared across the 38th Parallel. Klaus Fuchs was caught
and convicted for revealing the secrets of the atom bomb  to the Soviets.
The  "Cold War,"  a  term introduced  into  our political  vocabulary  by
Bernard Baruch,  had come into its  own as the shorthand  to describe the
halfway house  of an armed and  uneasy peace; a world  divided, East from
West.

     That was the world as Aspen came into being, the  world Aspen sought
to  study and  to shape.  The 40  years since  then have  been a  time of
tremendous progress; for the nations of the West, an era  of unparalleled
prosperity, peace, and  freedom. But at  the same time,  we lived in  the
constant condition of tension, Cold War, and conflict.

     That world is  now changing. The decades  old division of Europe  is
ending  and the  era  of democracy  building has  begun. In  Germany, the
divided nation in the heart of a divided continent, unity is now assured,
as a free and full  member of the NATO alliance. The  Soviet Union itself
is  in the  midst of  a political  and economic  transformation  that has
brought unprecedented  openness, a process that  is at once full  of hope
and full of uncertainty.

     We've  entered  a remarkable  stage  in  our  relationship with  the
U.S.S.R.  Just today,  I talked  to  (Secretary of  State)  Jim Baker  in
Irkutsk.  He  had very  positive  talks  with (Soviet)  Foreign  Minister
(Eduard) Shevardnadze. My discussions with  President (Mikhail) Gorbachev
have  been open and  honest. All  the issues are  on the  table. We don't
dodge the tough ones. That's been

_________________________________________________________________________

     President  George Bush's  Speech to  the Aspen  Institute Symposium,
August 2,1990.
_____________________
     Reprinted from Dick Cheney, Secretary  of Defense, Annual Report  to
the President and the Congress, January 1991.
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the  secret to our success so far, and over time that show we're going to
narrow  our differences  and seize  this historic  opportunity to  create
lasting progress.

     The  changes  I'm  talking   about  have  transformed  our  security
environment. We are entering a new era. The defense strategy and military
structure needed to ensure peace can and must be different. The threat of
a Soviet invasion of Western Europe launched with little or no warning is
today more remote  than at any other  point in the post war  period. With
the  emergence of democracy in  Eastern Europe, the  Warsaw Pact has lost
its  military meaning.  And after  more than  four decades  of dominance,
Soviet troops are withdrawing from Central and Eastern Europe.

                              The Task Today

     Our  task  today  is to  shape  our  defense  capabilities to  these
changing  strategic circumstances. In a world less driven by an immediate
threat to Europe and the danger of global war, in a world where  the size
of our  forces  will increasingly  be  shaped by  the needs  of  regional
contingencies  and peacetime  presence, we  know that  our forces  can be
smaller.  Secretary (of Defense Dick)  Cheney and GEN  (Colin) Powell are
hard at work determining the precise  composition of the forces we  need.
But I can tell you  now, we calculate that by 1995 our security needs can
be met by  an active  force 25  percent smaller  than today's.  America's
armed forces will be at their lowest level since 1950.

     What matters now is how  we reshape the forces that remain.  Our new
strategy must provide the framework to guide our deliberate reductions to
no more  than the  forces we  need to guard  our enduring  interests, the
forces  to exercise interests, the forces to exercise forward presence in
key  areas,  to respond  effectively to  crises,  to retain  the national
capacity to rebuild our forces should this be needed.

     The  United  States would  be ill  served  by forces  that represent
nothing more than a scaled back  or shrunken down version of the ones  we
possess  at present.  If we  simply prorate  our reductions,  cut equally
across  the board,  we could  easily end up  with more  than we  need for
contingencies that  are no longer  likely and less  than we must  have to
meet emerging challenges.  What we  need are not  merely reductions,  but
restructuring.

     What  we  require  now  is  a  defense  policy  that  adapts to  the
significant  changes we  are witnessing  without neglecting  the enduring
realities that will  continue to shape our security strategy, a policy of
peacetime engagement every bit  as constant and committed to  the defense
of our interests and  ideals in today's world as in  the time of conflict
and Cold War.

     And in this  world, America  remains a pivotal  factor for  peaceful
change.  Important American interests in  Europe and the  Pacific, in the
Mediterranean
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and  the Persian  Gulf, all  are key  reasons why  maintaining a  forward
presence will remain an indispensable element of our strategy.

     We all remember when the Soviet Union viewed our forward presence as
a threat. Indeed,  when we met at Malta, President  Gorbachev handed me a
map  purporting to  show American  encirclement of  the Soviet  Union. We
talked about this  in depth. I think  he understands now that  we have no
intention  of threatening his  country, and I  happen to  think that it's
those kinds  of conversations we've had at Camp David that help make such
progress possible.

     I was  candid with President Gorbachev. I told him that, for all the
positive changes we  have seen, the  Soviet Union  remains a world  class
military  power. Even after the  conventional arms reductions  we are now
negotiating, the Soviets will  continue to maintain two to  three million
men under arms. And of course, our No. 1 concern: The Soviets continue to
maintain and modernize their arsenal of strategic nuclear weapons.

                          What Prudence Demands

     We  and our  allies  welcome the  new  course the  Soviet  Union has
chosen. But prudence demands that we maintain an effective deterrent, one
that secures the  peace not only in today's climate  of reduced tensions,
but that ensures that renewed confrontation is  not a feasible option for
any Soviet leadership.

     The  Soviets will  enter a  START  (Strategic Arms  Reduction Talks)
treaty  with a fully modernized, highly capable, and very large strategic
force. To maintain clear and confident strategic deterrence into the next
century,  we need the  B-2. Secretary Cheney has  already scaled back the
program. Seventy five aircraft makes strategic sense. Further delays will
only  increase costs. We need  to complete the  Trident program. Those 18
submarines will  ensure a survivable,  submarine based deterrent.  We can
defer final decisions  on our land  based ICBMs as  we see how the  START
talks  proceed,  but  we must  keep  our  options  open.  And that  means
completing  the  development  of  the  Small  ICBM  and  the  rail  based
Peacekeeper.

     And  finally, I am  convinced that  a defensive  strategic deterrent
makes  more sense  in the  '90s than  ever before.  What better  means of
defense than a  system that  destroys only missiles  launched against  us
without threatening a single life? We must push forward the great promise
of SDI and deploy it when ready.

     And the U.S. will keep a force in Europe  as long as our allies want
and need us  there. As we and our allies adapt  NATO to a changing world,
the size and  shape of our forces will  also change to suit new  and less
threatening circumstances. But we will remain in Europe to deter any  new
dangers, to



12

be a force for stability,  and to reassure all of Europe, East  and West,
that the European balance will remain secure.

     Outside  of Europe, America must  possess forces able  to respond to
threats in whatever corner of the  globe they may occur. Even in  a world
where  democracy  and freedom  have  made  great gains,  threats  remain.
Terrorism. Hostage taking. Renegade regimes and unpredictable rulers. New
sources of instability. All require a strong and engaged America.

     The brutal aggression launched last night against Kuwait illustrates
my central thesis:  Notwithstanding the alteration in  the Soviet threat,
the world remains  a dangerous  place with serious  threats to  important
U.S.  interests   wholly  unrelated  to  the  earlier   patterns  of  the
U.S./Soviet relationship.

                        Come As You Are Conflicts

     Such threats can arise  suddenly, unpredictably, and from unexpected
quarters. U.S. interests can  be protected only with capability  which is
in existence and which  is ready to act without delay.  The events of the
past day underscore also the vital need for a defense structure which not
only preserves our security but provides the resources for supporting the
legitimate self defense needs of our  friends and allies. This will be an
enduring commitment as we  continue with our force restructuring.  Let no
one, friend or foe, question this commitment.

     In spite of our best  efforts to control the spread of  chemical and
nuclear  weapons and  ballistic  missile technologies,  more nations  are
acquiring  weapons of  mass destruction  and the  means to  deliver them.
Right  now, 20 countries have  the capacity to  produce chemical weapons.
And by the year 2000, as  many as 15 developing nations could  have their
own  ballistic missiles. In the future, even conflicts we once thought of
as limited or local may carry far reaching consequences.

     To cope with  the full range of challenges we  may confront, we must
focus  on readiness  and  rapid response.  And  to  prepare to  meet  the
challenges  we may  face in  the future,  we must  focus on  research: an
active and inventive program of defense R&D.

     Let  me begin with the component with great long range consequences:
research.  Time and  again,  we have  seen  technology revolutionize  the
battlefield.  The U.S. has always  relied upon its  technological edge to
offset  the  need to  match potential  adversaries' strength  in numbers.
Cruise missiles,  stealth fighters  and bombers, today's  "smart" weapons
with state of the  art guidance systems and tomorrow's  "brilliant" ones,
the men and women in our armed forces deserve the best technology America
has to offer.

     And we must realize the heavy price we will pay if we look for false
economies  in defense R&D. Most modern weapons  systems take a minimum of
10 years to move from the drawing board to the battlefield. The nature
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of  national defense demands that we plan  now for threats on the distant
horizon. The decisions  we make today,  the programs  we push forward  or
push  aside, will  dictate the  kind of  military forces  we have  at our
disposal in the year 2000 and beyond.

     Second, we  must focus on rapid response. As we saw most recently in
Panama, the U.S. may  be called on to respond to  a variety of challenges
from various  points on the  compass. In an  era when threats  may emerge
with little  or no  warning,  our ability  to defend  our interests  will
depend on our speed and agility. We will  need forces that give us global
reach. No amount  of political change will alter the geographic fact that
we are  separated from many of our most important allies and interests by
thousands of miles of water.

     In many of the  conflicts we could face, we may  not have the luxury
of  matching manpower with prepositioned  material. We will  have to have
air and sealift capacities to get  our forces where they are needed, when
they are needed. A new emphasis on flexibility and versatility must guide
our efforts.

                            Readiness Premium

     Finally, as we restructure, we must  put a premium on readiness. For
those active forces we'll rely on to respond to crises, readiness must be
our  highest priority. True military capability never exists on paper. It
is measured  in the  hours spent and  experience gained  on the  training
ground, under sail, and in the cockpit. Nothing is more shortsighted than
cutting  back  on  training time  to  cut  costs,  and  nothing  is  more
demoralizing for our  troops. Our soldiers, sailors,  airmen, and Marines
must be well trained, tried,  and tested; ready to perform every  mission
we ask of them.

     In our restructured forces,  reserves will be important, but  in new
ways. The need to be prepared for a massive, short  term mobilization has
diminished. We can now  adjust the size, structure, and readiness  of our
Reserve forces, to help us  deal with the more likely challenges  we will
face.

     Our  strategy  will  guard  against  a  major   reversal  in  Soviet
intentions   by  incorporating   into   our  planning   the  concept   of
reconstitution of our forces. By the mid '90s, the time it would take the
Soviets to  return to the levels of  confrontation that marked the depths
of  the Cold War  will be sufficient  to allow us  to rely not  solely on
existing forces, but  to generate  wholly new forces.  This readiness  to
rebuild,  made explicit  in  our defense  policy,  will be  an  important
element in our ability to deter aggression.

     A  rational restructuring of the  kind I've outlined  will take five
years. I  am confident  we can  meet the challenges  I've outlined  today
provided  we proceed  with an  orderly reduction,  not a  fire  sale. Any
reduction  of  this  magnitude  must be  managed  carefully  to  minimize
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dislocations not  just to the military  balance but to morale.  And I can
say right now, as commander
in  chief,  that  we  will  take every  step  Possible  to  minimize  the
turbulence these changes  will create for our  soldiers, sailors, airmen,
and Marines. I will not break faith with the young men and women who have
freely chosen to serve their country.

     All of  us  know the  challenges  we face  are  fiscal, as  well  as
military.  The budget constraints we face are  very real, but so, too, is
the need  to protect the  gains that 40  years of peace  through strength
have  earned  us. The  simple fact  is this:  When  it comes  to national
security, America can never afford to fail or fall short.

     Let me  say  once again  how  pleased I  am  to appear  here  today,
especially  with  our  honored   friend,  Mrs.  (British  Prime  Minister
Margaret)  Thatcher. Today, of course, is  not the only time American and
British leaders have shared  the stage. The  world remembers that day  44
years ago in  Fulton, Missouri, when  (Winston) Churchill delivered  what
history  calls the "Iron Curtain" speech. But  that wasn't what he called
it. He titled it  "The Sinews of Peace." By that, he meant to summon up a
vision of the strength of free nations, united in defense of democracy.

     At long last, we are writing the final chapter of the 20th century's
third great conflict.  The Cold War is now drawing to a close. After four
decades of  division and discord, our  challenge today is to  fulfill the
great dream of all  democracies: a true commonwealth of free  nations; to
marshall the growing forces of the Free World to work  together, to bring
within reach for all men and nations the liberty that belongs by right to
all.
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                              Chapter 1.B.2
                                  * * *
                 Excerpts from a Statement in Connection
                           with the FY 1992-93
                       Department of Defense Budget

                               Dick Cheney

     Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  Committee,  thank  you  for   this
opportunity  to discuss  the  Administration's fiscal  year (FY)  1992-93
defense budget request.

     During  the past  two  years, the  global  security environment  has
changed  dramatically. Many of these changes have made America safer. The
West's  post war  strategy of  containment, deterrence,  and  support for
democracy around the world has made these positive developments possible.

     But it is also true  that I appear before you today with  America at
war for the first  time in over 15 years. Half  a million U.S. servicemen
and women,  all volunteers,  now  stand with  armed forces  from a  broad
coalition of countries to enforce the United Nation's mandate.

     I   am  pleased   to  report   that   our  military   is  performing
magnificently.  From the  remarkably rapid  deployment of  force,  to the
skill  of our  pilots,  to the  technical  wonders of  Patriots,  Stealth
fighters, and Tomahawk missiles, America's past investment  in defense is
on display. We can be even prouder of what has been accomplished, because
no one among  us wanted war. America invests in  defense not primarily to
go to war, but to preserve the peace. Even in the much heralded post Cold
War world, peace too has its price.

                   New Defense Strategy and the Budget

     Last August, President Bush announced  a new strategy for  America's
defense.  This strategy, announced on  the very day  Iraq invaded Kuwait,
takes  into  account  the   uncertainties  before  us  today.  The   most
significant new  feature of U.S. defense strategy is that it is no longer
focused  primarily  on the  threat of  Soviet  led aggression  that would
engulf Europe and probably

____________________
     Reprinted excerpts from Statement of  the Secretary of Defense, Dick
Cheney,   Before  the  House   Appropriations  Defense  Subcommittee,  in
Connection  with  the  FY 9293  Budget  for  the  Department of  Defense,
February 19, 1991.
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much of the world. On  the other hand, our strategy does take  account of
the uncertainty regarding  the eventual  outcome of the  upheaval in  the
Soviet Union, and the massive Soviet military capabilities that we expect
to remain for the foreseeable future.

     While keeping a watchful  eye on Soviet military power, the new U.S.
defense strategy sizes our active and  reserve forces principally against
major  regional  contingencies that  could  threaten  American interests.
These threats have  not diminished, as  recent events in the  Middle East
have proven. And they  have become ever more dangerous  by the disturbing
number of Third World countries  with formidable conventional forces, and
by  the  proliferation  of  ballistic  missiles,  and   weapons  of  mass
destruction: with chemical, biological,  and even nuclear potential. Also
continuing is the threat posed by drug trafficking and terrorism.

     Last year  we presented to America and the Congress the first phases
of  a  program of  dramatic reductions  in  our defense  budget  to begin
implementing this new  strategy. The budget I am presenting  to you today
continues  to chart a  path to  virtually the  smallest U.S.  force level
since World War  II. I am  comfortable with the  capabilities that  these
forces will possess  and believe  that they will  provide needed  forward
presence and be  prudently matched to the threat we have been projecting.
However, these  forces represent  the irreducible  minimum  to which  our
forces should be reduced;  cutting below these levels would not  leave us
with needed capabilities, even under quite positive future trends.

     Recent times  have made us all keenly aware of how unpredictable the
world can be. Should the security environment look less promising than we
are  now projecting,  we  may  need to  reassess  our  current plans  for
reductions  through the mid 1990s.  Therefore, as I  have formulated this
road map for reductions, I have  noted those points where we may  need to
slow the projected decline in our force levels.

     As  an  additional  hedge, we  also  are  building  into our  forces
enhanced capabilities to reconstitute, if necessary. There may someday be
more distant threats, for example, the reemergence of a  global threat of
the type that the Soviets  posed to us during the height of the Cold War,
that cannot be met at the  lower force levels we currently envision. Such
reconstitution may never be needed, but given recent events, some hedging
against this risk is prudent.

                     Keeping an Eye on Recent Trends

     When I testified before this committee  a year ago I noted three key
conditions  that  allowed us  to reduce  and  reshape U.S.  forces. These
conditions were:

     o  A continuation of the positive developments in Eastern Europe and
     the USSR;
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     o  Completion of satisfactory Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START)
     and Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE) agreements; and

     o  No unforeseen, extended commitments for U.S. forces.

     There  have  been  some  promising  developments  since  last  year.
Democratic  regimes  have been  elected in  most  of Eastern  Europe, and
Soviet  actions have  contributed  in  several  ways  to  a  more  secure
international environment.  Moscow deserves great credit  for agreeing to
German unification in NATO.  The Soviet Union has agreed  to withdraw its
troops  from  Czechoslovakia,  Hungary,  and  Germany,  and  unilaterally
reduced general purpose forces at home.  The Soviets have joined with the
overwhelming majority of the international community in supporting 12  UN
Security Council  resolutions condemning Iraq's wanton  aggression in the
Persian Gulf.

     Nevertheless, these conditions today  look somewhat different from a
year ago. We have  a war in the Gulf,  there are problems on  the horizon
for both CFE and START; and there are some troubling events in the Soviet
Union.

     In October 1990 I visited the Soviet Union. It happened to be at the
very  time the  Soviet  central  government  rejected  the  most  serious
economic reform program proposed to date. The Soviet government has since
taken other steps away from economic reform.

     Political  reform has  also suffered  a  number of  blows, including
military pressure on the freely elected governments in the Baltic states,
a  broad campaign  attacking press  freedoms, and  a decree  establishing
joint  MVD/Army patrols. There is now a widespread consensus among Soviet
observers  that the influence of the military, the security services, and
the Communist party  bureaucracy is  increasing. So long  as the  Soviets
pursue this path, they  will face further economic decline  and continued
political unrest.

     As  Secretary Baker  noted yesterday,  the  potential for  long term
cooperation between our countries depends ultimately on the course of the
Soviet   Union's  domestic  reform.   Experience  shows  that  ultimately
U.S.Soviet relations are driven  by how the Soviet Union  governs itself,
Let  me be  clear, the  failure of  reform would  not necessarily  mean a
return to the worst  days of the Cold War, but  it would prevent movement
to thoroughgoing, across the board cooperation with the Soviet Union.

     What does this mean for our long term defense needs?

     First, let me reiterate that the President  has said many times that
we want  the process of reform in  the Soviet Union to  succeed. We still
hope that it will  be successful, and  we believe the central  government
may still be able to take steps to return to the path of reform.

     Absent a  return to the course  of reform, the Soviet  military will
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not  be able  to extricate  itself completely  from the  broader economic
illness  that  grips  the   country.  As  a  consequence,  some   of  its
capabilities  will be  degraded.  At the  same  time, the  military  will
continue to play  an important role; and  some elements of  Soviet power,
such as Soviet strategic force modernization, is
likely to continue  unabated. We have serious unresolved differences with
Moscow  over  the  CFE  agreement.  There  is still,  at  this  time,  no
resolution on START.

     Even  though  the  Soviet military  will  remain,  by  a significant
margin, the largest armed force  on the continent, the threat of  a short
warning, global  war starting in Europe  remains less likely than  at any
time  in  the  last  45  years.  The  USSR will,  very  likely,  continue
withdrawing  forces from Eastern Europe. The withdrawals from Hungary and
Czechoslovakia are well on the way to completion, and despite some recent
difficulties we anticipate  that withdrawal from Germany  and Poland will
be  completed  some time  thereafter. The  Warsaw  Pact, as  an effective
military organization, is dead. For the moment,  there does not appear to
be a constituency  for a revanchist policy in Europe  or a forward policy
in the Third World,  and this is also likely to  limit the USSR's ability
to project power beyond its borders.

     There will  remain,  however, a  number  of significant  threats  to
stability and security.  As former Foreign Minister Shevardnadze said not
long ago:

     [N]o  one can  calculate  the  consequences  of a  social  explosion
     capable  of  igniting not  only befogged  minds  but also  the giant
     stockpiles  of  nuclear  and  chemical  weapons  and  nuclear  power
     stations and the zones already weakened by environmental and natural
     disasters and regions shaken by interethnic strife.

     The   plan  we  are  submitting  today  continues  to  be  based  on
assumptions about the continuation of positive trends in the Soviet Union
and the  Third World. Concerns about recent trends may someday lead us to
question  the levels  outlined in the  budget. I  will be  watching these
trends very closely and will keep you informed.

                    Elements of U.S. Defense Strategy

     While the threats to U.S. security are changing, the central goal of
U.S. defense strategy should not change. Our goal remains, as  it has for
decades,  to deter  aggression against  our nation,  its allies,  and its
interests. To  do that,  we must  retain a  military Posture designed  to
convince  potential  adversaries that  we  are capable  of  denying their
hostile aims  and that the  cost to them  of aggression would  exceed any
possible  gain. Should  deterrence  fail, our  strategy  seeks to  defeat
aggression on terms favorable to U.S. interests.

     What has  changed in U.S. defense  strategy is how we  plan to deter
and defeat aggression in the new global environment.



19

     The major elements of the new U.S. defense strategy are:

     o   Strategic deterrence and defense. Given ongoing Soviet strategic
     nuclear modernization,  America must continue to  maintain a diverse
     mix of survivable and  highly capable offensive nuclear  forces. But
     we  also should  pursue  a defensive  system  for global  protection
     against limited ballistic missile strikes, whatever their source.

     o     Forward  presence.  Although the  changing  global environment
     allows us  to reduce  our permanent  foreign deployments,  some U.S.
     forces  must remain deployed overseas in areas of U.S. interest. The
     forward presence of U.S. forces makes for more credible  deterrence,
     promotes regional  stability, and provides us  an initial capability
     for crisis response and escalation control.

     o     Crisis response.  U.S.  conventional forces  must be  able  to
     respond rapidly  to short  notice regional crises  and contingencies
     that  threaten  U.S.  interests.  That requirement  will  guide  the
     stationing, size, and capabilities of U.S. conventional forces.

     o    Force reconstitution. Even though  a global war against  Soviet
     and  Soviet  backed  forces has  become  far  less  likely, we  must
     maintain the ability to  reconstitute a larger force structure  if a
     resurgent threat of  massive conflict returns.  This requires us  to
     retain those features of force capability that are most difficult to
     reconstitute (e.g., quality personnel  and a capable U.S. industrial
     and technology base.)

     Collective  security  remains  central  to U.S.  strategy  as  well.
Alliances and other  partnerships with friendly  nations are critical  to
the  security of  the interests  and values  we share  with many  peoples
around  the world. America also must sustain its support for constructive
roles for the  United Nations and  other international institutions  that
contribute to a cooperative world order.

     U.S. strategy continues  to stress  arms control, not  as an end  in
itself,  but  as  a means  to  reduce  military  threats, inject  greater
predictability  into  international  relationships,  and   channel  force
postures  in  more  stabilizing   directions.  Arms  agreements  must  be
equitable and effectively verifiable,  and must preserve our latitude  to
carry out adequate political, economic,  and military responses to future
security challenges.

     To help deter low  intensity conflicts and promote stability  in the
Third   World,  we   must   have  innovative   strategies  that   support
representative  government, integrate  security  assistance, and  promote
economic  development.   Our  approach  for  doing   this  is  "peacetime
engagement  "  a  coordinated  combination of  political,  economic,  and
military  actions, aimed  primarily at  counteracting local  violence and
promoting nation building.

     U.S. strategy  still seeks to  prevent the transfer  of technologies
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with  military applications to potential adversaries. We also are working
to  sustain  and  improve  our  intelligence  collection  and  processing
capabilities worldwide.

     America's defense strategy will continue to evolve as we monitor the
many fast paced sources of change  in this new, but still emerging global
security  environment. Certain  to endure,  however, are  the fundamental
principles  that  have  guided  America's  successful  post  war  defense
strategy. The  most important of  these principles is  steadfast American
leadership. As the  Gulf crisis shows, U.S. leadership  remains essential
for the community of nations to marshal its collective strength on behalf
of shared concerns. While we will
retain  the ability  to  act alone,  if necessary,  to  secure our  vital
interests, our  goal must be to lead the way  toward a new world order in
which  the security  of  all nations  is  preserved by  their  collective
resolve,  and unilateral action would rarely be necessary. Our aim should
be nothing  less than a world  that fully supports the  principles of the
United Nations Charter and  thereby secures the shared values  of America
and  its allies. While many  factors will determine  the effectiveness of
America's  global  leadership, military  strength  certainly  will remain
essential. . .
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                              Chapter 1.B.3
                                  * * *
                             Excerpts from a
                    Statement Before the Committee on
                   Armed Services, United States Senate

                    General Colin L. Powell, U.S. Army

     Mr. Chairman, distinguished members of the Senate Committee on Armed
Services, thank you  for the  opportunity to testify  today on  America's
military posture  in connection  with your  hearings  on the  President's
defense budget for fiscal years 1992 and 1993.

     While we discuss this budget request here today, American forces and
our coalition  allies are engaged  in combat half  way around  the globe.
Thus,  I plan  to discuss  Operation  DESERT STORM  as well  as America's
overall military posture.

     I know  the members of  the Armed  Services Committee feel  the same
pride I feel in  the professionalism and courage of the  men and women of
our armed  forces now  at war in  the Persian  Gulf region.  Some of  our
troops are  prisoners of war, some  are missing in action,  and some have
lost their lives. Our thoughts and prayers are with their families. As we
discuss  today  the  best  military  strategy  and  force  structure  for
defending America from the  threats she might face, we must  never forget
that, after the  money is spent and the weapons  purchased and the forces
trained, it  all comes down  to dedicated  men and women  willing to  put
their lives on the line for their country men and women  such as those at
war in the Gulf today.

                 Dramatic Changes and the New World Order

     Looking back over the past twelve months, we have continued to see a
period  of tremendous  change in  the world,  of new  forces shaping  the
strategic landscape. The international security environment is undergoing
a profound transformation, due in no small measure to  steadfast U.S. and
allied resolve.

____________________
     Reprinted  from Statement of General Colin L. Powell Chairman of the
Joint  Chiefs of  Staff before  the Committee  on Armed  Services, United
States Senate, 21 February 1991.
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     In 1989,  we witnessed the  first stages  of the emerging  new order
with  the upheaval  in Central  and Eastern  Europe and  the fall  of the
Berlin Wall,  as people kept under the yoke of communism and dominated by
the Soviet  Union for  four decades gained  their freedom.  In 1990,  the
changes accelerated:  Germany united,  Soviet troops leaving  Central and
Eastern Europe as  host countries  held free elections,  the Warsaw  Pact
collapsing, and a major  arms control agreement was concluded  which will
reduce  conventional forces  in  Europe. These  events  might never  have
occurred had it not been for  the strength and purpose we and our  allies
demonstrated over the past forty plus years.

                National Security Interests and Objectives

     Despite the  dramatic changes in the  international environment, the
broad  national  security interests  that  give  focus to  U.S.  military
objectives, strategy and forces  remain largely constant. These interests
encompass:

     o   The  survival of  the United  States as  a free  and independent
     nation with its  fundamental values intact and  its institutions and
     people secure.

     o   A healthy  and growing  U.S. economy  to ensure  opportunity for
     individual prosperity and a resource  base for national endeavors at
     home and abroad.

     o  A  stable and  secure world, fostering  political freedom,  human
     rights, and democratic institutions.

     o   Healthy,  cooperative, and  politically vigorous  relations with
     allies, friendly nations, and former adversaries.

                      The Role of U.S. Armed Forces

     The fundamental role of America's armed forces remains  constant: to
deter  war  and, should  deterrence fail,  to  defend the  nation's vital
interests against any potential foe. As a great democracy we are  morally
bound  to an inherently defensive posture. As the world's sole superpower
in   every  meaning   of  the   term,  we   have  global   interests  and
responsibilities  that   require  a   military  force  of   wide  ranging
capabilities. We need these forces to:

     o   Deter military attack against the United States, its allies, and
     other countries whose  interests are vital to our own; and to defeat
     such attack,  singly  or  in  concert  with  other  nations,  should
     deterrence fail.

     o  Protect free commerce; enhance the spread of democracy; guarantee
     U.S. access to world markets, associated critical resources, air and
     sea  lines  of  communication, and  space;  and  contribute  to U.S.
     influence around the world.
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     o    Contribute to  regional  stability  through military  presence,
     mutual  security  arrangements,  and  security  assistance;  and  to
     discourage  thereby, in  concert  with other  instruments of  power,
     policies and objectives inimical to U.S. security interests.

     o   Stem the production and transit of illegal drugs and their entry
     into the United States.

     o  Help other national and international agencies combat terrorism.

                     Emerging and Enduring Realities

     While our national and  military objectives have remained relatively
constant, the threat to  our accomplishing those objectives has  changed.
So  has the  fiscal environment  that sustains  our military  forces. Two
emerging realities accentuate these changes.

     The most important emerging reality is the end of the Cold War and a
redefined and  improved relationship  between the  United States and  the
Soviet  Union. The  old context  for maintaining  our force  structure is
gone,  and our  understanding  of what  will  replace it  is  necessarily
incomplete.

     The  second emerging reality is that, given the requirement to bring
government  spending and  revenues into  balance, military  planners must
assume  that our defense  budget and the  resources available to  us will
continue to decline  for the  foreseeable future. However,  as the  Iraqi
aggression against Kuwait  amply demonstrates, we cannot afford to reduce
our  budget so quickly and so far as to harm our capability to defend our
interests whenever they may  be threatened. Nevertheless, reduced defense
budgets, like our  Cold War  victory, are realities  with which  military
leaders must deal.

     Accompanying  these  emerging   realities  are  important   enduring
realities. The first is  the reality of Soviet military power.  While the
Soviet   military  threat  is  finally  being  reduced,  it  will  hardly
disappear. Notwithstanding  its evolving  ideology and the  intentions of
its  leadership, the  Soviet Union remains  the one country  in the world
with  the means  to destroy  the United  States in  a  single devastating
attack.

     Even after  a START Treaty is  concluded and the two  sides begin to
reduce  their  strategic  nuclear  arsenals,  the  U.S.S.R.  will  retain
thousands  of nuclear  warheads.  And Moscow  continues to  modernize its
strategic  nuclear forces  as  it reduces  some  of its  older,  obsolete
systems.

     With the ratification  of the  CFE Treaty, the  principal threat  to
Western  Europe, a  short warning attack  by massive  Soviet conventional
forces, will  have been removed. Nevertheless, whatever the future Soviet
state may look  like, it will still  have millions of  well armed men  in
uniform  and will remain,  by far,  the strongest  military force  on the



24

Eurasian landmass.

     The second  enduring reality is America's  continued vital interests
across the  Atlantic Ocean. All of  the positive changes we  have seen in
Europe are a testament to the success of collective defense. Preserving a
free and stable Europe will  remain  an enduring  interest of the  United
States  that requires our attention and our resources.

     Although the  prospect of  a  concerted military  threat to  Western
Europe  from  the  East  has  faded,  continued  political  and  economic
instability in Central and  Eastern Europe and the Soviet  Union presents
new  concerns  and  the  imperatives  for new  approaches  to  collective
security.

     Consequently, we  and our  NATO partners  are conducting a  thorough
review of alliance  strategy. The broad outlines  of a new  force posture
are  already emerging and include  highly mobile military  units, some of
which will  be restructured into multinational formations.  The number of
active units will be scaled back, and increasing reliance  will be placed
on mobilization and reconstitution.

     Also  across the Atlantic are the Middle  East and the Persian Gulf.
There,  enduring obligations and regional threats to U.S. vital interests
will  place continuing demands  on our armed forces.  After we eject Iraq
from  Kuwait, we  will need to  examine carefully  our commitment  to the
region  and what sort of collective security arrangement will be required
to deter future threats to our friends and allies there.

     A  third  enduring reality  lies in  and  across the  Pacific Ocean.
There,  the divided  Korean  Peninsula stands  in  contrast to  a  Europe
becoming  increasingly whole and free. However,  the U.S. security burden
in Korea is being eased  by the continuing growth of  democracy, economic
success, and military  capability in South Korea. The continuing presence
of   U.S.  combat  forces  on  the  Peninsula  is  essential  to  bolster
deterrence, as  well as to promote the long term prospects for a peaceful
North/South dialogue. Our recent assessment of the U.S./Republic of Korea
(ROK)  security  relationship  demonstrated   that  we  can  make  modest
reductions  in  our force  presence in  Korea, as  well  as in  Japan and
elsewhere in the  Pacific, and that we can initiate  a gradual transition
toward a partnership  in which ROK forces assume the  leading role on the
Peninsula.

     However,  should  deterrence fail,  in  place  and reinforcing  U.S.
forces would still be required  to blunt, reverse and defeat the  type of
short  warning  attack  that North  Korea  is  still  clearly capable  of
mounting.

     For  the Pacific region as a whole,  a modest level of U.S. military
presence, principally maritime, will  be essential to preserve stability,
encourage democracy, and deter aggression.

     A fourth enduring reality  is the uncertain nature of  world events.
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In the less predictable  yet increasingly important other regions  of the
world, the  United States seeks to preserve its access to foreign markets
and  resources,  deter  regional  aggressors, and  promote  the  regional
stability necessary for progress and prosperity.

     From  Latin America to SubSaharan Africa,  American military men and
women contribute  to  the  unsung  tasks  of  nation  building,  security
assistance,
and  quiet diplomacy.  Performance of  these tasks  protects  and extends
political  good will and commercial access to foreign markets. Success in
this respect becomes increasingly  critical in an era of  reduced forward
presence, when forces deploying from the United States are more than ever
dependent upon en route and host nation support to ensure timely response
to distant crises. And, as we all know, in a world of uncertainty, crises
will arise when least expected.

                   Central Military Strategic Concepts

     Our  national strategy is founded  on the premise  that America will
continue  to provide the leadership  needed to preserve  global peace and
security. Consequently, our  military strategy continues  to rely on  the
basic elements that made possible the historic success of containment and
assured  the favorable outcome of dozens of lesser military conflicts and
missions over the past 45 years.

Deterrence.  Deterrence must continue to be the motivating and organizing
concept  for America's armed  forces. We are not  an aggressor nation. We
can have no  other policy without  destroying our values  and, thus,  our
true  strength. Deterrence  demands  a military  establishment of  global
scope   and  great   competence.  To   deter  successfully   nuclear  and
conventional aggression poses military challenges beyond the reach of any
other nation on earth.

Power Projection.  Whenever U.S.  interests are threatened,  this country
must have the capability to  project its military power if it  is needed.
We  must move  personnel  and  equipment  from  U.S.  bases  and  forward
deployments to the  scene of the crisis quickly and  in enough numbers to
determine the outcome. Projecting power  quickly is a demanding,  complex
operation.  Assembling a  fighting  force at  distant locations  requires
ready,  mobile forces  and an  appropriate mix  of airlift,  sealift, and
forward positioned equipment stocks, as well as the capability to conduct
forcible entry as required.  Our capability to project  power contributes
greatly to deterrence, regional stability, and collective security.

Forward Presence. Over the past 40 years, the day to day presence of U.S.
troops  has been  key  to averting  crisis  and preventing  war.  Forward
presence provides  visible deterrence, preserves regional  stability, and
promotes  U.S. influence and access. Forward Presence can include, but is
not  limited to,  stationed  forces, rotational  deployments, access  and
storage   agreements,  combined  exercises,   security  and  humanitarian
assistance,  port visits and military to military relations. We know that
military  forward presence  will be  reduced in  the future.  But prudent
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forward basing and deployment of
forces and the prepositioning of combat and support materiel must be done
to reduce the burdens of power projection.

Reconstitution. With the  reduction in  the Soviet threat  that drove  US
peacetime  military  strength  since World  War  II,  we  now confront  a
familiar  but  no less  demanding  challenge:  the strategic  concept  of
reconstitution. This requires us to maintain the capacity to reconstitute
a  large,  effective  defense  capability,  if  the  need  should  arise.
Preserving  this  potential  will  require foresight  in  protecting  the
infrastructure,  stockpiling critical  materials, protecting  the defense
industrial base, investing in basic science and high payoff technologies,
and  constituting Reserve units  adaptable to  activation as  the mission
dictates.

Collective Security. Forward presence is  most effective when embodied in
collective  security arrangements.  These arrangements  coordinate common
security interests,  codify  commitments, enhance  combined doctrine  and
interoperability, and provide integrated  command structures. In a future
of  declining defense budgets and  less forward presence, we increasingly
will  rely on collective security arrangements to protect and further our
and our allies' global interests.

Maritime and  Aerospace Superiority.  Control of  critical  sea, air  and
space lines  of communication  underwrites our other  strategic concepts.
Control of these lines is essential to our ability to protect global U.S.
interests and  to project power,  reinforce, resupply,  and gain  access.
Maritime and  aerospace superiority  gives us the  capability to  achieve
this  control and provides our  National Command Authorities  with a wide
range of options during peace, crisis, or war.

Security Assistance.  Collective  security can  be strengthened  greatly,
particularly with lesser developed  nations, through security assistance.
Dollars invested  to help  friends and  allies build  indigenous military
capabilities and to  gain their  confidence bring  tremendous returns  in
helping the U.S. to meet its regional objectives.

Arms Control. With the improvement in U.S./Soviet relations, arms control
has  become an  important means  of reducing  the  levels of  nuclear and
conventional arsenals. Arms control is not, however, an end in itself but
rather  a means  to an  end, that  end being  providing for  our national
security. Through  arms control  agreements we  seek  to reduce  military
threats  to our  interests, inject  greater predictability  into military
relationships,  and  channel  force  modernization  in  more  stabilizing
directions.

Technological  Superiority. We give our  military men and  women the most
technologically advanced weapons in the world. We rely on our qualitative
superiority  to  counterbalance  the  quantitative  superiority   of  our
potential adversaries. Every day, Operation DESERT STORM demonstrates the
advantages of this level of technical achievement. To maintain this level
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of technology,  a continued, robust  research and development  program is
essential.

                           Other Military Tasks

     Accompanying these  central strategic  concepts are  several related
tasks:

Combating  Drugs. The  detection  and countering  of  the production  and
trafficking of illegal drugs is a high priority national security mission
for  our armed  forces. The President  and the Secretary  of Defense have
directed that we deal  with this threat as a clear and present danger. We
have  accepted  that mission  and  remain  fully  committed to  achieving
success.  We have already  come a long  distance. We  have established an
effective  communications  network  for  Federal,  state  and  local  law
enforcement agencies.  We  have  dramatically  enhanced  our  operational
detection and  monitoring capabilities. We have  encouraged and supported
nations that host or provide transit  to drug traffickers. We have helped
them develop the  kind of  aggressive and  capable efforts  we have  seen
demonstrated by our own  agencies. That said, however, this  mission will
continue to require deployed, properly trained, and well  equipped forces
for the foreseeable future.

Combating  Terrorism.  The  spread  of international  terrorism  poses  a
pervasive threat  to the United States  and to the rest  of the civilized
world.  Deterring terrorist  attacks  on  U.S.  and allied  citizens  and
property  and  responding  effectively  to terrorist  attacks  remains  a
continuing  mission  of  U.S. armed  forces.  This  mission  calls for  a
military force manned,  equipped and  trained to  respond effectively  to
neutralize the threat such attacks pose.

                         Military Force Packages

     To implement our  strategic concepts  and to accomplish  all of  the
missions we require  of our forces,  I see the  continuing need for  four
basic military  force packages,  backed by four  supporting capabilities.
The four  basic packages are  Strategic forces, Atlantic  forces, Pacific
forces, and  Contingency forces.  The four basic  supporting capabilities
are  a Transportation  Capability, a  Space Capability,  a Reconstitution
Capability, and a Research  and Development Capability. If we  have these
forces and capabilities, balanced and matched to

the available resources, I feel confident that we can meet the challenges
of the world's emerging and enduring realities.

                             Strategic Forces

     First,  while  the  pending START  Treaty  is  a  major step  toward
reducing  nuclear  arsenals, it  will  not eliminate  the  Soviet nuclear
threat.  The United States will continue to need modern strategic nuclear
forces  to deter  Soviet nuclear attack.  We will  remain committed  to a
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triad of  nuclear forces: landbased missiles,  missile firing submarines,
and manned  bomber aircraft.  The makeup  of that  triad  may shift;  our
reliance on  sea based systems  will probably  grow. We will  continue to
pursue the promise of antimissile defenses through the Strategic  Defense
Initiative.   A   robust,    survivable,   reliable   command,   control,
communications and intelligence system must be fielded.

     The President's Budget reflects these priorities. We will scale back
our strategic forces in accordance with expectations regarding completion
of the  START  Treaty.  Termination of  the  Trident  submarine  program,
retirement  of  Minuteman  II  missiles  and  accelerated  retirement  of
Poseidon submarines, and continued reduction of the bomber force as B-52s
and  retired and FB111s are transferred to  a tactical role will all take
place.  However,  we will  proceed  with  needed strategic  modernization
programs such as the Trident II missile, the B-2 bomber, and the advanced
cruise  missile.  The  MX rail  garrison  program  will  be scaled  back,
although  we   will  proceed   through  the  first   developmental  test.
Development  of the  small ICBM will  also continue, although  we have no
plans  for deployment  at this  point. We  feel that  these modernization
efforts provide the minimum investment  to maintain an adequate strategic
nuclear deterrent against any potential adversary.

     I remain  fully committed to  the President's continued  emphasis on
strategic defensive  forces. We  need to  have the  ability  to deter  an
attack on the United States and to defend against an attack if deterrence
fails.  The   restructured  SDI  program  remains   consistent  with  the
objectives  previously established  by the  Joint Chiefs  of Staff  for a
Phase I system.  The increased investment  in protection against  limited
strikes and in theater defenses is also appropriate and prudent.

                             Atlantic Forces

     Second,  we  need Atlantic  forces  to  help achieve  stability  and
protect  U.S.  Interests in  the Atlantic  region, including  Europe, the
Mediterranean Sea, the Middle  East, and Southwest Asia. U.S.  air, land,
and maritime forces must still be postured to sustain collective European
security, ensure access to oil in the Persian Gulf, and  to meet American
commitments to the security of friends  and allies in the Middle East and
Southwest Asia. NATO and our numerous bilateral  relationships will continue
to  provide the framework within which we operate these forces. Forward
pres ence and the ability to project power quickly will be their basic
operational concepts.

     In Europe  itself we  will continue  to rely on  a forward  presence
consisting of mechanized and armored  ground forces capable of prevailing
against a similarly armed opponent; naval  forces capable of establishing
and maintaining  sea control,  while projecting power  ashore; amphibious
forces capable of conducting forced entry operations; and air forces that
can  achieve air superiority while  conducting other support missions. We
will also  need to maintain  a presence in  the Mediterranean and  in the
post war Persian Gulf.  While remaining available to other  theaters, the
bulk  of  the  nation's Reserve  forces  would  augment  and support  our
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Atlantic forces.

     The  President's Budget  provides for  a continued  forward presence
across  the Atlantic  and  for sufficient  modernization  to support  the
forces necessary to sustain  that presence. Despite our expectation  of a
reduced Soviet threat  to Europe, our modernization efforts must continue
to  emphasize the  level of technology  and the  type of  force structure
needed   to  operate  in  a  high  intensity  environment,  the  kind  of
environment we are experiencing in the Persian Gulf at this very moment.

                              Pacific Forces

     We will continue to need Pacific  forces similar to those we have in
place  today across  that vast  region,  though with  smaller components,
especially among our ground  forces. Forward presence in the  region will
be primarily maritime, with a smaller  number of forward deployed air and
light and  heavy  ground forces  deployed  in South  Korea to  deter  the
continued threat from North Korea, and a smaller number of  Air Force and
Army  forces in  Japan. The  remaining Army  and Air  Force power  in the
Pacific would consist of reinforcements from Hawaii, Alaska, and CONUS.

     The President's  Budget allocates  funds  for procurement,  military
construction,  and power projection that  will help to  equip and sustain
our forces in the Pacific.

                            Contingency Forces

     Operation  JUST CAUSE,  our  noncombatant  evacuation operations  in
Liberia and Somalia,  and Operations DESERT SHIELD/STORM  have proven the
enduring  requirement for  Contingency  forces capable  of responding  to
unexpected and unpredictable future crises. These forces must  be mobile,
flexible,  fast and lethal. They  will be composed  of rapidly deployable
light, airborne, and  mobile heavy  Army forces,  a tailored  mix of  Air
Force, Navy, and Marine Corps units, and Special Operations Forces.

     They  would  have  a small  Reserve  component  and  would draw,  as
necessary, from  the other Forces  for additional resources.  Also, where
appropriate, they would  operate in  conjunction with the  forces of  our
friends and allies, and would have an important military assistance role.
We will  need light  and  mobile C3  systems  to complement  the  weapons
systems and platforms of these Contingency forces.

     Funds  allocated in  the President's  Budget for  Special Operations
Forces,  onshore   and  offshore  prepositioning  of  equipment,  rapidly
deployable  command  and  control  systems, and  substantial  and  highly
effective  maritime and  amphibious forces,  contribute to  enhancing the
capabilities of our Contingency forces.

                  Basic Military Supporting Capabilities

     In  addition to its basic military force packages, the United States
will need  four supporting  capabilities: a Transportation  Capability, a
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Space  Capability,  a  Reconstitution  Capability,  and  a  Research  and
Development Capability.

     The Transportation Capability is  crucial. The U.S. must be  able to
project and sustain  the forward military  power necessary to  accomplish
global  missions. We  require sufficient  capability to  move substantial
quantities of men, materiel,  and equipment through the air and  over the
sea.  Prepositioned  equipment, either  ashore or  afloat, can  ease this
burden, but  our  strategy  still  requires highly  capable,  modern  and
flexible air and sealift  assets. The success of Operation  DESERT SHIELD
has proved this beyond any shadow of doubt. The President's Budget puts a
special  emphasis on  airlift  and sealift  capability through  continued
funding of the C-17 aircraft,  an increase in the maritime Ready  Reserve
Force, and a new sealift program.

     Effective  employment  of  our  Strategic,  Atlantic,  Pacific   and
Contingency forces requires us to maintain an effective Space Capability.
Requirements  for early  warning, intelligence,  surveillance, navigation
and C3  dictate a wide  variety of space systems.  Increasing demands for
strategic defense  and treaty  monitoring, as  well as emerging  tactical
requirements, will demand evermore effective spacecraft, as well as their
supporting infrastructure. The ability of the United States to use any of
its four force packages depends heavily on its ability to  operate in the
"High Ground" of  space. The  MILSTAR satellite program  keeps us  moving
ahead  in  Space, so  in order  to preserve  this  vital program  we have
carefully  restructured it to reduce costs. We feel the resulting program
will support tactical and strategic needs effectively.

     Our forces must also be supported by a broad and enduring foundation
of industrialization, mobilization and sustainment to allow us to rebuild
and regenerate new forces if we should see a reversal of favorable trends
in the Soviet Union. In the near term, we  need to retain the option of a
relatively rapid Reconstitution Capability.  Over the long  term, the
generation  of new  forces  will require  prior  investments  in critical
technologies, supporting capabilities (such as keeping the Selective
Service System in good order) and weapon systems. This ability to rebuild,
made explicit in our defense policy, will be an  important element in our
ability to deter aggression.

     To help provide for reconstitution, the President's Budget envisions
certain  reserve forces  being maintained  in  cadre status.  These units
would have greatly  reduced manpower  and training but  the equipment  to
facilitate  an  efficient  transition  to full  strength  if  needed.  We
currently plan for two cadre  divisions in the Army and creation of a new
status for a number of Navy frigates.

     Beyond  the  requirement  for  a reconstitution  capability  is  the
compelling need for  research into and  development of the  technologies,
applications and systems of  the future. Since World  War II, the  United
States  has relied on its  technological edge to  offset the quantitative
advantages  of potential adversaries and  we must continue  vital R&D, or
risk losing that edge.
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     After inflation, FY  93 RDT&E Budget Authority  will be 10  per cent
above FY 91 levels. Department of Defense Technology Base spending of 3.9
billion dollars in FY 92 and 4.0 billion dollars in FY 93 will  emphasize
high performance  computing and  improved materials for  electronics, gas
turbine engines, and airframe components. All of this spending, and more,
is aimed at preserving the technological edge of America's Armed Forces.

     I have  described for you in  rough outline our concept  of enduring
and  emerging realities, and how  these realities drive  our national and
military  objectives, future force  packages and supporting capabilities.
Our  operations  in  the Persian  Gulf  since  last  August have  largely
validated this concept.

     When  Iraq suddenly  and brutally  invaded Kuwait,  Operation DESERT
SHIELD  demonstrated the importance of having forces forward deployed, in
this  case a  naval surface  combatant  task force  and a  nearby carrier
battle group. In our new concept,  these presence forces would be part of
our Atlantic forces.

     We also  witnessed the importance  of having sufficient  airlift and
maritime prepositioning assets to deploy  quickly the air superiority air
forces and the light ground forces needed in the crisis area, forces that
in our new concept would come from our Contingency forces.

     Then,  as fighter aircraft and  light ground units  arrived in Saudi
Arabia,  we saw the initial  deployments of attack  aircraft, U.S. Marine
Corps  amphibious units, and more  naval forces. These  type forces might
come from any of our new force packages, regional or contingency.

     U.S. Army heavy  ground forces  and additional Air  Force, Navy  and
Marine Corps units  followed rapidly. Reserve  and National Guard  forces
augmented operations from the very start but played heavily as this phase
of  the deployment  unfolded. In  our new concept,  most of  these forces
would constitute the  heart of our  Atlantic forces.  All of these  forces
were supported by very capable sealift, airlift, and prepositioned forces,
and by command, control and communications and other systems in Space.

     Our  technological   edge  and  past  investment   in  research  and
development  gave us  the wherewithal  to keep  these forces  flowing and
sustained until  the defense of Saudi  Arabia was assured, and  until our
buildup  in the region  presented to the  President the  force options he
felt necessary...

                 Priorities in the 1992-93 Defense Budget

     We all recognize  that fiscal  realities will impose  limits on  our
requests.  To arrive  at  what is  feasible  requires that  we  establish
priorities  for funding. The lessons  of both ancient  and recent history
establish my first priority:  people. Men and women, active  and reserve,
of the type and spirit that we are fortunate  to have in our Armed Forces
today, are my most fervent wish. This will require a conscious commitment
from  the Congress to provide for the  fundamental needs of those whom we
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ask to sacrifice so much.

     Lessons learned from Operations DESERT SHIELD/STORM, JUST CAUSE, and
other  recent experiences  influence  the second  budget priority:  power
projection  and mobility.  Deterrence is  only credible  if we  possess a
robust  means of power projection and  the mobility to deploy and sustain
our forces.

     All  of you who have visited our soldiers, sailors, airmen, Marines,
and Coast Guardsmen  recognize the  importance of my  third priority:  to
maintain the force quality that  is proving to be our most  potent weapon
in DESERT  STORM.  A quality  force is  not  cheap, but  it  is far  less
expensive than the alternative.

     When we  attract qualified people  to our  armed forces, the  job is
only half done. The other half is maintaining readiness. Without constant
readiness, the quality of our forces deteriorates rapidly.

                                 Summary

     The  conflict in the Middle East will  end, and Kuwait will again be
free. Then as President Bush said in  November, all of us can get on with
the business of writing the rules of the post Cold War world.

     The  disappearance of  the  Cold War,  the powerful  movement toward
freedom and  democracy,  the irresistible  call  to capitalism  and  free
markets, all of  these things, I believe,  are progress. So operating  in
this new era promises to be exciting and challenging.

     Crafting  national security for this new era is a daunting challenge
in  itself.  While   remaining  generally  upbeat,  fiscal   constraints,
uncertainty  about the  Soviet Union,  proliferation of  weapons of  mass
destruction,  fear  of state  sponsored  terrorism, and  the  prospect of
another  Saddam Hussein unleashing wanton aggression  on the world should
give us all pause.

     But  I am confident, because  the challenge is  also an opportunity.
When our country is blessed with the kind of young men and women that are
now serving and sacrificing in the Persian Gulf how  can we look at it in
any other way? The  answer is there. And the prospect of sending our sons
and daughters into harm's way without the best protection, most realistic
training, and fundamental  means of achieving victory  is unacceptable to
us all.

     So we  must defend that answer in every forum of government. We must
insure  everyone understands what it means to have Armed Forces second to
none and we must fight to keep them that way.

     The  Congress should  be proud  of the  role that  it has  played in
helping  our Armed  Forces  become the  best  we have  ever fielded.  And
because they are the best, they will complete the objectives of Operation
DESERT STORM and  come home safely. I will  continue to give you  my most
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dedicated effort to insure  nothing happens in the future to destroy this
magnificent military.
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                              Chapter 1.B.4
                                  * * *
                              Excerpts from
                   1991 Joint Military Net Assessment:
                         Implications for Forces

                     Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

              Scenarios for Force and Capability Assessment

     The growing  complexity  of the  international security  environment
makes it increasingly difficult to predict and estimate the circumstances
under  which US  military power  might be  employed. While we  retain our
plans to deter  the Soviet threat globally, new planning  will be focused
primarily  on  regional contingencies,  describing  the conditions  under
which  crises might  arise and  constructing response  plans, as  well as
programming strategies, for dealing with them.

     To analyze force size, mobility,  and support requirements, we  have
developed a set of  conventional conflict scenarios [listed in  Table 1].
These scenarios, described in greater detail in [Chapter 4.E.2, Table 1],
define  plausible circumstances that might call for the application of US
military power. The scenarios include critical assumptions about threats,
warning time, and concepts of operation of friendly forces. The scenarios
also provide explicit  criteria for the assessment of  forces, readiness,
mobilization,  mobility,  and   sustainment.  Although  these   scenarios
represent the types of situations we  believe we must be prepared to face
in the future, they were not the basis for the programs that produced our
current  capabilities;  their  details  remain  under  study,  and  their
implications  are only now being  incorporated into the  FYDP. Thus, this
assessment represents a first report  of the transition.from planning and
programming  principally for global war with the Soviet Union to planning
and  programming for  the regional situations  we expect  to face  in the
1990s.

_________________________________________________________________________

     Reprinted  from  1991 Joint  Military  Net  Assessment, March  1991.
Prepared by the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff.
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                                 TABLE 1

                                SCENARIOS

                         o  Peacetime Engagement
                              Counterinsurgency
                              Counternarcotics

                         o  Lesser Regional Contingencies
                              2,000 nm and 6,000 nm from
                              the United States

                         o  Major Regional Contingency: West

                         o  Major Regional Contingency: East
                              Middle East and Persian Gulf

                         o  War escalating from a European crisis
                              Potential for global conflict

     As  the threats to US interests have changed, the scenarios selected
for conventional force structure  and capability assessment have changed.
The preponderance of emphasis now rests with potential conflicts lower on
the spectrum of  conflict scale  where the probability  of occurrence  is
greater. This contrasts with earlier assessments, whose scenario stressed
a global  conflict between NATO and the Warsaw Pact. It must be stressed,
however,  that  these scenarios  are  not predictive.  They  are intended
specifically  to evaluate forces and programs and should not be construed
as strategy.

                        Probability of Occurrence

     Although military force structure and capabilities are determined in
large  part by  the nature of  the threats they  might confront, critical
judgments  are  also  required  as  to  the likelihood  that  prospective
conflict might  arise. Figure 1 arrays  the scenarios on the  spectrum of
conflict  and  graphically depicts  that  the  probability of  occurrence
decreases  as  the level  of  intensity  increases. The  implication  for
policymakers and force planners is that we are more likely to be involved
in conflicts at the mid to low level end of the spectrum of conflict.

                         Consequences of Failure

     Although  the probability  of  occurrence is  important, of  greater
concern  are the consequences of failing to attain national objectives in
a postulated
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                  Figure 1. Probability of Occurrence

conflict.  Thus, judgments about future  force needs must  be tempered by
considered determinations involving the probability of the crisis and the
consequences of failure.  Figure 2  arrays the same  scenarios along  the
spectrum

                    Figure 2. Consequences of Failure
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of conflict and graphically depicts where the consequences of failure are
highest. The implication for  policymakers and force planners is  that we
need to pay serious attention to both ends of the spectrum of conflict.

                            Force Implications

     Figure  3 combines  the  previous  points on  one  set  of axes  and
provides a useful  tool to  visualize some basic  implications for  force
structure.

   Figure 3. Probability of Occurrence and Consequences of Failure

     The  spectrum  of  conflict,  peace  through nuclear  war,  has  not
changed; it continues to  provide a method to overlay  various scenarios.
However, the focus of our  attention has shifted as we view  the changing
international   situation  and  threat.  Previously,  conventional  force
requirements were generated  by focusing attention, toward  the right end
of  the spectrum,  where  the threat  was  large and  the  consequence of
failure was  great (depicted  by the lightly  shaded area on  the graph).
Consequently,  our conventional  force  structure was  large, heavy,  and
robust.  However, more  recently  our  focus  has  shifted  to  the  left
(depicted  by the  darker  shaded area)  for  many of  the reasons  cited
earlier. Today, the probability  of occurrence for conventional conflicts
at the right end of the spectrum  is low, and warning time has so greatly
increased, that these conflicts  are no longer the central point of focus
or the principal driver of requirements for forces. We find now, however,
that the focus of attention  and risk is the range of  conflict scenarios
where  the probability of occurrence  is greater and  the consequences of
failure  are still high. Conflicts arising in this range require a highly
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responsive force capability that  can react rapidly from anywhere  in the
world with an appropriate mixture of maritime, air, and ground forces.

     The extreme right  end of the spectrum of conflict  in Figure 3 also
illustrates implications  for force  capability. The compelling  need for
capable  and modernized nuclear and  conventional forces is  shown on the
right side  of  the graph,  where the  probability of  occurrence is  low
against a  real and capable threat but  where the consequences of failure
are so grave they cannot  be ignored. On the extreme left  of the figure,
our  global interests  are being  assaulted daily  by a diverse  range of
threats where the consequences of failure could  significantly impede our
peacetime objectives. Consequently, our force structure must constitute a
credible  deterrent, have a forward presence component, and be mobile and
capable  of responding  to  a diverse  set  of contingencies  across  the
spectrum of conflict.

     Many  significant challenges  to US  interests endure.  However, the
combination of  the  demise of  the  Cold  War and  our  domestic  budget
realities reduced defense spending  and began our efforts to  reshape the
military  forces to meet the challenges of the future. These efforts must
preserve  our strength,  effectiveness,  technological  superiority,  and
capabilities. It is  clear that the military force this  nation has built
to  counter  the  global  threat  has  provided  us  with  the  means  to
successfully  meet the many challenges of  the future, as we are learning
from Operations DESERT  SHIELD and  DESERT STORM. In  responding to  this
regional contingency, we are depending  on the full spectrum of  our well
trained,  technologically superior  forces. The  potential threats  of an
uncertain future dictate that the United States must continue to maintain
highly   trained,  well  equipped,   capable,  technologically  advanced,
deployable,  robust forces, as well as the ability to reconstitute larger
forces, should global threats arise that make such action necessary.

                               Conclusions

     The emerging world order provides a rationale for US force structure
from  the  perspective of  threats  to  US  interests,  enduring  defense
realities, the probability of conflict, and the consequences of failure.
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                              Chapter 1.B.5
                                  * * *
                     Strategy for a New World Order:
                 Force Planning Guidance from Washington

                Henry C. Bartlett and G. Paul Holman, Jr.

     How should the American  armed forces prepare for the  future, after
the collapse  of the Soviet empire  and after Iraq? What  concepts should
guide our decisions about the level and  mix of military capabilities for
the 21st century? Force planners can best answer such  questions by first
considering declaratory documents from  their country's leadership.  Over
the  past  year,  both  Congressmen  and  the  Bush  Administration  have
presented new strategies for  the United States. All claim to guide force
planning decisions for the post Cold War World.

     We  start by  explaining the  use of  strategy as  a guide  to force
planning. From that  perspective, we briefly  consider Cold War  concepts
that  dictated defense  strategy until  the fall  of the Berlin  Wall and
which  still  influence current  debates  about  future  forces. We  then
examine defense concepts presented  by Senator Sam Nunn in the  spring of
1990. During  the immediate aftermath of  the Cold War, he  offered a new
and  coherent   direction  for  defense  strategy   that  still  deserves
consideration.

     Most importantly,  we show the  links between past  defense concepts
and the new defense strategy of the Bush  Administration. We provide five
comparative  tables that should help students  and practitioners of force
planning  trace the evolution of  basic concepts away  from the Cold War,
through  Senator  Nunn's proposal,  and  toward the  future.  These basic
concepts invariably set the  stage far force planning debates  and should
serve as useful guides for specific force choices.

                           Strategy Descriptors

     Such  terms as  deterrence, crisis  response, forward  presence, and
reconstitution are not just  political rhetoric. Nor are they  mere "buzz
words,"

_________________________________________________________________________

     Dr. Henry C. Bartlett and Dr. G. Paul Holman, Jr. are members of the
Force Planning Faculty at the Naval War College, Newport, R.I.
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or semi-intellectual bumper stickers. Their invention, modification,  and
gradual  replacement by  new concepts  have real  significance for  force
planners.  The  authors  of this  article  call  such concepts  "strategy
descriptors." {1} By this term, we mean the key elements of the game plan
for achieving national objectives.

     Strategy must  answer the question,  "How shall we  achieve national
goals?"  Invariably,  a  strategy  can  be  broken   down  into  specific
descriptors which become guides  to action. They are the  bridges between
objectives  and means.  For current  operations, commanders must  use the
forces that  exist. They see military strategy and doctrine as the way to
achieve combat success.

     In  force planning, strategy  serves a different  function. Here, it
acts  as an important guide for structuring future forces and determining
their   relative  importance.   Through  rigorous   application  of   the
appropriate descriptors, force planners should at least be able to decide
where to begin their thinking, how to weigh the tradeoffs among competing
or complementary concepts, and  finally how to set broad  priorities. The
use of these strategy descriptors can clarify the general thrust of where
force  planners   should  apply   scarce  resources.   However,  strategy
descriptors cannot  solve every question  concerning the exact  level and
mix of forces (e.g., the necessary number of tanks in an armored division
or the composition of a carrier battle group).

     When war begins, the American people will judge not merely the skill
and cunning  of current commanders on the  battlefield, but also the work
of strategists  and force planners many years before. Thoughtful analysis
of  the  war in  Iraq, for  example, must  examine  the logic  of general
decisions  that were  made  during  the Cold  War,  as  well as  scenario
specific  lessons learned  in  combat. This  analysis should  include the
strategy descriptors  originally predicated  upon the Soviet  threat, but
which  generated  the doctrine  of  AirLand  Battle, strategic  mobility,
reserve mobilization, logistic support, advanced technology, and combined
arms forces that were  quite unexpectedly used with such  success against
Iraq.

                            Cold War Concepts

     The Soviet threat to Western Europe dominated our thinking until the
late  1980s. Our  grand  strategy of  Containment  aimed at  halting  the
expansion of the Soviet Union and other communist regimes through the use
of coalitions. However, there were times when other regions attracted our
attention. During the Korean, Vietnam, and Arab/Israeli  wars, we shifted
our operational gaze, but force planners still stressed the Soviet threat
to Western Europe and the worst case scenario of global war.

     Given  the   certainty  of  the  interests,   threat,  regions,  and
scenarios, American force planners turned to military strategy. How could
we deter  or defend  against Soviet aggression,  specifically in  Western
Europe? Military strategy for doing so shifted  over time and was adjusted
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to accommo date changes  in the perceived threat. We started  with the
concept of Massive Retaliation when the Soviets had little nuclear
capability.

     We shifted to Flexible Response in the 1960s as the threat of Soviet
strategic  nuclear  capabilities  grew,  but the  interests  and  regions
remained  the  same.  The result  was  a  threat  driven strategy,  which
emphasized the specific scenario of a  combined arms attack by the Warsaw
Pact on the  NATO Central  Front, across  the inter  German border,  with
little  warning. It  served  us well  throughout  the Cold  War. As  then
Secretary of Defense Weinberger said in his annual report to Congress  in
1983,  "Our strategy  [of  Flexible Response]  consists  of a  series  of
discrete, but interelated elements,  some of which have endured  for many
years, others  of which are more recent in origin." {2} We summarize them
below, adding emphasis to show the key strategy descriptors:

          Collective  defense  that  incorporates  the  strength  of  our
     allies: NATO;  Rio Treaty  (Latin America); ANZUS  Treaty (Australia
     and New Zealand); Treaty  commitments with South Korea, Philippines,
     and Japan.

          Forward deployments  providing the first  line of  conventional
     defense in Western Europe, Japan, and Korea.

          Flexible force  structure assuring  a variety of  options, both
     conventional and nuclear, with which to defend our interests against
     unforeseen contingencies in any region and in a timely manner. {3}

     These elements  endured throughout the  1980s, and the  Secretary of
Defense carefully stressed the  continuity of Flexible Response  over the
decades.  {4} However,  a  new commitment  to  defense against  ballistic
missile attack  was proclaimed in  1983. {5} It  was consistent  with the
long  standing concern for strategic  defense against Soviet bombers, but
its implications for both arms control and for the defense budget created
a series of controversies.

     Over the  late 1980s,  the administration  contended  that the  U.S.
strategy for  deterrence must meet a number of criteria, each of which we
would call a strategy descriptor:

          Credibility. Potential  aggressors  must believe  the U.S.  has
     both the capability and the political will to execute our threatened
     response.

          Survivability. Even after  preemptive attack, U.S.  forces must
     have  enough   strength  to  inflict  unacceptable   losses  on  any
     aggressor.

          Effective Defense. Sometimes called "deterrence through denial"
     or "denial of objectives.  " An enemy must realize  that U.S. forces
     might  be  able  to  stop  his  aggression  without  escalating  the
     conflict.
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          Threat  of Retaliation.  An  aggressor must  perceive that  the
     punishment caused by U.S. retaliation would exceed anything he might
     gain by initiating an attack.

          Threat  of Escalation. The U.S. might  not confine its response
     to the level or place of combat chosen by the aggressor.

          Vertical  Escalation.  Following  a  conventional  or  chemical
     attack by the Soviets, the U.S. might employ nuclear weapons.

          Horizontal  Escalation.  Following   a  Soviet  attack  against
     Western Europe, the U.S.  might initiate a new theater  offensive in
     the Pacific. {6}

     The key question for future  force planners is to what  extent these
Cold War strategy  descriptors will  survive the collapse  of the  Soviet
threat and  the rise of different  scenarios for combat in  the new world
order. Tables 1 through 5, below,  portray our view of the most important
concepts  and  their  gradual  evolution. Our  terminology  is  sometimes
different from that of  the original sources, as we  strive to synthesize
several different positions and seek conceptual consistency.

                        Senator Nunn's Perspective

     The fall of the Berlin  Wall in November 1989 symbolized the  end of
the Cold War. Strategic  thinkers and future force planners  responded by
shifting  their horizons toward an  entirely new world,  after the Soviet
threat  and after Containment. An example of a carefully crafted position
from the period was presented by Senator Sam Nunn. In the spring of 1990,
he gave four important speeches to guide U.S. force planners.

     Nunn began  by saying that the administration's  1991 defense budget
and  the 5  year  defense plan  contained  "five big  blanks."  Essential
details about the threat, strategy, force structure, programs and dollars
were missing from the Pentagon's analysis. In summary, he said,

     ...the Bush  administration's 1991 defense budget  proposal is based
     on   a  1988   threat  and   a  1988   strategy.   Essentially,  the
     administration  took the  level  of spending  and  programs for  the
     fiscal year  1991 that was developed back in 1988 and reduced it for
     fiscal reasons.  They have  not adjusted the  underlying assumptions
     about the threat and strategy. {7}

     Nunn himself still used the Soviet  threat as the point of departure
for planning future forces. He agreed with  President Bush that, "we need
a  new military strategy that takes  into account the dramatic changes in
the Soviet threat and  the resources which we will  have to have to  meet
this  threat." {8}  Nunn identified  seven situations  in which  specific
threats  to U.S. national Interests  could arise, of  which five involved
the U.S.S.R.

     o     Threat of  a large  scale Warsaw  Pact attack  against Western
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     Europe has "virtually been  eliminated," and the chance of  a Soviet
     go it alone attack is "very remote."

     o    Mounting  a large scale  Soviet attack on  NATO would  be "very
     difficult" and would  require a vast mobilization,  thus giving NATO
     "many months of warning time."

     o    Soviet  strategic nuclear  forces have  not declined nearly  as
     rapidly  as  their  conventional  forces.  Thus,  they  "remain  the
     paramount military  threat to U.S. national  security" despite their
     changes.

     o   Soviet domestic turmoil has heightened the risk of "unauthorized
     or accidental use of nuclear weapons.

     o    Contingencies around  the Persian  Gulf and  in Southwest  Asia
     could arise from either the U.S.S.R. or regional states.

     o   North Korea continues to threaten South Korea.

     o   Events in other regions could  be troubling (e.g., proliferation
     of weapons  of mass  destruction, increased  arms sales to  unstable
     regions, and regional rivalries). {9}

     He also  outlined the elements which would "constitute the framework
.  . . for  a revised military  strategy." {10} In  our terminology, they
constitute strategy descriptors to guide force planning:

     o     Nuclear  deterrence.  Lower  force  levels  and  with  greater
     stability.

          o   SDI research only at  current levels of spending  and after
          clarification of goals.

          o  Slow procurement of rail garrison MX.

          o   Continue small ICBM  (Midgetman) development  and focus  on
          silo deployment for now.

          o  In arms control, pursue banning all land based  MIRVed ICBMs
          with Soviets.

          o  Make the B-2 bomber more affordable; complete testing.

          o  Terminate  development of  short range,  land based  nuclear
          missiles  (e.g.,  followon  to  LANCE)  and  nuclear  artillery
          rounds.

          o  For short range nuclear forces, give priority to development
          of tactical air to surface missile (TASM). {11}

     o  Forward deployed. Forces reduced consistent with the threat.
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          o  Increase allied specialization.

          o  Emphasize reinforcement, using reserves to augment forces in
          Europe and Korea.

          o  Aim for 75,000100,000 troops in Europe over next 5 years.

          o  Stress reception forces, using lead elements of combat units
          and combat support forces.

          o  Make forward deployments austere (no dependents)  and rotate
          units.

          o  Make forces lighter and more lethal.

          o  Give priority to sea, air, and amphibious mobility forces.

     o  Reserves. Greater use for reinforcement.

          o   Put  more  combat  forces,  as  opposed  to  logistics,  in
     reserves.

     o  Flexible readiness.

          o    Adjust readiness  to  reflect  the declining  conventional
          threat, warning time, and availability of strategic lift.

          o  Keep high priority forces: strategic, expeditionary, forward
          deployed, special  operations, and early deployable  forces, as
          well as some intelligence functions, at high readiness.

     o  Resources.

          o  Think smarter, not richer.

          o  Stress "flying before buying."

          o  Emphasize product improvements over new program starts.

          o  Maintain technological superiority. {12}

     Nunn's  four   speeches  showed  his  logic   clearly.  His  overall
assessment  proceeded   in   a  traditional   fashion.   Soviet   nuclear
capabilities were still a real threat, but at lower intensity than during
the  Cold War.  Nunn was  also very  concerned about  Soviet conventional
capabilities.  He  began with  NATO Europe,  and  again in  a traditional
manner  moved to Southwest Asia, Korea, and  the rest of the world almost
as an afterthought.

     This,  in effect,  was a  reduced Soviet  threat driven  approach to
force planning. The  risk of such thinking is that it  may not be radical
enough, giving us essentially the same kinds of forces as during the Cold
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War, but  wrongly oriented  for  the post  Cold War  world.  Many of  his
arguments  were valid  and his  suggestions were  thoughtful, but  was he
vulnerable to the same criticisms  he  made of  the Bush  Administration?
Was Nunn,  too, still thinking in terms of the old threat and the old
strategy?

              The Bush Administration's New Defense Strategy

     During the same  period that  Nunn was refining  and explaining  his
military strategy and its force planning implications, strategic thinkers
within the Bush Administration were  moving toward a different  emphasis.
Their approach to force  planning reflected a stress on  regional threats
to  global stability. It was first endorsed authoritatively in the "Aspen
speech" by President Bush on August 2,1990 (the day Iraq invaded Kuwait).
He  warned against merely scaling  back on current  forces, without truly
restructuring them to reflect new international realities.

          And what we require now is a defense policy that  adapts to the
     significant  changes  we  are  witnessing,  without  neglecting  the
     enduring  realities  that  will   continue  to  shape  our  security
     strategy. A policy of peacetime engagement every bit as constant and
     committed  to the  defense of  our interests  and ideals  in today's
     world as in the time of conflict and Cold War. {13}

     In this speech, President Bush noted the possibility of a 25% cut in
our active forces by 1995.

          In a world less driven by an immediate threat to Europe and the
     danger  of global war, in a world  where the size of our forces will
     increasingly be shaped  by the needs  of regional contingencies  and
     peacetime presence, we know that our forces can be smaller. {14}

     He  went on  to say that  the United  States would  keep a  force in
Europe "as long  as our allies want and need  us there." However, America
faces a  wide range of threats outside Europe. He used the Iraqi invasion
of Kuwait to justify his central thesis:

          ...notwithstanding  the alteration  in the  Soviet threat,  the
     world remains a  dangerous place with  serious threats to  important
     U.S.  interests wholly  unrelated  to the  earlier  patterns of  the
     U.S./Soviet relationship. {15}

     Secretary of  Defense Cheney further  explored the  threats to  U.S.
national  interests in early  1991, as he  explained the administration's
"new defense strategy." Stressing  the war with Iraq and disorder  in the
Soviet Union,  Cheney was a  bit less optimistic  than the  president had
been in August.

          While  keeping a watchful eye on Soviet military power, the new
     U.S.  defense   strategy  sizes   our  active  and   reserve  forces
     principally against major regional contingencies that could threaten
     American  interests. These  threats have  not diminished,  as recent
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     events in  the Middle East  have proven. And  they have become  ever
     more dangerous  by the  disturbing number  of Third World  countries
     with  formidable conventional  forces, and  by the  proliferation of
     ballistic missiles, and weapons  of mass destruction, with chemical,
     biological,  and  even nuclear  potential.  Also  continuing is  the
     threat posed by drug trafficking and terrorism. {16}

     Cheney warned that Soviet nuclear modernization was continuing, and
that it should still drive our priorities for the strategic nuclear
forces. He identified one key descriptor and two general implications for
force planners:

     o  Strategic deterrence and defense.

          o  Diverse mix of survivable and capable nuclear offensive and
          defensive forces. {17}

          o  Defensive system for global protection against limited
          ballistic missile strikes from any source. {18}

     In a series of speeches and statements, both Cheney and General
Colin Powell, Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, amplified the most
important strategy descriptors and their force planning implications.

     o  Forward presence.

          o  Reduced level of forces (consistent with changing threats).

          o  Increased warning time before Soviets could regenerate their
          capability for a European offensive or a global conflict.

          o  Very little warning of major regional threats to U.S.
          interests.

          o  Essential for formal alliances.

          o  Critical for deterring aggression and preserving regional
          stability.

          o  Initial capability for crisis response and escalation
          control.

          o  Reinforcement and sustainment from U.S.

     o  Regional Contingencies and Crisis Response for Atlantic
     Hemisphere.

          o  Forward based and forward deployed units committed to
          Europe.

          o  Heavy reinforcing forces for Europe, the Middle East, and
          the Persian Gulf which are based in the U.S.
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          o  Support from mobility and maritime prepositioned forces.

     o  Regional Contingencies and Crisis Response for Pacific
     Hemisphere.

          o  Forward based and forward deployed units.

          o  Reinforcing naval, air and ground forces located in the U.S.

          o  Support from mobility and maritime prepositioned forces.

     o  Contingency forces for regional instability.

          o  U.S. based. air, ground, and naval forces, including special
          operations forces, capable of worldwide deployment as needed.

          o  Rapid response to regional contingencies.

          o  Capability to deal with concurrent major contingencies.

          o  Support from mobility and maritime prepositioned forces.

          o  Use reserves to augment, support and sustain forward
          deployed forces. {19}

     o  Reconstitution for global war.

          o  Capability to rebuild forces, if necessary, to respond to a
          major shift in Soviet strategy or the emergence of a major new
          threat.

          o  Early decisions needed to mobilize.

     o  Alliance Structures.

          o  Still fundamental to U.S. policy.

          o  Essential to deterrence.

          o  Contribute to regional stability.

     o  Arms control.

          o  Achieve stabilizing reductions in strategic offensive arms
          of the two nuclear superpowers through START.

          o  Reduce military threats.

          o  Make military relationships more predictable.

          o  Channel force postures toward stability. {20}
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                         Matrices for Comparison

     We  have examined three perspectives, as a basis for assessing their
similarities  and differences.  It is  clear that  we live  in a  time of
geopolitical  ferment and  strategic upheaval.  What new  descriptors are
necessary?  What old ones should be discarded? Do some old concepts still
apply,  but with  very  different implications  for  future forces?  Such
questions are  difficult to answer unless  one has a full  command of all
the variables and the alternatives. For strategy to be an effective guide
to force planning, it would be helpful to have  a comprehensive, concise,
and  coherent set  of  the dominant  strategy  descriptors which  can  be
analyzed over time as circumstances change.

     We thus present  graphic displays of the key concepts  raised so far
in  this  article.  Table 1  summarizes  the  highest  level of  national
security  thinking.  It includes  those factors  that  set the  stage for
foreign  policy, grand  strategy,  and national  military strategy.  They
display a clear hierarchy of ideas  that must influence future forces  at
successively lower levels of decision making. Separate columns show major
elements from  the strategies of the  Cold War, Nunn, and  Bush. A fourth
column indicates some  remaining uncertainties which  we believe must  be
clarified.

                                 Table 1

                      FORTY YEARS OF GRAND STRATEGY:
                HIGHEST LEVEL CONCEPTS FOR FORCE PLANNERS

               Cold War:      Nunn:          Bush:
Uncertainties:
_________________________________________________________________________
Threat         Soviet         Declining      Regional       Focus      on
Eurasia?
                                                            Future     of
USSR?

Strategic      Containment    Hedge against  Achieve New    Global
 Goal                         Soviet         World Order
interdependence?
                              resurgence                    L  o  w  e  r
tensions
                                                            with USSR?

Grand          Coalitions     Not specified  Peacetime      O p p o s e
hegemony?
 Strategy                                    Engagement     Stability?

Military       Deter/defend   Deter/defend   Shape security Time,  place,
and
 Objectives                                  environment    level of
                                                            intervention?
Name of        Massive        Flexible       Crisis              ?
 Military      Retaliation    Readiness      Response?



49

 Strategy      followed by
               Flexible
               Response

National       Vietnam syndrome    ?         Concern about  Degree of
 Will          Long debate over              U.S. role in   resolution
               reactive vs.                  the world and  a     n     d
initiative?              proactive policy              what the world
                                             can be

     In Tables 2  through 5,  we expand national  military strategy  into
four  sets of strategy descriptors that have dominated force planning for
the past 40  years. They  are deterrence (Table  2), collective  security
(Table 3), forward forces

(Table  4) and  flexibility (Table  5). These  concepts have  endured for
decades, and we think  they will still dominate  force planning into  the
21st century. Even  so, their  substantive content  and implications  for
force planners have changed. For example, Saddam Hussein was not deterred
from  attacking Kuwait, but his subsequent humiliation should deter other
expansioniSt  regimes  from committing  aggression.  By  the same  token,
collective security has  expanded from formal, fixed  alliances in Europe
and East Asia to embrace  informal, ad hoc coalitions in the  Middle East
and  Southwest Asia. Thanks to the collapse  of the Cold War, an entirely
new era  for the United Nations may have begun. As for forward forces, we
are  clearly reducing  land  and air  forces  stationed on  the  Eurasian
continent and increasing our reliance on  forward presence through global
mobility.  The importance  of flexibility  will grow,  as the  Iraqi case
recently  showed, since our smaller  forces must operate  in an uncertain
world where theaters of  combat are unpredictable and enemies  are murky.
Perhaps  more than  before, we  will still  need capabilities  across the
entire spectrum of conflict.

     The Bush Administration,  as we  have discussed, has  set forth  its
thinking in  a number of documents  which now become the  basis for force
planning.  They  stress  four  concepts, which  are  deterrence,  forward
presence, crisis response, and reconstitution. The first is  identical to
the dominant  idea of previous administrations since the end of World War
II. The second  reflects a  significant shift away  from forward  defense
with  large forces  stationed on  the Eurasian  continent. The  third and
fourth   have   long  affected   defense   planning,   but  the   present
administration has  elevated their  importance  and given  them some  new
meaning.

     On the left side of each table, we list subordinate descriptors that
we see  as supporting the dominant  four concepts. The order  in which we
present  these descriptors  is important  for the  logical flow  of force
planning.  Some  descriptors must  be  considered before  others,  so our
tables show  a sequence of ideas  that we believe to  be generally valid.
Each  student or  practitioner  of force  planning  will have  to  decide
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whether to add  new descriptors,  drop others, or  rearrange them.  Force
planners  must continue  to  challenge  concepts,  seek  new  ideas,  and
constantly refine our strategy. Even so, there is great utility in having
all U.S. force planners  speak the same strategic language,  use the same
vocabulary, and think more or less consistently over time.

     The  third part  of each table  is our  array of  the force planning
implications  in  each   of  the  strategies  discussed   above.  We  are
necessarily brief, and  we hope that we have been fair to the sources. In
each case, these dominant and subordinate descriptors provide a  coherent
framework within which to begin thinking about the required level and mix
of future U.S. military forces.

     Table  2  explores  the  strategy  descriptor  of  deterrence.  Some
authorities  equate the  term  only with  the  threat of  retaliation  by
nuclear weapons if attacked. We do  not, since the concept of  preventing
both conventional and

nuclear  attacks against  us  and  our allies  is  deeply rooted  in  the
documents  cited  above.  The  two  subordinate  descriptors  (threat  of
punishment  and  denial of  objectives)  start the  process  for defining
future  force requirements.  The  decision maker  might  choose one,  the
other, or a balance of both (as the U.S. has done since the early 1960s).
Depending  on the  choices, a  host of other  descriptors could  be added
(e.g., survivability, connectivity and endurance)  at lower levels in the
force planning process.

                                 Table 2

                  DETERRENCE (Nuclear and Conventional)

               Cold War:      Nunn:          Bush:
Uncertainties:
_________________________________________________________________________
Threat of      High levels     Lower levels    Lower   levels         New
concepts
Punishment     of offensively  of retaliatory  of retaliatory  of
               oriented             nuclear  and        nuclear  and
cooperative
               nuclear and     conventional    conventional  relationship
               conventional      forces              forces          with
Russians?
               forces                                       Can threat of
                                                            punishment
                                                            control
                                                            behavior of
                                                            Third World
                                                            powers?

Denial of      SDI            Emphasis on    Global         Arms control?
 Objectives    Air Defense    stability;     protection     Technological
               Damage         SDI research   against        feasibility?
               limitation                    limited        Cost?
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               Triad                         nuclear        Can we deny
                                             strikes        use of
                                                            nuclear,
                                                            chemical
                                                            and
                                                            biological
                                                            weapons by
                                                            conventional
                                                            means?

     Soviet  spokesmen  have  always   condemned  American  concepts   of
deterrence, and some  Western authorities  view it as  too expansive  and
bellicose. {21} Pacifist alternatives  exist at one end of  the political
spectrum and militarist options at the other. If one chooses not to deter
enemy attacks, possible  alternatives along a left/right spectrum are: to
surrender; to negotiate on enemy terms; to resist passively; or to attack
preemptively. We doubt  that any of these  will capture the attention  of
the majority of the American people.

     However,  some new  themes may  alter our  current understanding  of
deterrence. Optimists would argue that changes in the USSR and the United
Nations, common threats to the global environment, and  the proliferation
of advanced weapons of mass destruction could drive  all nations toward a
more  cooperative form of deterrence.  Pessimists could reply that Saddam
Hussein  was only the first  of many potential  hegemons who will trouble
the post  Cold War world, and that the U.S. must entertain radically new,
proactive  ways of controlling conflict. On balance, we suspect that some
form of  deterrence will  still affect  American  thinking, although  the
exact ways  of denying  objectives or  inflicting punishment  will surely
change as regional threats emerge and technology advances.

     Table 3 considers the strategy descriptor of collective security and
its  subordinate  concepts. Each  of  America's  major wars  during  this
century was fought with or for the sake of allies. We usually went to war
because of our sense of common Interests with  threatened states. We have
also pursued collective security during times of peace, especially during
the Cold  War, when our  grand strategy for  containing the Soviet  Union
demanded coalitions  around the world.  Our recent and  highly unexpected
war  with  Iraq  demonstrates  the continuing  importance  of  allies and
coalitions,   as  opposed   to   American   isolationism  or   unilateral
intervention. The  period of ideological  confrontation may be  over, but
economic  interdependence  and proliferation  of  advanced  weapons still
demand collective responses.

     Indeed, we suspect that the era dawning after the Cold War and after
Iraq  may broaden  our  understanding of  collective security.  President
Bush's victory speech of March 6,1991 proclaimed an ambitious goal:

     A world where the United Nations, freed from the cold war stalemate,
     is poised to fulfill the historic vision of its founders. A world in
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     which freedom and  respect for human  rights find  a home among  all
     nations. {22}

     The  first step in thinking about collective security is to consider
which countries will be our treaty allies or friends. That  task may grow
harder  in the  future, as  more  and more  nations look  to America  for
support  against their regional  enemies. Some will  be undemocratic, and
many will be threatened  by internal unrest, terrorism, drug  runners, or
guerrillas. As a result,  they will be natural candidates  for many forms
of security assistance.

     Perhaps surprisingly for some  readers, we regard arms control  as a
key  element  of  collective  security  and  thus  treat  it as  a  valid
descriptor for future forces.  One of the  many lessons of the  coalition
war  against  Iraq  is the  need  for  drastically  greater attention  to
constraining  the global  transfer  of advanced  military technology  and
weapons  of mass destruction. Such  a goal would  be unachievable without
new directions and definitions of collective security.

     We  suspect that collective security will involve many types of both
bilateral and multilateral cooperation  among nations. Some reverses will
undoubtedly  occur. Yet if they  do, only the  participants in collective
security and their specific goals will change, not the overall concept of
shared  interests among a wide range of countries in countering perceived
threats. Undoubtedly,  as we look out to the 21st century,o  the specific
threats  to U.S.  national interests will  change, and so,  too, will our
formal and  ad hoc alliances.  Our very notion  of the threat  may become
less  military and more environmental  or demographic, but  in every case
the concept of collective  security within an increasingly interdependent
world will remain.
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                                 Table 3

                           COLLECTIVE SECURITY

               Cold War:      Nunn:          Bush:
Uncertainties:
_________________________________________________________________________
Allies         Cold War       Primary        UN, NATO       Economic
               treaty         stress on      and treaty     tensions?
               commitments    Europe         relationships  Loss of
                                                            central
                                             Ad hoc         authority?
                                             coalitions

Security       Anticommunist  Stress         Can be         Regional
 Assistance    focus          diplomatic,    strengthened   priorities?
               Element of     economic,      Stress access  Level of
               low intensity  and other      influence      funding?
               conflict       non military                  Popularity
                              measures                      of allies?

Arms           Modify         Modify         Stabilize      C o n t r o l
global
Control        strategic      theater        European       proliferation
               nuclear        nuclear        conventional   of advanced
               forces         forces         forces         weapons
                              as well        as well        as well?

     Table  4 considers the strategy descriptor of forward forces and its
subordinate  concepts.  Since   World  War  II,  the  United  States  has
positioned military forces beyond the North American continent in support
of  allies and  collective security.  The level,  mix and  disposition of
forces varied with changing circumstances and threats to U.S.  interests.
At the  height of  the Cold  War, we positioned  powerful ground  and air
forces close to the  border dividing Germany, with Atlantic  naval forces
patrolling well forward in the Norwegian and Barents Seas. In the Persian
Gulf,  we  maintained a  naval presence,  helped  to build  airfields and
ports, and prepositioned equipment on land and at sea. In the Pacific, we
stationed  forces in South Korea,  the Japanese islands,  Taiwan, and the
Philippines. Naval  forces exercised throughout the  Pacific Ocean, South
China Sea, and the Indian Ocean.

     Was all this forward positioning solely to contain communism? No. In
a geopolitical sense, U.S.  behavior in the Cold War had the same goal as
in two world wars against Germany and its allies. {23} We were bolstering
a host of  friendly nations  in their regional  rivalries with  potential
hegemons.  Halting  Iraqi aggression  would  have  been  far harder,  far
bloodier,  and  perhaps impossible  if our  forces  had not  retained the
forward posture left  over from the Cold War. As we digest the lessons of
Iraq, U.S. national security planners must now decide how far  forward we
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need to  be in the "new  world order." Military force  planners will then
have  to debate the right level, mix,  and location of air, land, sea and
space forces.

     The  following matrix visually captures the shift in level, mix, and
positioning of forward forces. As suggested in the  uncertainties column,
many questions  will arise from the recent  conflict with Iraq. The trend
toward  fewer forward based forces  will likely resume.  As a result, the
importance of  maintaining logistical infrastructure around  the Eurasian
periphery will  grow.  On land,  the POMCUS  (Prepositioning of  Materiel
Configured in Unit  Sets) sites for  Army divisions  are well tested  and
effective when permitted by allies. If rejected by allies, the importance
of sea based forces and logistics will  grow. As an example, the MPS
(Maritime Prepositioned Ships) concept worked well for the Marines against
Saddam Hussein. In the air, the bases constructed  in Saudi Arabia were
esse ntial for waging  the air campaign that made the ground war so
effective. But here again, the  loss of those bases would increase the
requirement for aircraft carriers and long range aviation.

                                 Table 4

                              FORWARD FORCES

               Cold War:      Nunn:          Bush:
     Uncertainties:
_________________________________________________________________________
Overseas       Massive        Stress         Fewer bases    Further
                                                            reduced?
Base           global         Europe and     abroad         Emphasize
Structure                     Korea                         off shore
                                                            (island)
                                                             bases?

Europe         Two heavy      Lead elements  One heavy      Multinational
               corps in       and reception  corps in       corps?
               Europe         forces in      Europe         Redistribute
                              Europe                        POMCUS?

Middle East    Naval ships/   Varies with    Joint forces   Joint MPS/
and Southwest  prepositioned  crisis         in theater     POMCUS?
Asia           equipment
               (MPS)

Asia and       Joint forces   Military       Joint forces   Principally
Pacific        based in       presence in    forward based  maritime?
               Korea, Japan   Korea          forward
               & Philippines                 presence

Western        Joint forces   Not specified  Contingency    Light forces
Hemisphere     in Panama and                 forces from    tailored for
               naval forces                  U.S.           L  a  t  i  n
America?
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               in Caribbean

Reinforcement  Rapid from     Slower from    Rapid from     Design Army
               U.S.           U.S.           U.S. and       forces for
               Scenario       Stress on      forward forces rapid, global
               specific       Europe         o Atlantic
reinforcement?
               o NATO Central Available for    hemisphere   Existence of
                 Front        other          o Pacific      f o r e i g n
bases?
               o Korean DMZ   theaters         hemisphere   Adequacy of
               o Persian Gulf                               strategic
                                                            lift?

     U.S. forces will surely continue to lose bases throughout Europe and
the Pacific,  if the perceived Soviet  threat recedes and  no new hegemon
arises  in  the near  future. As  a  result, naval  forces  and strategic
mobility  will be  of  growing importance  for  influencing key  regions,
assuring  access, supporting allies, and waging war when required. We are
unable to  predict exactly  which  forces will  be forward  based in  the
Middle  East, or  where. However,  the importance of  the region  and the
potential for  new threats to oil  will argue for maintaining  at least a
residual  U.S.  capability there.  The  goals of  deterring  conflict and
maintaining  collective security  with  Eurasian allies  assure that  key
elements of U.S. forces will continue to be positioned well forward.

     Even so, the forward forces are  certain to be smaller in the coming
years,  and their need for timely reinforcement will grow. Therefore, the
strategy descriptor of  reinforcement is  closely linked  to the  broader
notion of forward forces.

     Our final strategy descriptor concerns the broad and complex concept
of flexibility. It is, perhaps, the hardest to understand. But it is also
the most important from the narrow perspective of the force planner.

     Since  the end of the  Cold War, national  security strategists have
been  exploring  a wide  range of  possible  future worlds.  {24} Current
trends  are extremely  contradictory,  with  countervailing  evidence  of
conflict in some realms or regions and cooperation in others. We conclude
from these postulated worlds that the  United States faces a volatile and
uncertain  future. The U.S.  armed forces  will not  be blessed  with the
predictability of the  Cold War.  Thus, force planners  must continue  to
prepare  for  a  range of  conflict  situations  from  the deterrence  of
strategic nuclear  war, through the waging of  heavy conventional combat,
to countering  guerrillas and  terrorism through security  assistance. We
must retain our corporate memory about how to deal with such combat. At a
minimum, as perceived threats  wane, we must retain enough  capability to
permit rapid mobilization and reconstitution.

     A  second  implication of  flexibility  deals  with several  related
concepts of  escalation. All aim at refusing to fight  a war on terms set
by the enemy. The oldest is "vertical escalation," which originally meant
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the  employment of  weapons at  higher levels  of technology  and greater
destructiveness. The traditional example was NATO's threat to use nuclear
weapons  against the Warsaw Pact in the event of conventional aggression.
Over the  decades, the concept  has been  confused by the  development of
highly sophisticated conventional weapons. Some would argue that the high
technology forces employed  by the United Nations coalition  against Iraq
constituted  vertical escalation.  Their  use may  have preempted  Iraq's
proven ability to escalate vertically  by employment of chemical weapons.
(In a worst case analysis, coalition planners also had to contemplate the
possibility that Iraq might have employed bacteriological or perhaps even
nuclear weapons.)  Saddam Hussein's deliberate  oil spills into  the Gulf
and torching of Kuwaiti well heads also constituted new forms of vertical
escalation by environmental and economic means.

     "Horizontal escalation" is a different and murkier concept. It has a
geographic connotation, in opening up a new theater of operations, but it
is more than simply brilliant military strategy. As we see it, the Allied
amphibious  attack on  Normandy  in  World  War  II  was  not  horizontal
escalation,  since the  membership Of the  coalition and  their political
objectives  had not changed, nor had their  focus on the European theater
of operations.  But the Soviet attack on Japan in August, 1945, which the
U.S  and U.K. had  promoted at Yalta, was  something different. Japan was
attacked in a  new theater, by  a new enemy,  with drastically  different
strengths and goals. An

additional example of what we would call horizontal escalation might have
occurred in the recent war with Iraq. The coalition's sweep into southern
Iraq was operationally brilliant and deceptive,  but it did not amount to
horizontal  escalation.  However, if  Israel  had  massively entered  the
fight,  or  if Turkey,  Iran,  or Syria  had  attacked from  their common
borders with Iraq, the term horizontal escalation would seem appropriate.

     Another form of escalation involves time.  We have chosen to call it
"temporal escalation." As an example, Israel preempted Egyptian attack in
1967 by decimating Cairo's air force and thus guaranteeing victory on the
ground. Had Tel Aviv chosen to fight the war as Nasser had planned, after
a full Egyptian mobilization, the outcome might have been very different.
In  the recent conflict with Iraq, Saddam  Hussein gave the Israelis more
provocation  than Nasser  ever  did, yet  Tel Aviv  wisely  chose not  to
retaliate immediately. In both  cases, the Israelis refused to  act along
the time line expected and desired by their adversaries.

     For the  United States  in  the new  world order,  a  major form  of
"temporal escalation"  may well  be what  the  Bush Administration  calls
crisis response  through power  projection. {25}  There will  probably be
many  occasions when  the United  States must  rapidly bolster  allies or
deter rivals. If the goal is  to resolve some future crisis, the strategy
may well be to "nip it in the bud" by a prompt and powerful response.

     The  need  for   flexibility  creates   several  other   subordinate
descriptors.  We  view  the  most  important  as  power  projection:  the
capability which  was so  crucial  for victory  over Iraq.  Additionally,
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flexibility  demands  consideration  of  what forces  are  adequate;  how
competing  missions  should  be  balanced; how  the  reserves  should  be
structured; the degree to  which manpower, industry, and materiel  can be
mobilized; and  the importance of  maintaining a technological  edge over
our rivals.

     Table  No. 5 suggests the  complexity and wide  range of subordinate
descriptors  necessary  to achieve  flexibility.  Each  of these  related
concepts  carries  powerful  implications  for the  force  planner.  They
suggest  the need for capabilities throughout the spectrum of conflict to
deter war or end the conflict on favorable terms if deterrence fails.

     We  suspect that American planners will derive less and less benefit
from  possessing large  numbers of  nuclear  weapons. Indeed,  our entire
concept of deterring war  by the threat of vertical escalation  will come
under  challenge. Even  against  the USSR,  some  Americans question  the
utility  of nuclear weapons, except  as retaliation in  kind. But against
any country  other than that superpower,  it is very  doubtful whether we
would actually employ  such weapons.  As a result,  we believe that  U.S.
force planners will have to think hard about flexibility in all its force
planning implications.

                                 Table 5

                               FLEXIBILITY

               Cold War:      Nunn:          Bush:
     Uncertainties:
_________________________________________________________________________
Vertical       Full range     Abolish land      ?           Level and mix
Escalation     of forces:     based, short                  of nuclear,
               nuclear,       range nuclear                 chemical and
               chemical and   systems                       conventional
               conventional                                 forces?

Horizontal     Second theater    ?              ?           Still useful
                                                            vs.
Escalation     vs. USSR                                     new hegemons?

Temporal       Outlast USSR      ?              ?           Still
                                                            important
Escalation                                                  to USSR?
                                                            Growing
                                                            importance
                                                            vs. new
                                                            hegemons?

Adequate       Large forces   Less           25% fewer      Soviet
                                                            politics
Forces         Soviet         capability     if Soviets     at home and
               oriented       as Soviet      become         abroad?
                              threat         democratic     Emerging
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                              declines                      hegemons?

Balanced       Skewed toward  Emphasis on    Full spectrum  Fiscal
Forces         heavy forces;  lighter more   from armor     constraints?
               relied on      lethal forces  through        Risk of too
                                                            much
               allies for                    mobile,        emphasis on
               other                         fast, lethal,  lessons
                                                            learned
               capabilities                  and light      from Iraq?
                                             forces

Power          Peripheral to  Selective      Growing        Dominant
Projection     main theater   importance     importance     concept
                              for some       to all         for force
                              theaters       theaters       planners?

Reserves       Total Force    More reliance  Redesign       Implications
                                                            of
               concept        on reserves    roles and      Iraq for key
                              Adjustable     missions       units? Fiscal
                              readiness                     constraints?

Mobilization   Capability for Preserve       Reconstitution Soviet
 o Manpower    protracted,    viable defense if threat      resurgence?
 o Industrial  global         industrial     of massive     Concurrent
   Base        conventional   base           combat         crises?
 o Stockpiles  war                           returns        Demographics?
                                                            National
                                                            service?

Technology     Arms race      Maintain       Technological  Maintain U.S.
               with Soviet    technological  superiority    supremacy in
               Union          superiority    Offset         o           r
superiority
                              over Soviets   numerical      in key
                                                            measures
                                             superiority    of global
                                             of potential   military
                                             adversaries    balance?

                               Conclusions

     We  have proceeded from the contention that strategy should serve as
a  guide to  force  planning.  We  have  sought  both  consistencies  and
inconsistencies in  strategic pronouncements  of the post  Cold War  era,
trying  to winnow  the innovations  from the  surviving traditions.  As a
result, we have synthesized a large  number of ideas into what we believe
are the most important concepts affecting future forces. We have tried to
put  them  in a  coherent order,  going from  the highest  level concepts
through   a  logical   succession  of   dominant  and   then  subordinate
descriptors.  We believe that force  planners should do  likewise as they
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adapt to the changing world environment and make their own force planning
decisions.

     The administration's "new defense  strategy" has begun the necessary
movement  away  from a  specific, threat  driven  strategy (aimed  at the
Soviets)  and  toward  a  much  more  general, interest  driven  strategy
(concerned  with  economic interdependence,  regional stability,  and the
proliferation of  advanced weapons). Depending  on how different  the new
world order turns out to be from the Cold War, many extreme outcomes  are
possible.  Deterrence  could  become   either  more  unilateral  or  more
cooperative;  collective  security  could  give way  to  isolationism  or
dominance;  forward forces  could  give way  to  bastion defense  of  our
homeland  or  global operations  conducted  solely  from  the  seas;  and
flexibility  could  be  abandoned,  by giving  up  such  capabilities  as
fighting  a distant armored  war, renouncing  low intensity  conflict, or
ending  our concept of deterring war through the threatened employment of
nuclear weapons.

     To  us, power projection and  flexibility would seem  to require the
most thought today. The war with Iraq showed once again the importance of
getting there  first with the most. The world is too unpredictable to say
for  sure which  threat  most  deserves,  the  attention  of  U.S.  force
planners, but  it probably will  be located at  least one ocean  away and
thus  require  a  robust capability  to  project  joint  forces from  the
Continental U.S. and adjacent theaters.

     This  conclusion leads to the old, post Vietnam debate about whether
or not  America can or should  be the world's policeman.  We would submit
that this  is the wrong  metaphor. From a  geopolitical point of  view, a
more appropriate symbol might be a fireman's badge. The United States can
and  should  continue  to take  part  in  periodic  world community  fire
brigades  to protect our vital interests,  as we did under United Nations
auspices  against  Iraq.  Some  authorities  may  argue   that  the  term
"peacetime  engagement"  implies a  more  proactive role  for  the United
States, as opposed to such reactive applications of force as we conducted
throughout the Cold War. In this case, to expand the metaphor, the United
States would become a global safety inspector, intent on neutralizing the
causes of fire before regional conflagrations  occur. Whichever  metaphor
eventually triumphs,  it will powerfully symbolize the choices facing future
force planners.
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               Chapter 2: Planning Strategic Nuclear Forces
                          A: Introductory Essay
                                  * * *
                     Strategic Nuclear Force Planning

                      Captain Tom Lawler, U.S. Navy
                                   and
                          Mackubin T. Owens, Jr.

     This chapter examines the concepts and variables associated with the
structuring  and deployment  of strategic  nuclear forces.  Nuclear force
planning  has  been  the  most important  case  for  the  past 45  years,
providing  the overarching framework  for every  aspect of  U.S. national
security. Many analysts  point to the strategic nuclear case  as the most
difficult because of the  nature and intensity of the  national interests
involved. While  the probability of nuclear war  with the Soviet Union is
very  low, its effects, in the event  of a nuclear exchange, would almost
certainly result in the destruction of the United States: its values, its
institutions,  and its people. In  this chapter we  attempt to introduce,
explore, build on, and question the concepts  that have molded and guided
our strategic thought and force structure during the nuclear era.

     There is another reason  for beginning the treatment of  joint force
planning  with   the  strategic  nuclear  case:  it  is  conceptually  an
extraordinary clear  planning case. It  illustrates a top  down approach,
demonstrating how  different strategic  choices must necessarily  lead to
different  force structures. Yet it  also shows how  other force planning
considerations, such  as the threat and  the need to hedge,  temper a top
down approach.

     Conceptually, nuclear force planning  begins with the requirement to
defend the homeland. Through  most of its national existence,  the United
States has been blessed with weak or friendly neighbors, and oceans which
provided a barrier against invasion of the North American continent. This
situation changed  when the  Soviet Union developed  the intercontinental
means  of  delivering  nuclear   explosives  directly  against  the  U.S.
homeland.

     Throughout  the nuclear age, the U.S. tended to stress deterrence as
the best means of ensuring the survival of the homeland. While the nature
of deterrence  has changed over time,  it was usually understood  to mean
not just  deterring nuclear war, but  war at all levels  between the U.S.
and the Soviet

Union; and not just an  attack on the U.S. (fundamental  deterrence), but
an attack by the Soviets and their satellites against U.S. allies as well
(extended deterrence). Do we need to reevaluate the meaning of deterrence
in light of the collapse of the Warsaw Pact?

     A deterrent must be  perceived by an adversary to  be credible. That
adversary must believe  that we have both the capability  and the will to
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employ our military means. It  also helps if the enemy is uncertain as to
exactly when or how the deterrent will  be used. Thus we might employ  an
equation that illustrates all the elements of deterrence:

          Deterrence = adversary's perception
                       (capability + will + uncertainty).

                    Deterrence: Punishment vs. Denial

     In  general there are two ways to deter an adversary: punishment and
denial. The first is conceptually the  simpler of the two to  accomplish.
It requires only  that we maintain a secure second  strike capability for
purposes of retaliation against aggression or an adversary's first use of
nuclear  weapons. Denial is more complex:  here we deter by maintaining a
warfighting (or defensive) capability that convinces an adversary that we
can prevail in a nuclear war.

     These two general strategies have clear and different force planning
implications. Deterrence by the threat of punishment  can conceptually be
accomplished  by  means  of   relatively  cheap,  simple  systems.  Force
characteristics are  basic. Targeting  philosophy can be  oriented toward
"countervalue" assets: population and industrial capacity. As a result of
an emphasis on relatively  "soft" targets, there is not  much requirement
for highly  accurate delivery  systems. Command and  control requirements
are simple as well: early waining and the President's  decision to launch
the retaliatory strike.

     While  this force structure is relatively cheap and simple, it lacks
flexibility.  Such a  strategy  and  force  structure provides  only  two
options  to the  President: retaliate  and risk  nuclear holocaust  or do
nothing in response  to an  adversary's aggression. A  problem with  this
strategy is  that an adversary may  not perceive that is  it credible. If
so,  then deterrence,  especially  deterrence of  aggression  short of  a
nuclear first strike, might fail.

     The  alternative is  much  more complex,  demanding  and costly.  As
illustrated  in Table 1, the force characteristics required by an arsenal
designed to  execute a "warfighting" or "counterforce"  strategy are much
more demanding than those  for a "punishment" force structure. But such a
system provides greater flexibility to the President. He does not face an
"all  or  nothing"  decision  in  response   to  an  adversary's  action.
Accordingly, this strategy may be seen to enhance deterrence.
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                                Table 1

                                                  Counter        Assured
                                                  force
_________________________________________________________________________
Destruction
Strategic Weapons Requirements
  Target Coverage and Destruction Capabilities
    Hard Target Kill Capability                   x
    Soft Target Kill Capability                   x              x
    Time Urgency                                  X
    Collateral Damage Limitation                  x
    Coverage of Entire Target Spectrum            x
  Endurance and Flexible Response
    Endurance                                     x
    Retargeting                                   x
    Location and Destruction of Mobile Targets    x

Strategic C-31 Requirements
  Endurance
    Early Warning                                 x              x
    Continued Warning                             x
    Initial Leadership Survival                   x              x
    Continued Leadership Survival                 x
    Retaliation Decision Transmission             x              x
    Continuing Communications with
      Strategic Forces                            X
  Flexible Response
    Two Way Communications with Strategic
      Forces / Forces Status Reporting            x
    Damage Assessment                             x
    Real Time Imagery and Other Intelligence      x
    Communications with Adversary                 x
_________________________________________________________________________
     From  Jeffrey  Richelson, "PD59,  NSDD13  and  the Reagan  Strategic
Modernization Program, Part II," in Richmond M. Lloyd et al., Foundations
of  Force Planning:  Concepts  and Issues,  (Newport:  Naval War  College
Press, 1986), p. 322.

                         Deterrence and Stability

     The  U.S.  goal during  the  Cold War  was to  maintain  a credible,
flexible  and   extended  deterrent.  Another   characteristic  of   U.S.
deterrence  theory  has  been  stability. Indeed,  while  there  are many
influential  critics of the concept  of stability, some  would argue that
stability has been the  overriding consideration in developing a  nuclear
strategy  and  force  structure.  There  are  three  different  types  of
stability:  l)  crisis  stability,  usually  considered to  be  the  most
important; 2) deterrence stability; and 3) arms race stability.

     Crisis  stability  describes the  situation  in which  there  are no
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incentives for  either side  to launch  a premeditated  preemptive strike
when tensions are high. A crisis/stable condition is one in which neither
side is vulnerable  to a first  strike nor has  the capability to  strike
first with high assurance of disarming the other side.

     A  condition of instability is said to  exist when one or both sides
have  large  numbers  of  silobased,  very  accurate,  and highly  MIRVed
(equipped with multiple independently targetable reentry  vehicles)
missiles. On the one hand there are a  number of vulnerable and  highly
lucrative targets;  on the  other, there are a large number  of highly
capable systems that can, at  least theoretically,  destroy those  targets.
In  a crisis,  one side might have  an incentive  to launch  a first  strike
in order  to gain  a military advantage.  Both sides would  be on a  "hair
trigger," ready  to "launch on warning" on the basis of ambiguous signals.

     Deterrence  stability is  directly  linked to  crisis stability.  It
describes  a condition  in  which  there  are  reduced  opportunities  or
incentives  for  either side  to use  its  nuclear arsenal  for political
intimidation  during  a   period  characterized  by   a  high  level   of
international  tension  or  a   gross  imbalance  of  forces.  Deterrence
instability  is  especially a  problem when  one  side has  a warfighting
strategy and nuclear arsenal and the other bases its strategy on "minimal
deterrence" or punishment by retaliation. As suggested before, the latter
has only two options. Its threat to retaliate might not be credible, even
to the side making the threat. Accordingly, that side would be vulnerable
to nuclear  intimidation. The  other side  would be  able to  achieve its
political goals without actually using its arsenal.

     Arms  race stability describes a situation in which neither side has
an  incentive  to vigorously  pursue  a  competitive  advantage over  its
adversary. This form of  stability is somewhat at  odds with the  others,
because technological advances  are often  the means by  which the  other
forms  of   stability  are   enhanced.  For  instance,   a  technological
breakthrough  that  enables a  side  to reduce  the  size of  its systems
thereby enhancing their survivability  may increase stability by reducing
vulnerability  to a first strike.  Thus, freezing technology  in order to
achieve arms race stability may actually undermine crisis stability.

              Force Planning for a Stable Nuclear Deterrent

     If  the goal  is to  create a  stable, credible,  extended, flexible
nuclear deterrent, what strategy should  guide the force planner?  During
the 1950s  the United States chose  a war fighting strategy  based on the
Strategic  Air Command's ability to  penetrate the Soviet  Union with its
bomber force. As the Soviet Union developed its own arsenal, especially a
large number of land based intercontinental  ballistic missiles, the U.S.
shifted, during the 1960s, to a  "punishment" strategy based on a  secure
retaliatory  second  strike  capability.   This  decision  was  based  on
budgetary  considerations (the cost of  a counterforce strategy is high),
technology (early U.S.  missiles lacked the accuracy  to destroy hardened
Soviet  missile silos),  and  arms control  considerations (Secretary  of
Defense  Robert McNamara believed that if both sides accepted the concept
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of  "assured destruction,"  arms  race stability  would  be enhanced  and
arsenals could eventually be negotiated down.)

     McNamara's  strategy called  for  a U.S.  nuclear  force capable  of
retaliating against  the Soviet  Union with  enough nuclear  firepower to
destroy 25  percent of the  population and  50 percent of  the industrial
capacity.  The explosive  power  necessary to  achieve  such a  level  of
"assured  destruction" was 400 equivalent megatons (EMT). The increase in
destruction inflicted  by greater firepower was  only marginally greater.
Thus  the U.S.  formally  adopted  a  triad  of  forces  with  sufficient
redundancy,  flexibility,  and  overall  survivability  to  deliver   the
required firepower. (In reality, the aggregate firepower was considerably
greater.)

     McNamara  also cancelled  the  U.S.  antiballistic  missile  system,
because he feared that pursuit of  a missile defense would ignite an arms
race, and because assured destruction  as a concept fails if one  or both
sides deploy a defense. The side with a defense could presumably launch a
first strike and  then defeat  any attempted retaliation.  In this  view,
defenses are destabilizing.

     Although  U.S. nuclear  strategy was  modified during the  1970s, it
continued  to  be based  on retaliation.  Toward the  end of  the decade,
however, some defense analysts became concerned that the Soviets, despite
their rhetoric,  did  not  accept  the concept  of  assured  destruction.
Instead,  the Soviets  seemed to  be building  weapons  that gave  them a
significant   counterforce  capability.  In  response,  President  Carter
modified  U.S. nuclear  policy;  the subsequent  change  in U.S.  nuclear
strategy provided the basis for the massive modernization of U.S. nuclear
forces that occurred during the Reagan presidency.

     The history of U.S. nuclear force planning illustrates two important
points. First, stability is  affected by the strategy and  force planning
decisions  of  both sides.  Second,  there are  various ways  to  fix the
problem  of  instability.  The nuclear  force  planner  has  a number  of
complementary options available.

     Probably the most stable outcome is if both sides accept the concept
of  assured destruction. Neither side  can launch a  first strike without
incurring   a  devastating   retaliatory  response.   Neither  side   can
successfully use its nuclear arsenal  for purposes of coercive diplomacy.
If both  sides accept a  counterforce strategy, the  outcome is far  more
costly, but still relatively stable.

     The  most unstable situation prevails  when one side accepts assured
destruction while  the other  depends on  a counterforce  strategy. Under
these circumstances, the counterforce side has the theoretical capability
to disarm  the other with a  first strike and therefore  the incentive to
use nuclear weapons for diplomatic coercion. The assured destruction side
is theoretically vulnerable  to both  a first strike  and the  consequent
diplomatic coercion.
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     Some would argue that this was the situation that existed at the end
of the 1970s. The idea of a "window of vulnerability"  arose from concern
that the U.S. was at a severe disadvantage vis-a-vis the USSR because the
Soviets had built an arsenal  capable of holding the U.S. target  base at
risk, while the U.S. arsenal did not have the reciprocal capability.

     The  second point  is  illustrated  by  the  U.S.  response  to  the
perceived instability. A force planner in the situation faced by the U.S.
in  1979  can redress  crisis instability  by  building more  weapons; by
modernizing his  force structure in  order to  enhance survivability  and
achieve a counterforce capability; or by building a defensive capability.
In fact, the Reagan administration combined all these methods and added a
more   controversial  approach   which  President   Reagan  himself   had
criticized: attempting  to influence Soviet force  structure through arms
control negotiations.

                     Arms Control and Force Planning

     Arms control  has  many  critics,  but the  thoughtful  advocate  of
negotiations  argues  that arms  control can  play  an important  role in
international  affairs  as   long  as  it   is  tempered  by   reasonable
expectations and is integrated  into a comprehensive strategic framework.
The problem with arms  control is that its more  vociferous champions all
too often see it as an end rather than a means to improved security. Thus
the process  of arms  control is  substituted for  the substance  of arms
control.

     Arms control  is traditionally defined  as cooperative  arrangements
among potential political adversaries in the interest of: 1) reducing the
likelihood and risk of war; 2) reducing the consequences of war should it
occur; and 3) reducing the cost of preparing for war. These are ambitious
goals, and  whether  they have  ever been  achieved through  negotiations
remains in question.

     The U.S. government takes a narrower view of arms control. Its three
goals  are: 1)  to enhance deterrence;  2) to  support allies;  and 3) to
channel trends  in the military  balance in more  stabilizing directions.
This last objective is of the greatest importance to the force planner.

     For example, a force planner  might look at a proposed  arms control
agreement such as START and  evaluate it on the basis of  objective force
structure criteria. Does this agreement lead to deep reductions, not only
in raw  numbers, but in terms  of particular threats and  enemy weapon to
target  ratios? Does it bound the actual capabilities of our adversaries?
Does  it truly  constrain threatening  technologies? Does  it restructure
forces in desirable ways, e.g. enhance survivability and hence stability?
Does it channel military competition in more desirable ways? Does it have
meaningful confidence building  measures? Is it verifiable? Will the U.S.
take appropriate steps if it is violated?

     Reasonable people may evaluate  a given treaty differently according
to such  criteria. The main point  is that arms control  has a tremendous



71

impact on  force planning. The force planner must be aware of this impact
and make his recommendations accordingly.

                           Overview of Readings

     There are two central questions concerning nuclear weapons that will
occupy  U.S. planners in  the near future: what  path should this country
follow  vis-a-vis the  USSR? And  how  applicable is  traditional nuclear
strategy  to the  post  Cold War  world  in which  regional  threats take
precedence over the threat of a global war between the U.S. and USSR?

     As  to  the  first,  we  must  always  remember  that  while  Soviet
intentions  seem to  have  changed recently,  Soviet capabilities  remain
formidable,   and   while  intentions   could   change   back  overnight,
capabilities  change  only slowly.  Concerning  the  second, the  nuclear
status  quo between the two  superpowers that prevailed  for four decades
did not deter regional conflict.  And in the first post Cold  War crisis,
the U.S.  nuclear  arsenal  did not  deter  Saddam  Hussein's  aggression
(although it arguably influenced his decision not to use chemical weapons
once the ground war began).

     The readings in this chapter are  designed to give you the flavor of
planning  nuclear forces in this critical transition period from the Cold
War to the new security environment. What is the future role of offensive
forces?  Can they  effectively  deter wouldbe  regional hegemons  such as
Saddam  Hussein?  What  is  the  role  of  nuclear  weapons  in  regional
confrontations  such as that between India and  Pakistan, or in a Mideast
conflict involving Israel? What  is the future of defense?  How important
will  arms control be  in the future?  What will  be the focus  of future
negotiations?

     In the chapter's first  article, Slocombe attempts to set  the stage
for the post Cold War era. While recognizing that the end of the Cold War
has   significantly  redefined   the  scope   and  nature   of  East/West
competition,  it  has not  and will  not  eliminate nuclear  weapons. The
present  debate  over nuclear  issues, while  less  intense, will  in all
likelihood  be even  more complicated  in the  future. Slocombe  sees the
nuclear  debate emerging around  three critical issues  that have serious
force planning  implications. Should nuclear weapons continue  to be used
to deter a nuclear  attack, and can they further be relied  on to deter a
large  scale  conventional attack?  Should  and  can nuclear  weapons  be
reduced to a few thousand warheads, based on a deterrent strategy founded
on the  capability to  attack both military  targets and cities?  Can the
nation safely  reduce its nuclear arsenal  to a few hundred  warheads and
rely on a deterrent strategy based on the capability to mount devastating
nuclear attacks on population  centers? He suggests that the  U.S. should
have as  its goal a  strategic nuclear  force that will  be smaller  than
presently  contemplated under  START, yet  more survivable,  and flexible
enough  to provide  the National  Command Authority choices  in targeting
other than just population centers.

     Sloss,  recognizing  the  changing  nature  of  the  Soviet  threat,
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attempts to develop a  rationale for a new nuclear  employment policy. He
makes specific

force  recommendations on the level  and mix of  nuclear capabilities and
develops  a target base and warhead ratios  based on strategy options. He
suggests that the Soviet experience with  Chernobyl had a major impact on
the Soviet perception of  nuclear weapons. The once strident  Soviet view
that nuclear weapons would be inexorably linked to a decisive  victory in
any future  war  appears  to  have  been  reevaluated.  In  the  wake  of
Chernobyl,  nuclear weapons seem to  have lost their  appeal. The Soviets
now seriously  doubt the utility of  nuclear weapons and have  raised new
concerns  about  the consequences  of a  nuclear war.  While he  sees the
Soviet leadership  as willing  to make  considerable  reductions in  both
theater and strategic forces, Sloss does not feel that they are  prepared
to   totally   disregard   modernization  or   eliminate   their  nuclear
capabilities.   In  light  of  these  changes,   Sloss  believes  that  a
significant reduction  in nuclear  capabilities will be  negotiated. This
will  have a major impact on reshaping  our targeting policy. In light of
these  reductions, much  greater emphasis  should be  given to  targeting
Soviet non-nuclear  military forces,  especially  their power  projection
forces.

     General  Piotrowski changes  the  debate from  strategic offense  to
strategic defense. He  contends that Iraqi  Scud missiles encountered  in
Desert Storm  are just the  "tip of the  iceberg." Many nations  have, or
soon will  have, the technology to  marry weapons of  mass destruction to
ballistic missiles. In looking  to the future, he  addresses a number  of
concerns:  nuclear  weapon  and  ballistic   missile  proliferation,  the
questionable value of  deterrence theory  when applied to  a third  world
nation; the possibility of an accidental launch; and the uncertain nature
of the  economic and political turmoil  in the Soviet Union.  In light of
these  concerns, he  recommends  that the  U.S.  continue to  pursue  the
technology necessary to deploy a space based defensive capability against
ballistic missile attack. He suggests that this capability  is affordable
and  that  defensive capabilities  can  be  introduced  into the  nuclear
equation in a stabilizing manner with the Soviet Union.

     On  the other  side of  the equation,  Bunn looks  at  the strategic
defense option from  a cost benefit  perspective. He asks  if there is  a
credible  threat posed by a  limited ballistic attack  against the United
States? Would a  third world country  choose to attack or  intimidate the
U.S. with weapons  of mass destruction  delivered by ballistic  missiles?
Bunn  contends that the enormous  financial costs associated  with even a
limited  space based ballistic missile defense capability, not to mention
the  huge political  costs  associated with  the  abrogation of  the  ABM
Treaty, are too high to justify full scale development and deployment. To
counter limited threats, he recommends that strategic defense research on
a ground based system be continued. In addition, the United States should
also  strengthen its diplomatic efforts to complete a START agreement and
intensify its efforts to garner  support for the Nuclear Nonproliferation
Treaty while working toward deeper nuclear reductions in START II.
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     Finally, our  strategic national objectives,  military strategy  and
force  structure   are  considered   from  a  diplomatic   and  political
perspective. Arms control provides an alternative supporting strategy for
achieving  our strategic  objectives,  and helps  to limit  expensive and
threatening military buildups. Nye provides a rationale for the continued
pursuit of arms control agreements. He contends that in the post Cold War
environment arms control agreements are part of a political process. They
are both needed  and desirable  in that they  increase communication  and
transparency among adversaries, build confidence, and provide a framework
for  common security. On the  opposite side of  the argument, Krauthammer
seriously questions  the desirability  and effectiveness of  arms control
agreements. He  sees them  as possibly  dangerous in that  they may  lull
Western  governments into  a  false sense  of  security. He  rejects  the
popular belief  that cutting  numbers of strategic  nuclear weapons  will
necessarily enhance stability.
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                                  * * *
               Strategic Stability in a Restructured World

                            Walter B. Slocombe

                        Not available at this time
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                              Chapter 2.B.2
                                  * * *
                              Excerpts from
              Reexamining Nuclear Policy in a Changing World

                                Leon Sloss

                             I.  Introduction

     My purpose  in writing this report  is to develop a  rationale for a
new  nuclear  employment  policy  and  force  structure  adapted  to  the
conditions  that might  prevail  at the  beginning  of the  twenty  first
century. Of course, no one can be sure what those conditions will be, but
we can  be quite confident  that they will  differ from the  past and the
present.

           II.  Elements of a Strategy for the 1990s and Beyond

Objectives.   .  .  .  our  security  strategy  should  have  three  main
objectives.  First, it  should  contribute to  balancing Soviet  military
power and dissuading them  from reconstituting that power in  the changed
threat  conditions already  described.  Second, it  should contribute  to
stability in Europe and  to reassurance of our allies there.  Finally, it
should  protect vital U.S. interests elsewhere in the world. There should
be new opportunities to reduce the risks of military confrontation and to
ease  the burden  of arms. There  will also  be new  security problems to
confront. The United States needs to shape its
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strategy  and force posture to take advantage of opportunities to control
and reduce arms, but also to hedge against new threats.

Changes  in NATO. Being prepared  to defend against  a large, potentially
nuclear war in Europe has been  a major driver of our strategy and  force
posture.  Such a  threat has  become more  remote, and  if a  threat does
reemerge we will have considerable warning. Thus, we can begin to reshape
our strategy and restructure our forces with this in mind.

     We  must now assume that substantial forces and nuclear weapons will
be  withdrawn from  Europe. It  would  not be  realistic to  resist these
trends if  we wanted  to,  but there  should  be two  conditions.  First,
withdrawal  should be mutual. We should take advantage of apparent Soviet
desires  to reduce  their forces  and to  negotiate a  better balance  in
Europe, ensure greater  warning time, and establish a verification regime
that would provide  ample and clear warning of any  violations of the new
regime. Second, we  should structure  our own forces  (and encourage  our
allies to structure theirs) so that we can respond effectively to warning
under  the new  conditions. According  to some  estimates, the  amount of
warning time  that we can expect in Europe already has increased from ten
to  fourteen days  to at least  thirty days.  {1} In  the future, warning
times may be  even greater. To adjust the U.S.  and allied force postures
to  this  new  condition implies  creating  reserve  forces  that can  be
mobilized within the warning time likely to be available and establishing
a  mobilization base  that can  be expanded  as quickly  as estimates  of
warning time demand. These safeguard measures will not  only permit us to
respond to warning, but will also help to deter reconstitution  of forces
by the Soviets.

     We  should plan  to keep  forces and  nuclear weapons  in Europe  at
reduced  levels  as long  as  they  are welcome.  Our  presence  not only
contributes to  deterrence but  also provides reassurance  to allies  and
gives us a  voice in the  emerging, changed Europe.  However, we must  be
prepared  to make  changes in  our force  deployments, including  nuclear
weapons deployments,  when it is  clear that  our presence is  more of  a
political  liability  than  a  military asset.  Clearly,  President  Bush
considered the  new strategic and  political conditions in  Europe before
the recent duly 1990 NATO summit in London, where he  proposed abandoning
early nuclear first use and called for the eventual withdrawal of nuclear
artillery.

     We  will need to maintain  plans and capabilities  to return forces,
including nuclear  forces, to Europe  if the  threat changes,  but it  is
neither realistic nor necessary  to plan on  returning a large number  of
heavily divisions rapidly (e.g., ten divisions in ten days). We will need
to work our new  plans, consistent with prospective  changes in the  U.S.
force posture, in conjunction with our allies.

     There will be a need to  maintain some ground, air, and naval forces
at  a high  state  of readiness  to  deal with  contingencies  outside of
Europe, but the bulk of  the forces need not be at high  levels of alert.
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Many can be in the reserves or  national guard. However, those  forces that
do  enter c onflict  in areas  outside of  Europe must  increasingly be
trained and equipped to deal with sophisticated weaponry.

The Roles  of Nuclear  Forces. The  nuclear  forces will  be affected  by
changed  circumstances.  Two  broad  issues  will  shape  future  nuclear
strategy. The  first issue has  to do  with the role  of nuclear  forces.
There  are some  who would narrow  the role  of such  forces to deterring
nuclear attack on the  United States, abandoning the concept  of extended
deterrence, which  they  believe is  no  longer needed  or  is no  longer
credible. {2}

     The view reflected in this report is that nuclear weapons still have
an important role to play in deterring war, not just nuclear war, even if
the  conventional balance is improved. A number of factors have prevented
a major  war affecting the interests of the great powers and their allies
for more than forty years. Although the role played by nuclear weapons is
debated, it is  apparent to me and many others  that nuclear weapons have
played an  important role in  deterrence of  war, and we  should be  very
cautious  about abandoning that role even  if the threat now appears less
imminent.  Nuclear  weapons have  also played  a  role in  reassuring our
allies of our commitment to their defense; such reassurance can help curb
pressures  for proliferation.  The need  for reassurance  is particularly
important when the world  faces so much uncertainty and  change. Finally,
nuclear weapons, by  providing a  sense of security,  can facilitate  the
process  of developing a new security relationship between East and West.
This is a new  role, not yet well understood,  but it will be  of growing
importance.

     A  second issue  is how  to maintain  deterrence in  new conditions.
Deterrence  consists  of posing  Penalties  and  risks  to a  prospective
aggressor  so that  he will  judge the  use of  force to  be unrewarding.
Nuclear  forces can  cast a  menacing shadow,  creating doubts  about the
risks that  would  confront an  attacker.  The possibility  that  nuclear
weapons could  be invoked, no matter how  remote, introduces incalculable
risks and thus contributes to deterrence of war at any level.

     It is  crucial  to  back  up  the  threat  of  escalation  with  the
capability to  carry it out.  For nuclear weapons  to play their  role in
deterrence and war  termination, we must be able to  present an adversary
with the credible prospect of nuclear escalation should U.S. territory or
interests, or  those of our  allies, be threatened. If  the penalties and
risks  that we pose  are to be  credible, there must  be some probability
that they will be  invoked. Therefore, the response must  be proportional
to the  issues involved.  If there  are no  options for force  employment
other than a  massive, general attack on cities, the  threat becomes self
deterring. Thus, we should continue to have a variety of nuclear
options  available to  respond to  aggression, ranging from  very limited
attacks to large scale responses.

     As long as the  Soviet Union retains nuclear weapons,  these weapons
will remain part of the deterrence picture. In our future  thinking about
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potential  hostilities with  the Soviet  Union, we  must take  account of
changing  Soviet views and conditions. I have suggested above that Soviet
views  of nuclear weapons  are changing. The  Soviet political leadership
appears to be  appropriately awed by  the prospect  of nuclear war.  This
does not  make such a conflict  inconceivable, but it does  mean that the
Soviets are likely to approach any crisis  that could lead to a major war
with caution, as indeed they have in the past.

     No one  can be certain what deters the Soviet Union. Because of this
uncertainty,  we  have maintained  a capability  to  attack a  variety of
targets under a  variety of circumstances,  and we should continue  to do
so. But if nuclear forces are sharply reduced in the future,  we will not
be able to  cover as broad a  range of targets;  it will be necessary  to
make choices.  I suggest  in Section  V that  in these  circumstances the
United  States  should  reduce  the priority  given  to  counter  nuclear
targeting and adopt a new emphasis on targeting projection forces.

     With  the  emergence of  a new  conventional  balance in  Europe, it
should  be  possible  to  deter  aggression  (now  an  even  more  remote
possibility) with reduced reliance on nuclear weapons. I have noted about
that  the risk  of a  surprise attack  is receding.  The emphasis  in our
planning  should be on a  possible conflict that  follows mobilization of
Soviet  forces. The objective of  our strategy under  this scenario is to
convey  to the Soviets the notion that proceeding with mobilization would
involve risks incommensurate  with their  objectives. Our  first line  of
defense would be our own mobilization capabilities,  but if these fail to
deter, or  if a  purely conventional defense  proves inadequate,  nuclear
weapons should be in the background.

     As long as hostilities remain on the conventional level, we want the
idea of  nuclear use  to be  credible but  distant. Resorting  to massive
retaliation over  increased mobilization activity would  be unbelievable;
it would also be an overreaction on our part. It is important to gear the
threat we present to  the situation at hand. Consequently,  employment of
nuclear  weapons should  be a  last resort;  if they are  employed, there
should  be  plans  and  capabilities  that  would  permit  us  to  strike
selectively.  These plans  should focus  on conventional  military forces
(e.g.,  tactical  air  bases,  naval  bases,  troop  concentrations,  and
logistics centers).  Such  targeting should  also  be designed  to  limit
civilian casualties and other collateral damage.

The Nth Country Problem. In  light of the ever growing membership  in the
nuclear club, the prospect of hostilities  with smaller powers possessing
nuclear and other advanced weapons must also be considered. In  this case
the United  States should be able to present an aggressor with the risk of
losing his advanced  military capability,  whether  it be  chemical,
biolo gical,  or nuclear. Israeli raids against Egypt's missile facilities
during the 1967 Yom  Kippur war and  against Iraq's  Osirak nuclear  reactor
in  1981 are examples of  the kinds of tactics that the United States may
employ. Non- nuclear means can be used in these instances, as the  Israeli
example has shown.
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     However,  the U.S. nuclear posture also will be an important factor.
It will be desirable for the United States to retain a nuclear capability
that is significantly larger and more sophisticated than that of any  Nth
country.  Such superiority  will serve to  rid the leadership  of the Nth
country of  the delusion  that their  nuclear capability  will act as  an
equalizer  in dealing with the United States. Strategic defenses can also
be important in conveying such a message. The limited numbers of missiles
than an Nth country is likely to possess will make it extremely difficult
for  them  to overwhelm  even limited  defenses  and launch  a successful
strike.

     This growing concern  with Nth country military  arsenals could lead
to a  de facto floor  under superpower arms reductions.  As Nth countries
develop  larger  nuclear  capabilities,  the  superpowers  will  need  to
consider limiting reductions in their arsenals, thereby possibly defining
how far  cuts can  go in any  follow on to  the Strategic  Arms Reduction
Talks (START) agreement.

     III.  A Nuclear Force Structure in the Twenty First Century

     What kind of  force structure  is required to  support the  extended
deterrence/reassurance/enablement  roles described above? Many will argue
that the details  of the nuclear  posture (what  kinds of weapons,  where
they  are  deployed,  and bow  they  might  be  employed) are  relatively
unimportant  so long as  some nuclear weapons  exist. I have  referred to
this view  as the glob theory;  a more sophisticated  term is existential
deterrence.  If  we  adopt  existential deterrence,  the  details  of the
nuclear posture are relatively unimportant. This report proceeds from the
assumption that details are important, that not just  any glob of nuclear
weapons  will meet  the  goals and  roles  described above.  A  suggested
nuclear posture, which  is designed to  maintain extended deterrence,  is
described below.  Obviously,  there  are  a number  of  possible  nuclear
postures that could be consistent with  that goal; I postulate a specific
posture here to lend concreteness to the discussion.

     This  posture assumes that  both public  attitudes and  arms control
negotiations are likely  to result in  significant reductions in  nuclear
forces in the next decade. We should welcome reductions if they result in
equitable and stable outcomes. As the level of nuclear forces is reduced,
the forces that remain must meet very high standards of survivability and
safety. We will no  longer be able to rely  as much on numbers  to ensure
survivability  as  we  have  in  the  past.  In  strategic  arms  control
negotiations we should actively promote greater first strike stability,
meaning more survivable postures. If we  are successful  in this  goal, the
result  will be  an erosion  of counterforce capabilities on  both sides.
This will  inevitably have  an impact on employment policy, which we discuss
further in the next section of this report. In the  new threat environment
there can also  be changes in the readiness of nuclear forces that may
permit substantial savings. I will  discuss  this  further  in connection
with  the  postulated  force posture.

     In  thinking about the future  nuclear force posture,  there are two
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reasons  for looking  several  decades into  the  future. First,  nuclear
forces have long lead times and long useful lives. Many strategic systems
being  planned today are likely to be  in the force posture three or even
four  decades from now.  Second, while substantial  reductions in nuclear
forces seem likely, for reasons noted above, it  would be neither prudent
nor practical  to make  such reductions  in a  few years.  If we  want to
ensure that future force postures will be balanced and stable, we want to
negotiate the terms  of reduction carefully,  and such negotiations  will
take time.

     The projected nuclear force  postures shown in Tables  AI (strategic
forces) and AIa (theater nuclear forces) in the Appendix cover the period
1995  to  2005 in  five  year  increments. It  is  assumed  that a  START
agreement will be  negotiated soon  and will take  effect around 1995.  A
further assumption is that budgetary constraints and public pressures are
likely to force additional  reductions in strategic forces and  that such
reductions  would be  desirable, providing  political relations  with the
Soviet  Union continue  to  improve.  In  these  circumstances  it  seems
reasonable to assume that  strategic nuclear warheads will be  reduced to
about 5,000 (that is a real 5,000, not START counting rules)  in the next
decade, and perhaps to 3,000 by the year 2005. {3}

     The force that is left should be configured to meet three  criteria:
maximum safety and survivability,  improved capabilities to attack Soviet
general purpose  forces  deployed in  the field,  and reduced  collateral
damage. In addition,  the force will have to be  developed and maintained
at  lower budget  levels. The  reasons for  seeking forces  with improved
capabilities  against  Soviet  projection  forces are  described  in  the
following section on employment policy.

     Living with lower  force levels  demands that a  higher priority  be
placed on the survivability of the remaining  forces in order to preserve
first  strike  stability.  However,  this  force  does  not  have  to  be
configured to withstand a "bolt from the blue" attack. Such an attack has
never  been very  likely;  it  is less  likely  now. Given  the  changing
political  relationship and  the.changing conventional  balance discussed
above, it  is reasonable  to assume  that we  would have  ample strategic
warning.  Even if Soviet  policies undergo a sharp  reversal in the short
run, we  will almost certainly have  warning of that; it  will not happen
overnight. In the  projected environment  it is more  important that  the
forces we have be able to sustain alert for some time after receiving
strategic warning,  for there can be no guarantee of tactical warning. It
also is important that the posture permit responses to warning that would
not further exacerbate a crisis.

     The following guidelines are suggested for the nuclear force posture
and  related arms control strategy in the coming decade (the force levels
are summarized in Table AI).

     Submarine  launched  ballistic  missiles  (SLBMs)  remain  our  most
survivable force. Thus, in  the arms control negotiations we  should seek
to protect as many SLBMs on as many  boats as possible as we go to  lower
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levels. The force posture in  Table AI contains sixteen Trident  boats in
2000  with an equal  mix of C-4  and D-5  warheads. To meet  arms control
limits of 5,000 warheads and maintain  these boats with 24 missiles each,
the number of  warheads per missile will need  to be reduced to 8  in the
year 2000 and 4 to 5 in the 2005 projection. Given that a surprise attack
seems increasingly unlikely, not as much of the force needs to  be at sea
in day to  day alert. We should  aim to keep one  third of this force  at
sea. This  would permit  reduction of  crews to  one per  boat, effecting
substantial  savings. However, most of the submarine force should be able
to surge rapidly.

     The employment  policy that is described in the next section of this
report does not demand as much hard target capability as  now is planned.
Thus, we suggest that one half of the sixteen boats be equipped  with the
D-5 and one half with  the C-4. Over the longer run it would be desirable
to deploy even lower yield warheads in the SLBM force,  better adapted to
attacking projection forces with  minimum collateral damage. Another long
term modification that  would add to stability would be the deployment of
a number Of smaller ballistic missile  submarines, perhaps with as few as
six  missiles.  While current  budget pressures  and the  cost of  such a
program does not make deployment feasible in the near  term, research and
development should be considered. {4}

     Intercontinental   ballistic  missiles  (ICBMs)   have  proven  more
difficult  to  make   survivable  than  SLBMs,   but  have  some   unique
characteristics that we should attempt to preserve. For example, they are
more  flexible in  limited  options than  SLBMs.  It is  only  realistic,
however, to plan for  a reduced ICBM force. Such a force should be highly
survivable  for a prolonged period after being alerted rather than immune
to a bolt from  the blue attack. Both Midgetman and MX  could be deployed
to  meet this criterion. Ideally,  the single warhead  Midgetman would be
the preferred choice,  since deMIRVing of ICBMs  would enhance stability.
As   suggested  above,  a  much  higher  priority  should  be  placed  on
survivability, as compared to counterforce. The small ICBM, however, will
be  an   expensive  option.  In  the  present  budget  environment,  cost
considerations are likely to govern, so we project the small ICBM phasing
in slowly. In 2000 we have a mix of MX and single warhead
missiles;  however, by  the year  2005 we  show  the ICBM  force composed
solely of small, single warhead missiles.

     Bombers  will remain  an important  strategic asset  if we  focus on
targeting projection forces because  they have some inherent capabilities
against imprecisely  located  targets  that missiles  do  not  have,  and
response times for  this target set are  measured in hours,  not minutes.
This  suggests  the need  to retain  a  substantial, modern  bomber force
beyond the life of  the B-52. The B-1 program will be  completed in a few
years, and  the costs of this program are largely sunk. We should seek to
retain as many B-1  as survive peacetime  attrition. Because the B-1  has
limitation as a penetrating  bomber, the B-2 program should  be continued
but, given its high cost and the changing threat, a smaller number should
be purchased  and rates of production  reduced. A force of  forty B-2 for
2000 and  2005  is postulated.  If we  keep a  substantial bomber  force,
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bomber basing needs to be improved because  bombers must be able to go on
a high state of  alert and sustain it for some time if there is a crisis.
As  noted above, the warning  time is likely  to be hours,  or even days,
rather than  minutes; therefore,  bombers could  be  operated by  reserve
forces with some budget savings.

     Theater  nuclear  forces  (TNF)  have  traditionally  been  governed
primarily by political considerations. This will be true in the future as
in the past. The changing political atmosphere in Europe, particularly in
Germany, already has left its mark  on TNF employment policy. In May 1990
the NATO Nuclear Planning Group (NPG) stated that "there is a diminishing
need  for   nuclear  systems  of  the  shortest   range."  {5}  Political
considerations  also have dictated the point at which short range nuclear
weapons  would be used,  as NATO's recent  adoption of a  "no early first
use"   policy  and   the   proposed  withdrawal   of  nuclear   artillery
demonstrates.

     It seems clear that  U.S. theater nuclear  forces in Europe will  be
reduced significantly during  the coming decade. If  ground based systems
are  withdrawn, the  prospect of  retaining any  TNF in  Europe  will dim
further. Public antinuclear sentiments  are likely to grow now  that East
and  West Germany are  unified and Soviet forces  will be leaving Eastern
Europe  and  the  CFE  agreement  will  bring  conventional  forces  into
"parity."  However, the shape of  the future European  security system is
most unclear at this  juncture. United Kingdom and French  nuclear forces
may well  play a larger role, but they cannot substitute for U.S. nuclear
forces in deterring  the Soviets. It remains highly desirable, therefore,
to retain  a reduced U.S.  theater nuclear posture  in Europe as  long as
that  is  politically  feasible  because  TNF  continues  to  provide  an
important link  in the deterrent chain. This fact seems to be recognized,
at  least  by NATO  defense ministers.  A  recent communique  of  the NPG
emphasized this  assumption: "For  the foreseeable future,  deterrence of
war  will  continue  to  require  .  .  .  an  appropriate mix  of.  .  .
conventional and nuclear forces." {6}

     The  most likely candidate for retention is an air delivered missile
with a  standoff capability. If  Germany ultimately decides  to eliminate
nuclear weapons  from its territory  (and this  is by no  means certain),
these systems could be based in the United Kingdom and perhaps elsewhere.
If  Pressures increase to remove  all nuclear weapons  from Europe, about
1,000  air delivered weapons should  be retained in  U.S. inventories for
redeployment for use with dual capable aircraft.

     Submarine  launched cruise  missiles  could be  very useful  against
projection  forces and  in maintaining  the linkage between  longer range
forces and the European  theater as TNF  deployed in Europe are  reduced.
For  this reason,  and because of  the great difficulty  in verifying the
distinction between nuclear and conventional cruise missiles, they should
be protected from  arms limitations. However, ways must be  found to make
this  system more responsive to the needs  of the theater commander if it
is to play an important role in theater deterrence.
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     Strategic  defense deployments  should be  deferred, but  a vigorous
research  and  development (R&D)  program  continued.  A limited  defense
against ballistic missiles now appears to be feasible, and such a defense
could  limit damage  from  small attacks  by  the  Soviet Union  and  Nth
countries.  Such a  defense  would be  costly.  Furthermore, there  is  a
fundamental conflict  between extended  deterrence at lower  force levels
and  strategic defenses. On the one hand,  strategic defenses, can be far
more  effective if strategic offensive  forces are reduced.  On the other
hand, comparable  Soviet  defenses will  work  well against  our  limited
options  and thus  complicate the problem  of making  extended deterrence
credible.  Strategic defense  deployments  seem very  unlikely to  obtain
political support  in the current  environment; therefore, on  balance we
would  defer  deployment of  active missile  defenses. Further  R&D could
remove  many  uncertainties  about  cost  and  effectiveness  that  still
persist, and could help to deter new Soviet strategic  programs. We would
continue  a substantial  R&D program  and protect  the option  to conduct
necessary testing.  This may  require modifications to  the Antiballistic
Missile treaty. We also would press for development of deployable theater
defenses  that could  deal with  Nth country  threats, and  would support
deployment of such defenses if they prove cost effective.

                 IV.  Trends in Nuclear Employment Policy

     Over the next several years it  will be both necessary and desirable
to  reshape nuclear  targeting policy.  Much greater  emphasis  should be
given to targeting Soviet non-nuclear military forces, particularly those
forces that the  Soviet Union  employs to project  power abroad.  Changes
will be necessary for several reasons.

     First,  the overall  U.S. strategic  stockpile is likely  to decline
substantially as  a result of  public attitudes towards  nuclear weapons,
budget pressures, and  arms control  negotiations. The target  set to  be
covered   will  not   decline  as   rapidly,  and   this  will   force  a
reconsideration of targeting priorities.  For many years strategic forces
have been targeted  against four broad  classes of targets:  counterforce
(i.e., counter  nuclear); leadership  (this includes command  centers and
related  communications); so  called other  military targets  (i.e., non-
nuclear forces); and urban/industrial  targets. Over the years priorities
for targeting have changed, but in  recent years the first two classes of
targets  have received the highest priority, based on the assumption that
threats  to destroy enemy nuclear  forces and national  leadership have a
high  deterrent   value.   These  priorities   influence  weapon   system
requirements (e.g.,  increased  demands for  accuracy/yield  combinations
that can  destroy hard targets). In  recent years they have  also been an
important driver  of command,  control, communications,  and intelligence
(C-31) requirements (e.g., for rapid target acquisition and retargeting).
As our  stockpile of weapons declines,  it will not be  possible to cover
all of these target classes with the same priority that we do today.

     Second, some targets have  become increasingly difficult to destroy.
Because nuclear forces and  leadership are assets that the  Soviets value
highly, they have taken  very effective measures to protect  their forces
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and  command and  control. Their  national command  authority  can deploy
rapidly  to protected  underground shelters  or mobile  facilities. Their
strategic forces, most  notably the  rail mobile S24  and the  roadmobile
S25,  are becoming  increasingly survivable. Our  capacity to  find these
targets is  declining and, thus,  the threat to  severely damage them  is
becoming  less  credible  as a  deterrent.  While  the  United States  is
attempting to compensate for the defensive measures that the Soviets have
undertaken,  for  example, by  improving the  yield  and accuracy  of our
weapons and the  capacity to  acquire targets and  retarget rapidly,  the
measures required will  be very expensive, and in  a period of increasing
budget stringency, it looks like a losing battle.

     Third, some targets that we have traditionally covered are declining
in  importance. The Soviets have extensive plans to disperse their forces
prior  to   war  initiation.   Thus,  many   military  bases   that  were
traditionally  targeted in our plans  would have little  value once a war
began because the  facilities will have been vacated. (On the other hand,
there will be many targets with  continuing military value, and these are
the ones we should  focus on.) Because the Soviets have  maintained large
reserve  stocks  of  equipment  in dispersed  and  protected  facilities,
attacks  on war supporting industries will have little military effect on
the outcome of a short war.

     Fourth,   the  theater   nuclear  forces,   which  have   been  used
traditionally to cover  Soviet projection  forces, will  decline both  in
numbers and  capability. The modernization  of the  ground based  theater
nuclear stockpile in Europe no  longer is  realistic  because recent
political  de velopments in  the Soviet  Union   and  Eastern   Europe  have
radically   r educed  Western perceptions  of  the threat.  Furthermore,  it
is  apparent  that theater nuclear  forces based  on the  continent  of
Europe  and at  sea will  be further reduced  over the next several years.
Thus, if we are to maintain a  credible  nuclear threat  to Soviet
projection  f orces, more  of this mission will have to be accomplished with
strategic forces.

     Even  if  the above  factors did  not compel  a change  in targeting
policy, there  are reasons why we  should want to place  more emphasis on
projection forces.

     First,  being able to threaten Soviet  projection forces is directly
relevant  to  the goal  of  deterring  war,  not  just nuclear  war.  The
objective of having  a nuclear capability  to threaten Soviet  projection
forces  is not  primarily a  tactical one  (i.e., to  win a  battle), but
rather a  political one (i.e.,  to persuade the  aggressor to change  his
calculations and either  not to attack in the first place or to cease and
desist  if he  has). Deterrence  depends on  being able  to hold  at risk
assets that the potential aggressor values and doing that credibly. Given
the  trends described above, threats to nuclear forces and leadership are
becoming  less credible. A threat to projection forces, which the Soviets
also value highly, can still be quite credible if seen in the appropriate
context. In the first  instance, deterring conventional attack is  a task
for our own conventional forces, and  this task should become easier with
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prospective changes in the conventional balance. Thus, we should not have
to rely  on nuclear forces for deterrence  of conventional attack as much
as we have in the past. But arms control will not remove all asymmetries,
and  past history  suggests  that conventional  deterrence  alone is  not
reliable.  Nuclear weapons pose risks that have far more political impact
than conventional deterrence standing alone.

     Second, a new  emphasis on targeting projection forces is consistent
with   a  changing  force  paradigm  in  which  the  dominant  threat  is
reconstitution of military capabilities. War will become less likely, and
surprise  attack far less plausible  as forces are  reduced and withdrawn
from  forward deployment.  These  conditions are  becoming  reality at  a
quicker pace  than we have envisioned even a few  months ago. But war has
not become impossible, nor is it likely to become so for as far as we can
see in the future. While  in the recent past  we were concerned with  the
possibility of  short warning  attacks for limited  objectives, the  more
likely future  case is a larger  scale attack that follows  weeks, if not
months,  of mobilization.  Specifically, we  believe that  if the  Soviet
Union  is contemplating remobilization to attack in the future, it should
face  the prospect  that if it  attacks, nuclear weapons  could come into
play.  But  to make  such a  deterrent  threat credible,  nuclear weapons
planning needs  to be reshaped  and restructured  to deter war,  not just
nuclear attack. There should be  options for very limited use of  nuclear
weapons  against  bases  and   logistic  facilities  that  would  support
aggression  beyond Soviet  borders, specifically  tactical air  and naval
bases, major troop concentrations, and logistic facilities. In developing
such plans we must take into account the possibility that it may be
politically unacceptable to target Soviet  forces in Eastern Europe with
nuclear  weapons, even in an invasion, if  the Soviets  have not used
nuclear weapons  themselves. Thus, we must have options that include initial
use on Soviet territory.

     Third,  avoiding attacks  on  Soviet strategic  forces provides  for
greater stability. In the future nuclear regime,  stability should become
an even more important criterion for force design than in the past. Among
other  things this implies very high survivability for the nuclear forces
and their supporting infrastructure. We want our own forces to be  highly
survivable in  a crisis situation and,  if we really  value stability, we
want  the other side's force to be  highly survivable too. We do not want
him to be tempted to  launch a preemptive strike  in a crisis because  he
concludes  that this is  a better  option than  waiting. If  first strike
stability  is  to be  a  major strategic  objective,  there must  be high
survivability  for  the  nuclear forces  of  both  sides.  It means  that
deliberate  nuclear  disarming   attacks  become   implausible,  if   not
impossible.

     Fourth, an emphasis  on targeting projection  forces provides for  a
more  moral posture. The proposed policy  ultimately envisions much lower
force  levels, and thus the  prospect of eventually  reaching levels that
could preclude  Armageddon. Meanwhile,  if neither side's  nuclear forces
are  threatened, incentives  for  a first  strike  will be  lowered.  The
suggested policy also would place  more emphasis on targeting  combatants
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rather than  civilians. And  if  weapons were  specifically designed  and
targeted for the purpose  of selectively destroying combat forces,  there
is the potential for reduced collateral damage.

     Fifth, the  proposed policy provides a  less demanding technological
challenge than the present policy. We have noted that  the present policy
requires  attacking hardened  command  centers and  mobile missiles.  The
technological  demands to  achieve these  objectives with  confidence are
very great and  will likely  prove to be  unachievable under  prospective
budget constraints. Finding and attacking projection forces in the  field
presents  its own technical challenges,  but these are  not as demanding.
For example, it is not necessary to find and attack all threatening units
or to  destroy the entire  unit in order  to achieve meaningful  military
results.  Initial  strikes should  focus  on  one  or  two  of  the  most
threatening salients and the bases supporting those thrusts. In addition,
planning should take  into account  the impact of  both conventional  and
nuclear  weapons on  projection  forces.  In  this  respect  there  is  a
difference from measuring the impact of nuclear weapons on other types of
targets  that are not subject  to non-nuclear attack.  Finally, given the
psychological  impact of nuclear weapons, very few weapons may suffice to
achieve  the  desired political  objective:  to  cause the  aggressor  to
reconsider the costs and risks of aggression. Later  in this report there
is an example of how such limited attacks might be designed.

     Finally,  the  focus  on  projection  forces  provides  a  desirable
coupling between  nuclear and non-nuclear  forces. The threat  of nuclear
use against general purpose forces is  intended to supplement the role of
conventional forces. The nuclear mission does not have to stand alone, as
does the  mission of destroying nuclear forces  and leadership. And if we
are  able   to  maintain  adequate  non-nuclear   forces,  including  the
capability  to mobilize  these  forces rapidly,  the  United States  will
become less dependent on nuclear forces in the future.

              V.  An Illustrative Nuclear Targeting Analysis

     In the  Appendix, I  describe three illustrative  targeting policies
(cases), which are based on the assumption that there will be substantial
reductions  of strategic  nuclear forces  by the  year 2000,  and further
reductions  by  2005.  Postulated   strategic  force  levels  under  this
assumption  are  described  in  Table  AI  of  the  Appendix.  A  similar
projection  for theater nuclear forces is in Table AIa. These projections
are offered  as plausible developments in  the political/military context
described  above, not  as  a prediction  or as  a  preferred outcome.  Of
course, there could be many variants in the size and mix of forces.

     The three illustrative targeting plans are displayed in  Tables AII,
AIII,  and AIV. They are  not recommendations but  postulates designed to
stimulate thinking and analysis. The target lists are notional and differ
with each case,  depending on  the underlying strategy  of the  targeting
plan  and the number  of weapons  available. While  these are  not "real"
target lists, I  believe that the  figures used are  reasonable close  to
reality. However, I did not use classified data in order to permit easier
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handling and wider distribution  of this report. The plans  are described
in greater detail in the Appendix. They are summarized here.

     The first case is designed to illustrate how we might alter existing
employment  policy if we were forced to  carry it out with 5,000 weapons.
The priorities remain as they are  today with the focus on nuclear forces
and leadership targets.  The postulated  force is 5,000  weapons with  10
percent in reserve. While the bulk of the weapons are targeted on nuclear
forces, I have tried in all of these cases to avoid creating a caricature
in which  all weapons are allocated  to a single category.  This case, as
does  the others,  has two scenarios;  one is  a first  use scenario with
forces  intact, and the second  is a retaliation  scenario with partially
damaged forces.

     The second  case takes the  same number  of weapons  but shifts  the
targeting to Soviet  projection forces,  which I have  divided into  four
categories: tactical  air bases,  naval bases, troop  concentrations, and
lines of  communication (LOC).  A troop  concentration  is an  identified
target that might require one  weapon (e.g., a few tanks or  an artillery
battery). An LOC target is a facility or transportation node that would
require a single weapon. In  this case the number of weapons allocated to
a secure rese rve force is increased to 20 percent of the initial inventory.

     The third case  deals with  a 3,000 weapon  inventory. Targeting  is
distributed over all classes of targets, but fewer targets can be covered
than in the first two cases  because of the smaller initial inventory. In
this case 15  percent of the weapons are held in reserve in the first use
scenario and 10 percent in the retaliation scenario.

     I draw several tentative conclusions from this analysis:

     o  At a  level of 5,000 weapons  it will become necessary to  reduce
     significantly either  target coverage  (i.e., the number  of targets
     covered) or targeting  redundancy (i.e., the  number of weapons  per
     target). This will force  a reconsideration of targeting priorities.
     Nevertheless, at a level of 5,000 weapons we can adequately meet the
     goals and roles for  nuclear weapons that are postulated  in Section
     III, assuming  that Soviet forces are  at roughly the same  level as
     our own.

     o   On the  other hand, this  preliminary analysis  suggests that  a
     level  of  3,000  weapons would  not  be  sufficient  to support  an
     extended  deterrence strategy. At this level it is necessary to rely
     primarily  on  countervalue targeting  for deterrence.  As suggested
     above,  I believe this is not consistent with an extended deterrence
     strategy.

     o   At  the  5,000 weapon  level we  cannot do  a  very good  job of
     counterforce targeting,  but we are  not able  to do that  very well
     today.  Therefore, I  conclude  that, as  forces are  reduced, there
     should be a higher priority given to Soviet projection  forces and a
     reduced priority to  counter nuclear targeting. The reasons for this



88

     conclusion are elaborated on in Section V.

     o   With  lower  force levels  the multiplier  effect  of good  C-31
     becomes even more  important. For  example, it is  easier to  accept
     less targeting  redundancy if we  can follow individual  weapons and
     ensure that they have arrived at their targets.

     o  As force levels decline, the survivability of individual missiles
     and aircraft becomes even more important to stability. .
_________________________________________________________________________

                                 Appendix

                   A Description of the Targeting Plans

     The  projected  nuclear force  postures  used  in  the analysis  are
summarized in Tables  A-I and  A-Ia. The rationale  for these  postulated
forces is set forth in Section III.

     The  analysis covers three cases,  with two scenarios  in each case.
The  first  case assumes  an inventory  of  5,000 weapons  and emphasizes
targeting  of  Soviet nuclear  forces (Table  A-II).  Ten percent  of the
inventory is allocated to  a secure reserve force.  The second case  also
assumes an inventory  of 5,000 weapons, but the emphasis  in targeting is
projection  forces, and the  secure reserve  force is  20 percent  of the
total force (Table A-III). In the third case the inventory  is only 3,000
weapons, and there  is a secure reserve of 15  percent, which declines to
10 percent following a Soviet first strike (Table A-IV).

     In  each  of the  three  cases there  are two  scenarios.  The first
scenario assumes U.S. first use of nuclear weapons. The size of the first
strike and the targets differ in each case, depending on the targeting
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Table A-I. Projected Nuclear Force Postures: 1995-2005
           Strategic Forces
________________________________________________________________________
L = Launchers
W = Warheads

                              1995           2000               2005
                           L       W       L      W          L        W

Minuteman II        --         --        --        --       --        --
Minuteman III      400       1200       200       200       --        --
Peacekeeper(MX)     50        500        50       500       --        --
Midgetman           --         --       100       100      300       300
  Subtotal         450       1700       350       800      300       300

Poseidon C3/C4      96         768       --        --       --        --
Trident C4         192        1536      192      1344      192       960
Trident D5         120         960      192      1536      192       768
  Subtotal         408        3264      384      2880      384      1728

Total Missiles     858        4964      734      3680      684      2028

B-52 G/H (NonALCM)  --          --      --        --        --        --
B-52G (ALCM)        --          --      --        --        --        --
B-52H (ALCM)        93        1860      --        --        --        --
B-1B                97        1940      90       900        60       600
B-2                 10         100      40       400        40       400
 Subtotal, bombers 200        3900     130      1300       100      1000

TOTAL
 Strategic Forces 1058        8864     864      4980       784      3028

________________________________________________________________________
Table A-Ia. Projected Nuclear Force Postures: 1995-2005
            Theater Nuclear Forces
________________________________________________________________________
L = Launchers
W = Warheads

                                   1995           2000           2005
                                L       W       L      W       L     W

Europe
     INF Missiles                       0              0              --
     Lance/Follow Onto Lance            0              0              --
     Artillery                        500              0              __
     Aircraft/Gravity Bombs          1000            500               0
     ShortRange Attack
        Missiles/Tactical               0              0               0
     Maritime Aircraft/Weapons       1000            200             200
     Tomahawk Land Attack
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        Missiles/Nuclear              400            400             400

         Subtotal                    2900           1100             600

Other Than Europe
     Lance                             35              0               0
     Artillery                        750            500               0
     Aircraft/Gravity Bombs          1000            750             500
     ShortRange Attack
        Missiles/Tactical               0              0               0
     Maritime Aircraft/Weapons       1500            500             200
     Tomahawk Land Attack
        Missiles/Nuclear              350            350             350
         Subtotal                    3635           2100            1050

TOTAL Theater Nuclear Forces         6535           3200            1650

Table A-II. Case 1: Targeting 5,000 Strategic Warheads:
            Counterforce Emphasis
________________________________________________________________________
Initial Use
Reserve Force of 10% = 500
Balance to target: 4,500

                                        WEAPONS EMPLOYED
Target    Total     Weapon     Total              Follow-On Strikes
          Target   Allocation  Weapons  Initial             New     With
           Set      Ratio    Allocated  Strike    Restrike Targets  hold

Tactical
 Air Bases  110       1.2       132       110       Not Applicable    22

Naval
 Bases       15       1.2        18        15                          3

Ground
 Force
  Targets   250       1.2       300       250                         50

Lines of
 Communi-
  cation    250       1.2       300       250                         50

Strategic
 Missiles   750       2.0      1500      1250                        250

Strategic
 Bomber
  Bases     350       1.2       420       400                         20

Strategic
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 Command-
  Control   200       1.2       240       225                         15

Nuclear
 Support    350       1.2       420       400                         20

Leadership  250       1.5       375       250                        125

Air and
 Missile
  Defense    65       1.2        78        60                         18

Industry    600       1.2       720         0                        720

   Total    3190               4503      3210                       1293

Retaliation:
Surviving Weapons 3,650
Reserve Force of 10% = 365
Balance to Target: 3,285

                         Total     Weapon     Total
                        Target   Allocation  Weapons   Initial
                          Set      Ratio    Allocated  Strike    Withhold

Tactical Air Bases        100      1.2       120        90        30
Naval Bases                15      1.2        18        15         3
Ground Force Targets      125      1.2       150       120        30
Lines of Communication    125      1.2       150       120        30
Strategic Missiles        450      2.0       900       900         0
Strategic Bomber Bases    300      1.2       360       360         0
Strategic Command-Control 200      1.2       240       240         0
Nuclear Support           250      1.2       300       300         0
Leadership                250      1.5       375       250       125
Air and Missile Defense    60      1.2        72        60        12
Industry                  500      1.2       600         0       600

   Total                 2375                3285      2455      830
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Table A-III. Case 2: Targeting 5,000 Strategic Warheads:
             Emphasis on Projection Forces
________________________________________________________________________
Initial Use
Reserve Force of 20% = 1,000
Balance to target: 4,000

                                        WEAPONS EMPLOYED
Target    Total     Weapon     Total              Follow-On Strikes
          Target   Allocation  Weapons  Initial             New     With
           Set      Ratio    Allocated  Strike    Restrike  Targets hold

Tactical
 Air Bases  250       1.2       300        12        12        12    264

Naval
 Bases       25       1.2        35         2         2         2     29

Ground
 Force
  Targets   550       1.2       660        12        12        24    612

Lines of
 Communi-
  cation    550       1.2       660        12        12        24    612

Strategic
 Missiles   100       2.0       200        --        --        --    200

Strategic
 Bomber
  Bases     200       1.2       240        --        --         --   240

Strategic
 Command-
  Control   150       1.2       180        --        --         --   180

Nuclear
 Support    350       1.2       420        --        --         --   420

Leadership  250       2.0       500        --        --         --   500

Air and
 Missile
  Defense    65       1.2        85        10        10         10    55

Industry    600       1.2       720        --        --         --   720

   Total    3090               4000        48        48         72  3832

Retaliation:
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Surviving Weapons 3,650
Reserve Force of 20% = 730
Balance to Target: 2,920

                         Total     Weapon     Total
                        Target   Allocation  Weapons   Initial
                          Set      Ratio    Allocated  Strike  Withhold

Tactical Air Bases        150      1.2       180       130        50
Naval Bases                16      1.2        20        15         5
Ground Force Targets      350      1.2       420       360        60
Lines of Communication    350      1.2       420       360        60
Strategic Missiles        100      1.5       150       150         0
Strategic Bomber Bases    200      1.2       240       240         0
Strategic Command-Control 100      1.2       120       120         0
Nuclear Support           300      1.2       360       360         0
Leadership                250      1.4       350       250       100
Air and Missile Defense    50      1.2        60        60         0
Industry                  500      1.2       600         0       600

   Total                 2366               2920       2045      875

Table A-IV. Case 3: Targeting 3,000 Strategic Warheads
________________________________________________________________________
Initial Use
Reserve Force of 15% = 450
Balance to target: 2,500

                                        WEAPONS EMPLOYED
Target    Total     Weapon     Total              Follow-On Strikes
          Target   Allocation  Weapons  Initial             New     With
           Set      Ratio    Allocated  Strike    Restrike  Targets hold

Tactical
 Air Bases  150       1.2       180        12        12        12    144

Naval
 Bases       15       1.2        16         2         2         2     10

Ground
 Force
  Targets   400       1.2       480        12        12        24    432

Lines of
 Communi-
  cation    400       1.2       480        12        12        24    432

Strategic
 Missiles     0       1.2         0        --        --        --      0

Strategic
 Bomber
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  Bases       0       1.2         0        --        --        --      0

Strategic
 Command-
  Control    50       1.2        60        --        --        --     60

Nuclear
 Support    200       1.2       240        --        --        --    240

Leadership  250       1.2       300        --        --        --    300

Air and
 Missile
  Defense    60       1.2        72        10        10        10     42

Industry    600       1.2       720        --        --        --    720

   Total    2125               2548        48        48        72   2380

Retaliation:
Surviving Weapons 2,250
Reserve Force of 10% = 225
Balance to Target: 2,025

                         Total     Weapon     Total
                        Target   Allocation  Weapons   Initial
                          Set      Ratio    Allocated  Strike   Withhold

Tactical Air Bases        150      1.2       180       165        15
Naval Bases                15      1.2        18        15         3
Ground Force Targets      300      1.2       360       340        20
Lines of Communication    300      1.2       360       340        20
Strategic Missiles          0       --         0        --         0
Strategic Bomber Bases      0       --         0        --         0
Strategic Command-Control  24      1.2        28        28         0
Nuclear Support           160      1.2       192       192         0
Leadership                200      1.2       240       180        60
Air and Missile Defense    40      1.2        48        40         8
Industry                  500      1.2       600         0       600

   Total                 1689                2026      1300      726
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objectives. The  second scenario is a retaliatory case in which some U.S.
forces  have  been  lost to  a  Soviet  first  strike.  The  targets  for
retaliation vary in each case depending on the objectives of the plan.

     Because in all cases the inventory of U.S. weapons is far lower than
it is today, the number of targets covered has had to be reduced. Some of
the  reductions in  the  target list  result  from the  comparable  START
reductions in  Soviet strategic forces. In other cases I have made my own
rough judgments as to how to reduce the target list.

     In all  cases more than one weapon is allocated for each target, and
this  is  specifically indicated  in the  tables  as a  weapon allocation
ratio. This allocation is  to take account of three factors: the hardness
of certain nuclear  and leadership  targets that requires  more than  one
weapon per target, the  reliability of the weapons systems  (generally 80
percent),  and air  and  missile  defenses.  The  amount  of  this  cross
targeting  55 less than is  practiced in current  strategic planning, hut
this  is one  of  the penalties  of  reduced force  levels,  particularly
pronounced  in case  3.  The impact  of reduced  cross  targeting can  be
minimized by using weapons  with high single shot kill  probabilities and
by improved C-31 that could track weapons to targets and permit replacing
only those weapons which we know fail to reach their targets.

     It  is assumed  that all  ground based  TNF have  been  removed from
Europe by  the year 2000. Air  delivered weapons remain in  2000, but are
eliminated  by  2005.  Even  if  some  air delivered  nuclear  capability
remained  in  the theater,  it  would  not be  prudent  to  count on  the
survivability  of many  of the  bases and the  aircraft from  which these
weapons  would  he delivered.  Submarine  launched  cruise missiles  also
remain, but  we have  assumed  that their  role would  be  in the  secure
reserve force. Thus, in cases 2 and 3 there is provision for a capability
for selective  employment in the  strategic forces so  that they  can, in
effect, execute selective employment plans.

     In  all cases 200-250 leadership targets are covered. Even though it
is  very difficult to target the national leadership with high confidence
of  success and even  though we probably should  not attack those targets
while there  is a chance to  negotiate, I believe they  should be covered
because the threat to destroy leadership has a very high deterrent value.
In light  of recent  changes in  the Soviet political  system we  need to
reconsider what  leadership targets should receive  priority (i.e., party
of administrative leadership).

     In  all  cases 500-600  urban/industrial  targets  are covered.  The
threat to  urban/industrial targets  represents  the ultimate  deterrent.
However, employing  this threat  would almost certainly  bring comparable
retaliation on the  United States. For this reason I  treat the execution
of this option as a  last resort in all scenarios, withholding  execution
even in the retaliation scenarios.

Case 1.  The assumptions on which case 1 is based are given below.
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     1.   A START II agreement  has reduced the strategic  forces on both
sides to 5,000 actual warheads. The U.S. force is weighted  to sea basing
(see Table AI). The  Soviet force is  weighted towards mobile land  based
missiles. While the forces differ, both are highly survivable.

     2.   There are two scenarios.  In both scenarios, 10  percent of the
inventory is  assigned  to a  secure  reserve force.  That force  is  not
specifically  targeted. The  first scenario  assumes initial  use  by the
United States. The attack  of about 3,200 weapons concentrates  on Soviet
strategic forces and leadership, but some general purpose forces also are
targeted.  About  1,300 weapons  are  withheld  for retaliatory  strikes,
primarily against  urban/industrial targets, general  purpose forces, and
mobile strategic forces that cannot be identified and targeted in a first
strike.

     3.   In the  retaliation scenario  the focus  still is on  targeting
Soviet  nuclear  forces, but  fewer forces  can  be targeted  because the
United States  has fewer  weapons surviving.  Furthermore, it  is assumed
that the  Soviets will have launched their  most vulnerable forces in the
first strike,  leaving  fewer counter  nuclear  targets. In  the  initial
retaliation there is a withhold on urban/industrial targets and  national
leadership, and on some air defenses associated with these targets. Also,
there is  a withhold on some  general purpose force targets  that are not
directly involved in the current operation.

     4.   Weapons  are  allocated so  that  the strategic  force  targets
receive priority. However, there ii less cross targeting than there would
be today  because of  the limited inventory.  For the same  reason, fewer
targets  are covered, but  it also is  assumed that the  number of Soviet
strategic forces has  been reduced in accord  with a START II  agreement,
and thus there are fewer targets in this category than there are today.

Case 2.

     1.  The  approach in case 2 is quite different  from that in case I.
We  begin with an initial inventory of 5,000 weapons, but in this case 20
percent is allocated  to a secure reserve force. We  assume that the many
uncertainties in the strategic situation, including the  presence of many
mobile targets  and the  existence of a  number of small  nuclear powers,
dictates a  larger reserve  force. Furthermore, the  targeting priorities
are changed to place much greater emphasis  on projection forces. This is
accomplished by allocating  weapons to  a larger  number of  conventional
force  targets and reducing the  number of nuclear  force targets. Still,
several hundred  nuclear force targets are covered, but far fewer than in
case 1.

     2.   In  the  first scenario  the  United States  initiates  limited
strikes  against  Soviet  general  purpose forces.  Initial  strikes  are
intended  to  restore  deterrence by  changing  the  calculations of  the
attacker, not to defeat the  attack as such. However, this requires  that
the  attacks have a dramatic  military impact, thus  demonstrating both a
capability and resolve  to severely disrupt  the attacker's strategy.  At
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the same time we want to  demonstrate restraint in these initial  attacks
and  to  leave a  great deal  still at  risk.  Thus, initial  strikes are
limited to the most threatening ground, air, and naval forces.

     3.  The initial attack  is directed at a limited number  of tactical
air bases, naval  bases, ground  force targets, and  logistics bases  and
choke points that  support the  most threatening thrust  or thrusts.  The
precise forces to be attacked and the scale of the attack would depend on
the scenario. A key questions is whether to plan to  attack ground forces
in the field  that are difficult to  target and thus are  not included in
today's plans. I believe an effort should be made to develop capabilities
to target maneuver units in the field, but even if this proves impossible
there  are a  number  of fixed  targets  that can  be  attacked with  the
objective  of  severely  impeding  the objectives  of  Soviet  projection
forces.

     4.   Another issue is whether initial strikes would be in the Soviet
Union or in the area where Soviet forces are attacking. We cannot be sure
that would  be required by a  given scenario. Thus, we  should have plans
with sufficient flexibility to permit either withholds or use on friendly
territory and on Soviet territory.

     5.   There are  provisions for a  follow on strike  in this scenario
that could  include both restrikes on  initial targets or strikes  on new
targets. Substantial  forces are withheld for  intrawar deterrence. These
should  be  the most  survivable  forces,  namely  the submarines.  Thus,
bombers and ICBMs are used in the initial and follow on strikes.

     6.   The  second scenario  is a  retaliation case.  In this  case we
assume that the  Soviets launch  a counterforce strike  against our  land
based nuclear forces,  which leave  us with 3,650  strategic weapons.  In
retaliation  we attack  a broad  range of  targets, but  withhold against
urban/industrial targets, national command  and control, and some general
purpose forces that are not relevant to the current scenario.

Case 3.

     In case 3 the initial inventory is 3,000 weapons of which 15 percent
is placed in a strategic reserve. The focus in targeting is on projection
forces and leadership, but the list covered is substantially less than in
the  first  two  cases because  the  inventory  of  available weapons  is
reduced. In  the  retaliatory case  we are  forced to  reduce the  secure
reserve force to 10 percent to obtain even minimal target coverage, and a
high  percentage of the  surviving weapons are  allocated to countervalue
targets.

                                  Notes

     1.  Senator Sam Nunn, from U.S. Senate floor speech, 29 March 1990.

     2.  For example see the  famous article by Robert McNamara, McGeorge
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Bundy, George Kennan, and Gerard Smith, "Nuclear Weapons and the Atlantic
Alliance," Foreign Affairs (Spring 1982).

     3.   The  figure of  3,000  is being  used  increasingly by  defense
analysts  as an  ultimate  target for  START  reductions. It  has  little
analytical  support, although  a Brooking  Institution study in  1988 did
examine  this level.  See Michael  M. May,  George F.  Bing, and  John D.
Steinbrunner,  Strategic Arms Reductions (Washington, D.C.: The Brookings
Institution, 1988).

     4.  For example, former Ambassador  Ralph Earle has suggested such a
program,  pointing out that  a successful attack  on an  MX missile would
eliminate ten warheads,  whereas a  successful attack on  a Trident  boat
could eliminate almost 20 times that many. Ralph Earle, "START Should Not
Be the End," Defense News (29 February 1988).

     5.   From NATO Nuclear Planning Group  communique, quoted in the New
York Times (5 July 1990).

     6.  Quoted in the Washington Post (13 May 1990), p. A7.
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     Chapter 3: Planning Conventional Forces: A Regional Perspective
                          A: Introductory Essay
                                  * * *
                   Planning for Regional Contingencies

                  Captain William J. Neville, U.S. Navy
                                   and
                              Andrew L. Ross

     Even  though the  United  States  is  a  global  power  with  global
interests, its national security  interests are particularly, and perhaps
most concretely, apparent at the regional level. It is from regions  such
as  Eastern Europe,  North Africa,  the Middle  East and  Southwest Asia,
South  Asia, Southeast Asia,  Northeast Asia, Central  America, and South
America that threats  to U.S. interests  emerge. United States  economic,
political, and  military strategies are intended to promote its interests
and advance its  objectives in the  many regions of the  world. Regional,
rather than global, alliance structures and security architectures figure
prominently in U.S. defense policy. United States land, air, and maritime
forces operate continuously  in regional theaters. And with  Commands for
the Atlantic, Pacific,  Central, and Southern theaters, the U.S. military
command  structure  is  not  only environmentally  and  functionally  but
regionally organized.

     The preeminence  of this  "regionalism" in  U.S.  defense policy  is
evident in the Eurocentric focus  of post World War II defense  and force
planning.  Throughout  the  Cold  War,  Europe, where  the  security  and
prosperity  of America's NATO allies  were perceived to  be threatened by
the  Soviet led  Warsaw Pact,  served as  the dominant  regional planning
case.  U.S.  national military  strategy,  force  structure, and  defense
expenditures  were determined primarily by its Cold War commitment to the
defense  of NATO against a presumed Soviet/Warsaw Pact threat. Though the
U.S./Soviet  Cold  War confrontation  was  globalized as  it  spread from
Europe to Africa, Asia, and Latin America, and the U.S. grand strategy of
containment  that informed the U.S. reaction to Soviet moves was extended
from Europe to the rest of the world, U.S. strategy, forces, and spending
for  other regional  contingencies remained  subordinate to  the European
planning case (even during the Korean and Vietnam wars). From reliance on
the nuclear dependent strategy of massive retaliation during the 1950s to
the introduct ion of the strategy of flexible  response in the 1960s and its
subsequent development during the 1970s  and 1980s,  U.S. national  military
strategy  and force  planning, especially for conventional forces but for
nuclear as well, was shaped by the dictates of the European planning case.

     Even  when  the  Berlin  Wall  was  being  torn  down,  Germany  was
reuniting, the Warsaw Pact  was disintegrating, and the Soviet  Union was
withdrawing  its forces  from Eastern  Europe, reducing  the size  of its
military  establishment,   and  cutting   military  spending,   the  U.S.
commitment to NATO claimed roughly half of U.S. defense expenditures. The
defense  of  NATO Europe  has  virtually  been institutionalized  as  the
primary mission of the Army, Air Force, and Navy. Army doctrine and force
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structure  especially have been shaped by requirements for the defense of
Europe. About two thirds of the  Army's active forward deployed and CONUS
based forces  have  been dedicated  to NATO  since the  early 1950s.  Its
investment  in a  force structure  composed of  large formations  of main
battle tanks, protected on the flanks by agile, responsive, armor killing
helicopters,  was a direct result of the country's commitment to European
defense. Similarly, the  shift in emphasis within the Air  Force from the
strategic to tactical  missions was  occasioned by the  intense focus  on
European  defense.  Concerns about  a  potential  NATO/Warsaw Pact  force
mismatch  and Soviet/Warsaw Pact combined arms  capabilities led the Army
and  the Air  Force  to  develop the  war  winning joint  AirLand  Battle
Doctrine.  While the Navy has long maintained the global posture suitable
for a maritime power, its Maritime  Strategy provided the rationale for a
force structure dominated by carrier and amphibious battle groups capable
of defeating the Soviet Navy and projecting power ashore in  support of a
NATO engagement with the  Warsaw Pact. The extent to  which U.S. strategy
and defense planning have been driven by the commitment to NATO Europe is
also reflected in the pattern of U.S. foreign military deployments: fully
two thirds of the U.S. Army,  Air Force, Navy, and Marine Corps personnel
stationed abroad during the 1980s were based in Europe. {1}

     With glasnost and  perestroika in the Soviet  Union, the dissolution
of the Warsaw  Pact and  liberation of Eastern  Europe, and the  apparent
demise of  the Soviet  threat  and end  of the  Cold  War, United  States
interests in other regions of the world  are coming to the fore. That the
U.S. may have  interests worth fighting  for in Africa,  Asia, and  Latin
America  that  are independent  of its  Cold  War preoccupation  with the
Soviet  threat and consequent focus on the European theater of operations
was vividly demonstrated by the U.S:  response to the August 2,1990 Iraqi
invasion of Kuwait. It must be recognized both that the  variety of basic
interests identified by Nuechterlein  {2} especially economic well being,
favorable world order, and  promotion of values  are evident not only  in
Europe but in  other regions of  the world and that  for the European  as
well as the non-European regional planning cases it is increasingly
difficult to provide  a rat ional justification for the  near exclusive focus
of the past  on a now seemingly ever more  elusive Soviet threat to those
interests.

                Planning for Future Regional Contingencies

     Of  the  four  force  packages: strategic,  Atlantic,  Pacific,  and
contingency,  proposed  by  General  Colin Powell  for  the  Future Years
Defense Program, it is primarily the latter three force packages plus the
four supporting capabilities:  transportation, space, reconstitution, and
research  and  development, that  will  provide  the military  means  for
meeting  the   challenge  of  future  regional   contingencies.  {3}  The
continuing  efforts of force planners  to structure and  size these force
packages and develop the necessary supporting capabilities for the future
are  bounded by (1) contemporary  and likely future strategic uncertainty
and (2) declining defense resources.

     To  the tactical  and operational  uncertainty of  the past  must be
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added the strategic uncertainty of the  present. During the Cold War, the
dominant  threat   to  regional   interests,  the  region   most  gravely
threatened, and the region of highest priority all appeared self evident.
Indeed,  the region  confronted with  the gravest  threat and  the region
assigned highest  priority were  identical. Today, the  Soviet threat  to
U.S. regional interests  is considerably diminished, the Soviet threat to
NATO  Europe is virtually negligible,  and it is  unclear whether highest
priority should be assigned, as  in the past, to Europe, or  to Southwest
Asia or East Asia and the Pacific.

     Difficulties inherent in planning  future forces under conditions of
strategic uncertainty are compounded by the present and, according to all
indications, future scarcity of  defense resources. The largest peacetime
defense  spending increases in the nation's history have been followed by
a  significant and  continuing downturn  in defense  spending.  Each year
since fiscal  year 1985,  the U.S.  defense budget has  declined in  real
terms. Even the Gulf War  failed to slow, much less reverse,  the secular
decline in U.S.  defense spending. This  continuing decline in  available
defense  resources will severely limit  the ability of  force planners to
resort to the  traditional tactic of  "hedging" in the face  of strategic
uncertainty.

     A  uniform set of basic interests: defense of the homeland, economic
well being, a favorable world order, and the promotion of values, informs
force planning for  regional contingencies. The intensity  of those basic
interests, however, varies greatly  across regions, ranging from survival
and vital, those interests  worth fighting for, to major  and peripheral.
Consequently,  identification  of   survival  and  vital  interests   and
differentiation between  those interests for  which the U.S.  would fight
and  those  for  which  we  would  not  are vital  prerequisites  to  the
determination of regional objectives, the development  of  a  national
military  str ategy  with  a  strong regional component, and planning future
forces for regional contingencies. {4}

     United States defense and  force planners will be confronted  with a
variety  of challenges  as  they  seek  to build  the  forces  needed  to
safeguard regional interests. Foremost among those challenges:

     o   The emergence of  regional hegemons.  Despite the demise  of the
     threat  of Soviet  dominance over Eurasia,  the hegemonic  threat to
     world  and  regional  order  remains.  The  perceived  threat  of  a
     monolithic Soviet hegemony will be succeeded by the lesser but still
     troublesome threat of multiple  regional hegemonies. In Europe, fear
     of   German  predominance  may  follow  on   the  heels  of  rapidly
     diminishing  fear of Soviet domination. Japan, or perhaps China, has
     the  potential to emerge  as the premier power  in East Asia. Brazil
     and   India  have   already   attained   regional  preeminence   in,
     respectively, South America and South  Asia. Egypt, Iraq, and  Syria
     will continue to compete for leadership of the Arab world and, along
     with Iran, contend for  regional domination. In Africa, the  threats
     remain Libya in the north and South Africa in the south.
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     o  The diffusion  of military power.  The continuing spread of  both
     advanced  conventional  arms  and  unconventional  weapons  of  mass
     destruction  threatens  to undermine  efforts  to maintain  regional
     order  and construct a new world order. Conventional weapons such as
     fighter aircraft, tracked and wheeled armored vehicles, naval combat
     vessels,  and guided  and ballistic missiles  are not  only imported
     from  traditional North  American and  European suppliers  but also,
     increasingly,  produced  by countries  in  Africa,  Asia, and  Latin
     America. {5} Unconventional weapons of mass destruction spreading to
     these regions  include chemical and  biological as  well as  nuclear
     weapons.

     o  Intrastate conflict.  In the future, U.S. regional  interests are
     as likely to be threatened by intractable intrastate conflicts as by
     more traditional interstate  conflicts. Indeed, internal  challenges
     to the authority and  sovereignty of the state mounted  by national,
     ethnic, tribal, religious  and other communal groupings  may pose an
     even greater threat to  regional and world order and  stability than
     interstate violence. One observer has gone  so far as to argue  that
     "The  gulf war  is the  wave of  the  past. .  . .  India, Ethiopia,
     Yugoslavia  and the breakup of the Soviet  Union are the wave of the
     future." {6}

     o  The gap between rich and poor. The continuing, indeed increasing,
     gap  between rich  and poor  is glaringly  evident. At  the national
     level, though present  in advanced industrial societies,  it is most
     obviously  evident  in  the  dual  sector  economies  of  developing
     countries. At the international level the gap is at the heart of the
     conflict  between South  and North.  And  as demonstrated  by Saddam
     Hussein's  attempt  to mobilize  the  poor Arab  masses  against the
     wealthy  Persian Gulf  monarchies,  it is  present  as well  at  the
     regional  level.  The continuing  inequitable distribution  of world
     resources cannot  but  breed discontent  and  foster  internal,
     regional,  and global political instability.

     o    Demographic pressures.  Rapid  population  growth continues  to
     plague  many of  the poorest  countries of  Africa, Asia,  and Latin
     America.  The inability to provide for even the basic human needs of
     an  expanding population  has  prompted the  hungry, unemployed  and
     underemployed, and homeless to voice their grievances by engaging in
     political  action   ranging  from  nonviolent  protests   and  civil
     disobedience  to mass uprisings or  to exit by  migrating to Western
     Europe from North Africa and the poorer countries of Southern Europe
     and to the  United States  from Mexico, the  Caribbean, and  Central
     America.

              Policy, Strategy, and Force Planning Questions

     To   safeguard  U.S.   regional  interests,  advance   its  regional
objectives,  and  build  the  forces  required  to  meet  future regional
challenges in  the context of strategic uncertainty and declining defense
resources, defense  and force  planners must address  fundamental policy,
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strategy, and force planning questions. The policy and strategy questions
that require our attention include:

     o  How should  the U.S. prioritize its regional interests? Which are
     truly vital?

     o  Under what conditions should the U.S. be willing  to use military
     force to  safeguard its regional interests? When should our response
     to challenges  be diplomatic  and/or economic rather  than military?
     Should military force be used only as a last resort?

     o   What should become  of the  grand strategy  of containment  that
     informed our response to regional contingencies during the Cold War?

     o    Should  our national  security  strategy  reflect  a policy  of
     confrontation or cooperation with the Soviet Union in responding  to
     future regional contingencies?

     o   What national security strategy would most effectively guide the
     U.S.  response to the spectrum of conflicts likely to be encountered
     in  future  regional  contingencies?  Is  flexible   response  still
     relevant?

     o  What might a fiscally responsible national security strategy look
     like?

     o   Absent a coalescing global  threat, is a strategy  of deterrence
     relevant in a diverse regional context? Will it be possible to deter
     emerging regional  challenges to U.S.  interests? Is it  possible to
     deter effectively intrastate challenges?

     o  Should  forward deployment give way to forward  presence? Might a
     rapid power projection capability serve  as a viable substitute  for
     forward deployment?

     o   Should  our national  security strategy  be predicated  upon the
     ability to fight in simultaneous or sequential regional conflicts?

     o   What role should be  assigned to alliances?  With which regional
     actors and coalitions might the U.S. share the burden of maintaining
     regional order and stability?

     o  What security  architectures are likely to enhance  the prospects
     for  the maintenance of regional  order and stability and contribute
     to the realization of a New World Order?

     o  Are  arms control  efforts likely  to yield  tangible rewards  in
     regions  other than  Europe?  What regional  arms control  proposals
     should the U.S. advance?

     o   Should  military  assistance programs  be displaced  by economic
     assistance  programs?  Might  military assistance  programs  play  a
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     constructive role in establishing and maintaining regional order?

     Continuing  strategic uncertainty  is today further  compounding the
always formidable task of formulating effective policy and strategy.  Yet
the formulation of force  planning questions must not await  the issuance
of  definitive  policy and  strategy documents.  At  a time  when policy,
strategy,  and  force  planning   are  bounded  by  not   only  strategic
uncertainty but also by increasing fiscal scarcity, it is imperative that
policy and  strategy be informed by the concerns of force planners. Among
the  questions  that must  be confronted  as  we plan  forces  for future
regional contingencies are the following:

     o  How  should U.S. force  planners respond to  the recent  dramatic
     geopolitical  changes?  Should force  structure  be  changed on  the
     margins, or  are bold, perhaps radical,  even revolutionary, changes
     in force structure required?

     o  Do prospective  future regional contingencies warrant maintenance
     of the country's current force structure?

     o  What force planning approaches will be most useful in structuring
     forces  for future  regional  contingencies? What  are the  relative
     utilities of top down  and bottom up approaches? Should  planning be
     threat  or  scenario driven?  Should  we  just hedge?  Might  fiscal
     constraints entirely displace other planning methods?

     o  Should we emphasize  planning for the worst possible or  the most
     likely regional contingencies?

     o   Can  forces trained  and  equipped to  engage in  high intensity
     regional conflicts also engage effectively in mid and low  intensity
     conflicts?

     o    Should  we be  building  general  purpose  or functionally  and
     regionally tailored forces?

     o   What mix  of heavy and  light ground  forces will  be needed  to
     respond to future  regional contingencies? Are the  services of both
     an Army and a Marine Corps required?

     o   What changes  in  the U.S.  force  structure would  enhance  our
     ability to deter not only interstate but intrastate challenges?

     o   Should we continue to emphasize investments in a high technology
     force structure for future regional contingencies?

     o   What  are the  strategic lift  requirements for  future regional
     contingencies? Do  any regional  planning cases mandate  significant
     investment  in   strategic   lift  and   amphibious   forced   entry
     capabilities?

     o  Where should the U.S. seek to preposition materiel? What materiel
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     should be prepositioned?

     o   Can force planning for less intensive regional conflicts sustain
     the defense industrial base?

     o  What tradeoffs  among readiness, sustainability, force structure,
     and modernization should be exploited to reduce budgetary outlays?

     o  What steps might be taken to assure a reconstitution capability?

     Answers  to these  and  the many  other  questions that  demand  the
attention  of  force  planners  are  seldom  obvious.  Typically,  formal
analytical  tools  are  employed  by  planners  to  assess the  validity,
reliability, and  practicality of alternative "answers."  Yet the complex
environment in which force  planning decisions are made ensures  that the
answers  derived from rigorous, formal  analyses are also  exposed to the
scrutiny,  often politically informed, of the large number of actors that
participate in the decision making process.

                         Overview of the Readings

     The  regional planning cases for which  readings have been assembled
here are the Atlantic and  Europe, the Pacific and Asia, the  Middle East
and  Southwest Asia, the Western Hemisphere, and Africa. The Atlantic and
Europe planning case is the focus of section B of this chapter. Though no
longer  the preeminent  planning case  it was  during the  Cold  War, the
Atlantic and  Europe case cannot yet  be relegated to the  status of just
another regional  planning case. Historical drift  and strategic inertia,
if  nothing else,  will work to  ensure the  continued prominence  of the
Atlantic/European planning case.

     The London Declaration of July 1990 reaffirmed the importance of the
North  Atlantic  Treaty Organization  (NATO) in  the  new, post  Cold War
Europe.  NATO  members  reconfirmed  the  defensive  orientation  of  the
alliance  and invited the members of the Warsaw Treaty Organization (WTO)
to join with  them in  a "commitment to  nonaggression." The  Declaration
anticipated  the  successful completion  of  the  Conventional Forces  in
Europe  (CFE) Treaty, the creation of a smaller, restructured NATO force,
continued movement away from "substrategic" nuclear systems, and mandated
the preparation of a new NATO military strategy. Features of the new NATO
posture  that had become  evident by late  spring of 1991  included a new
multinational rapid reaction  corps and  a 50 percent  reduction of  both
overall NATO troop  strength and the U.S. contribution to  NATO forces in
Europe. {7}

     In its report on The United  States and NATO in an Undivided Europe,
the Working Group on  Changing Roles and Shifting Burdens in the Atlantic
Alliance examines the  ramifications of  the dramatic  changes in  Europe
acknowledged by the London  Declaration and the Paris Summit  of November
1990. The members  of the  Working Group, in  a consciously  conservative
analysis focusing on  preserving the  gains obtained during  the past  45
years, emphasizes  the continuing  United States  interest in  Europe and
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voice concern  about the possibility of  not only a resurgent  Soviet, or
perhaps  Russian, military  challenge but  also political  instability in
newly  liberated countries  of Eastern  Europe. In addition,  the Working
Group urges  that  NATO continue  to  be "the  primary  vehicle for  U.S.
military involvement in  NATO," advises against  the admission of  former
WTO members into NATO, rejects the notion of a peacekeeping role for NATO
forces  in  Eastern  Europe,  counsels  the  avoidance  of  out  of  area
operations, and  recommends the reorganization and  revitalization of the
alliance and the reconsideration of its strategy and force structure.

     In a provocative piece,  John J. Mearsheimer, a Professor  and Chair
of  the Department  of Political  Science at  the University  of Chicago,
argues that the  end of  the Cold War  means not  peace and stability  in
Europe but conflict and instability. According to Mearsheimer, the end of
the  Cold War signals  the end of  the bipolar international  system that
ensured  stability   in  Europe.   with  the  return   to  a   multipolar
international system structure,  "Europe is reverting  to a state  system
that   created  powerful   incentives  for   aggression  in   the  past."
Mearsheimer's analysis, informed by  "realist" theories of  international
relations, suggests  that war is not obsolete  in Europe and that neither
economic  prosperity nor  the  liberal democratic  character of  European
states guarantees peace in Europe. {8}

     The Mediterranean, once valued primarily for the access  it provided
to NATO's southern flank, is  a key to Southwest Asia as  well as Europe.
In  this final  reading on  the Atlantic/Europe  planning  case, Bradford
Dismukes and Bradd Hayes stress the value of maritime forces continuously
forward  deployed  in  the  Mediterranean,  where  they  are  capable  of
responding  rapidly to  regional  crises in  the  key littoral  areas  of
southern Europe,  including the areas  of most likely  instability within
the Soviet  Union, Northern Africa, and the  Levant. The Suez Canal, they
note,  accords the  Mediterranean further  significance since  it affords
passage  to Southwest  Asia and  the Persian  Gulf. That naval  forces on
station in the  Mediterranean during Operations Desert Shield  and Desert
Storm, for instance,  were positioned to respond  in a timely manner  and
with sufficient force hot only led  the Iraqi high command to hesitate in
Kuwait but also deterred  a potentially devastating Iraqi drive  to vital
Saudi oil fields and ports.

     The two  readings in section C  of the chapter focus  on the Pacific
and Asia planning case. Force planners have long regarded the Pacific and
Asia as an economy of force area. Maritime forces have dominated the force
structure  for this case. William  Crowe, a retired admiral  and former
Chairman  of the Joint Chiefs of  Staff, and Alan Romberg, a Fellow  at the
Council on Foreign Relations,  survey U.S. interests,  and the  challenges
to  those interests, in the Pacific.  Despite the vital contribution of  the
region to our security  and prosperity, they  rule out an  increase in the
U.S. mili tary presence  in the  region. Crowe  and Romberg  argue
persuasively that  the U.S.  instead  use an  agile but  modest  military
presence  to undergird  the  stability  that  the  region  now  enjoys.
They caution, however, that  planners be more "forward looking and . . .
help shape the inevitable changes in the region . . . rather than resist



111

them."

     Noting  the decline  of  America's global  economic hegemony,  Hideo
Sato, a prominent Japanese observer, suggests that U.S. leadership in the
Pacific  region be displaced by a more plural system in which the cost of
maintaining the stable regional  and world order vital to  the prosperity
of  East Asia  be borne by  Japan as  well as the  United States. Japan's
role, however, should  not be limited to  sharing the burden  of defense;
Japan, he argues, should also share  with the United States the burden of
leadership.  As a  "core member"  of "a  joint leadership  system," Japan
would  assume a  greater  role in  world  financial markets,  attempt  to
promote  growth and cooperation in Asia and the Pacific, more effectively
allocate  its foreign  aid, take  the  lead against  global environmental
problems, and create "a  global partnership with the United  States." For
Sato, Japan's  leadership role is  limited to  the economic arena;  he is
clearly reluctant to consider a  leadership role for Japan in the  world,
or even regional, security arena.

     Section  D  of  this  chapter  is devoted  to  the  Middle  East and
Southwest Asia planning case. In his insightful analytical survey of post
Gulf  War Middle  Eastern  diplomacy, Peter  Rodman cautions  against the
excessive  optimism generated  by the  dramatic victory  of the  U.S. led
coalition over  Iraq. The  security problems of  the region  are no  less
intractable  than  before  the war.  We  are  still  confronted with  the
Palestinian problem, an Arab/Israeli conflict deeply rooted in primordial
sentiments,  arsenals bulging  with  high tech  weaponry, an  inequitable
distribution  of resources  and wealth,  and Islamic  fundamentalism. Yet
despite these and other obstacles to resolving regional dilemmas, Rodman,
wonderfully  mixing metaphors, argues that with "the American role in the
Middle East . .  . at its  zenith" and the U.S.  as the "linchpin,"  "the
United  States . .  . hold[s] most of  the cards. And  it should act that
way."

     Zbigniew  Brzezinski reviews the  costs as  well as  the "undeniably
impressive" benefits of  the U.S.  victory over Iraq.  Primary among  the
possible  costs are the advantages Iran derives  from the defeat of Iraq,
the danger that  the war  has intensified "ethnic,  religious and  tribal
animosities" in the region, and the concern that the response of the U.S.
led coal ition to the Iraqi invasion  of  Kuwait   may  come  to  be
perceived  as  disproportionate,  thereby undermining  the U.S.  depiction
of  the war  as a  just  war. Brzezinski proposes  that the  United  states
recognize  and  accept its  moral  and political  responsibility   for  the
future  of   the  region:  "relief, reconstruction,  and  reconciliation"
should  inform  the  post war  U.S. agenda  for the region. Brzezinski also
recommends that the United States pursue (1) "a  regional security
arra ngement," (2)  the redistribution of wealth  within the  region, and
(3) a  peaceful resolution  to the  Arab Israeli conflict.

     We turn to the Western Hemisphere planning case in section E. In the
first reading, Susan  Kaufman Purcell  contrasts the views  of those  who
argue  that in the  aftermath of the  Cold War  Latin America will  be of
little interest  to the United States  with that of those  who argue that
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"geography  is  destiny ";  the  proximity of  Latin  America, continuing
problems  with   drugs,  immigration,   and  the  environment,   and  new
opportunities  for  trade  will  assure continued  U.S.  interest  in the
region. Adoption  of the  first perspective would  result in a  policy of
benign neglect; adoption of the second would lead to "a more positive and
active role in shaping the hemisphere's future." The Bush Administration,
as  Purcell observes, appears to have  adopted a policy of involvement in
which  the U.S.  actively  works to  affect  the political  and  economic
development  of   the  region   through  debt  restructuring   and  trade
initiatives. Military  assistance, apparently, will not  be a significant
component of this policy of engagement.

     The  brief   historical   overview  of   the   U.S./Latin   American
relationship provided  by Francisco Orrego  Vicuna, the President  of the
Chilean  Council on Foreign Relations, reveals the strains that have long
afflicted  hemispheric  relations.  Yet   the  democratization  of  Latin
American, the end of  the Cold War confrontation, and the  new U.S./Latin
American agenda,  encompassing  proposals  for  a  free  trade  area,  an
improved   investment   climate,   debt   restructuring,   and   regional
integration,  may  offer  the  opportunity  for  significantly  improving
hemispheric relations.  While  differences remain,  especially  regarding
drugs,  population  shifts,  and   the  environment,  Orrego  Vicufla  is
optimistic about the prospects for "a new hemispheric partnership."

     The  African case  is the  focus of  the final  section (F)  of this
chapter. Because of its seeming strategic insignificance, Africa has been
largely  neglected by  U.S. defense  and force  planners over  the years.
Since World War II, only when the  Cold War rivalry with the Soviet Union
erupted in  hot spots  such  as the  Horn of  Africa and  Angola has  the
interest of the American defense community in Africa been piqued. {9} The
prominence of Cold War concerns  in U.S. Africa policy is  highlighted in
David Newsom's survey of  U.S. interests and objectives in  Africa. After
reviewing alternative rationales and  justifications for U.S.  engagement
in Africa, Newsom, a former  ambassador and under secretary of state  for
political affairs, concludes that the time "has not yet come" to base U.S.
Africa policy on  premises other than the need to counter the Soviet threat.

     That there are alternative premises for U.S. involvement  in African
affairs periodical Africa  Recovery and  a Kenyan, Lone  argues that  the
collapse  of political  and social  order in  Chad, Liberia,  Rwanda, and
Somalia in  1990 (and  Ethiopia in  1991), are a  result of  the economic
crisis of the 1980s. He  urges that the United States and  other advanced
industrial suppliers of economic aid provide debt relief, relax the terms
under which  economic assistance  is granted,  and  attempt to  stabilize
prices  for African  commodity exports  in order  to foster  the economic
recovery of Africa and avoid further political meltdown.

     These  readings have  been included  in this  volume not  to provide
"answers" to  the  policy,  strategy, and  force  planning  questions  we
raised, but to stimulate  thought and debate, and to  generate additional
questions. Questions are as important as answers. Without well formulated
questions, analysis of  and debate about  alternatives will be  unfocused



113

and unproductive.
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                                  * * *
                    Why We Will Soon Miss the Cold War

                           John J. Mearsheimer

                        Not available at this time
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                              Chapter 3.B.2
                                  * * *
                         London Declaration on a
                   Transformed North Atlantic Alliance

                          North Atlantic Council

     1.   Europe has  entered a new,  promising era. Central  and Eastern
Europe is  liberating itself. The Soviet  Union has embarked on  the long
journey toward a  free society. The walls  that once confined people  and
ideas are collapsing.  Europeans are determining their own  destiny. They
are choosing  freedom.  They  are choosing  economic  liberty.  They  are
choosing  peace. They  are  choosing  a  Europe  whole  and  free.  As  a
consequence, this Alliance must and will adapt.

     2.    The  North Atlantic  Alliance  has  been  the most  successful
defensive  alliance in history. As  our Alliance enters  its fifth decade
and looks  ahead to a new  century, it must  continue to provide  for the
common  defense. This  Alliance has  done  much to  bring  about the  new
Europe.  No one, however, can  be certain of the future.  We need to keep
standing together, to  extend the long peace  we have enjoyed these  past
four  decades. Yet our Alliance must be even  more an agent of change. It
can  help build  the structures  of a  more united  continent, supporting
security  and  stability  with  the  strength  of  our  shared  faith  in
democracy, the rights of  the individual, and the peaceful  resolution of
disputes. We  reaffirm that security and  stability do not lie  solely in
the  military dimension, and we intend to enhance the political component
of our Alliance as provided for by Article 2 of our Treaty.

     3.  The unification of Germany means that the division  of Europe is
also being  overcome. A united Germany  in the Atlantic Alliance  of free
democracies and part of the growing political and economic integration of
the European  Community will  be  an indispensable  factor of  stability,
which is  needed in  the heart  of Europe. The  move within  the European
Community  towards  political  union,  including  the  development  of  a
European  identity in  the domain  of security,  will also  contribute to
Atlantic solidarity and to

_________________________________________________________________________

     Issued by the  Heads of  State and Government  participating in  the
meeting of the  North Atlantic Council in London [the  NATO Summit], July
56, 1990
_____________________
     Reprinted from Foreign Policy Bulletin, September/October 1990.
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the  establishment of  a just and  lasting order of  peace throughout the
whole of Europe.

     4.   We recognize  that, in  the new Europe,  the security  of every
state is  inseparably linked to the security  of its neighbors. NATO must
become  an  institution where  Europeans,  Canadians  and Americans  work
together not only for the common  defense, but to build new  partnerships
with all  the nations of Europe. The Atlantic Community must reach out to
the countries of the East which were our adversaries in the Cold War, and
extend to them the hand of friendship.

     5.  We will remain a defensive alliance and will  continue to defend
all the territory of all of our members. We have no aggressive intentions
and we  commit ourselves to the  peaceful resolution of all  disputes. We
will never in any circumstances be the first to use force.

     6.   The member states of the North Atlantic Alliance propose to the
member  states of the Warsaw  Treaty Organization a  joint declaration in
which we  solemnly state that we  are no longer adversaries  and reaffirm
our intention  to refrain from  the threat  or use of  force against  the
territorial integrity or  political independence  of any  state, or  from
acting  in any other manner inconsistent with the purposes and principles
of the United Nations Charter  and with the CSCE [Conference  on Security
and Cooperation in  Europe] Final  Act. We invite  all other CSCE  member
states to join us in this commitment to nonaggression.

     7.   In that spirit, and  to reflect the changing  political role of
the Alliance, we today invite President Gorbachev on behalf of the Soviet
Union,  and representatives  of the  other Central  and Eastern  European
countries to come to Brussels and  address the North Atlantic Council. We
today  also invite  the  governments of  the  Union of  Soviet  Socialist
Republics, the Czech and Slovak Federal Republic, the Hungarian Republic,
the Republic of Poland, the People's Republic of Bulgaria and Romania  to
come to  NATO, not  just to  visit, but to  establish regular  diplomatic
liaison with NATO. This will make it  possible for us to share with  them
our thinking and deliberations in this historic period of change.

     8.  Our Alliance will do its share to overcome the legacy of decades
of  suspicion.  We are  ready to  intensify military  contacts, including
those  of NATO  Military Commanders,  with Moscow  and other  Central and
Eastern European capitals.

     9.   We  welcome the  invitation to  NATO Secretary  General Manfred
Worner to visit Moscow and meet with Soviet leaders.

     10.  Military leaders  from throughout Europe gathered earlier  this
year in  Vienna to talk  about their  forces and doctrine.  NATO proposes
another  such  meeting this  autumn to  promote common  understanding. We
intend  to establish an entirely different quality of openness in Europe,
including an agreement on "Open Skies".
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     11.   The  significant presence  of North American  conventional and
U.S.  nuclear  forces in  Europe  demonstrates  the underlying  political
compact  that binds North America's fate to Europe's democracies. But, as
Europe changes, we must profoundly alter the way we think about defense.

     12.    To reduce  our  military  requirements,  sound  arms  control
agreements  are essential.  That is  why we  put the highest  priority on
completing  this year the first  treaty to reduce  and limit conventional
armed forces in  Europe (CFE) along with  the completion of a  meaningful
CSBM  (confidence and  security building  measures) package.  These talks
should remain in continuous session  until the work is done. Yet  we hope
to go further.  We propose that, once a  CFE Treaty is signed,  follow on
talks should begin with the same membership and mandate, with the goal of
building  on the  current agreement  with additional  measures, including
measures,  to  limit  manpower  in Europe.  With  this  goal  in  mind, a
commitment  will be  given at  the time  of signature  of the  CFE Treaty
concerning the manpower levels of a unified Germany.

     13.   Our  objective will  be to  conclude the  negotiations on  the
follow on to CFE and CSBMs as soon as  possible and looking to the follow
up  meeting of  the CSCE  to be held  in Helsinki  in 1992.  We will seek
through  new  conventional arms  control  negotiations,  within the  CSCE
framework,  further far  reaching  measures in  the  1990s to  limit  the
offensive capability of  conventional armed  forces in Europe,  so as  to
prevent any  nation from  maintaining disproportionate military  power on
the continent. NATO's  High Level  Task Force will  formulate a  detailed
position for these  follow on  conventional arms control  talks. We  will
make provisions  as needed for  different regions to  redress disparities
and to ensure that no one's security is harmed at any stage. Furthermore,
we  will continue to explore broader arms control and confidence building
opportunities.  This is  an ambitious  agenda, but  it matches  our goal:
enduring peace in Europe.

     14.   As  Soviet troops leave  Eastern Europe and  a treaty limiting
conventional armed forces is implemented, the Alliance's integrated force
structure  and  its strategy  will  change fundamentally  to  include the
following elements:

     o  NATO  will field  smaller and restructured  active forces.  These
     forces  will be highly mobile  and versatile so  that Allied leaders
     will  have maximum  flexibility  in deciding  how  to respond  to  a
     crisis.  It will rely increasingly on multinational corps made up of
     national units.

     o  NATO will scale back the readiness of its  active units, reducing
     training requirements and the number of exercises.

     o   NATO will rely  more heavily on  the ability to build  up larger
     forces if and when they might be needed.

     15.    To keep  the  peace,  the  Alliance  must  maintain  for  the
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foreseeable future an appropriate mix of nuclear and conventional forces,
based in Europe, and kept up to date where necessary. But, as a defensive
Alliance, NATO has always stressed that none of its weapons will  ever be
used except in self defense and that we seek the lowest and most stable
level of nuclear forces needed to secure the prevention of war.

     16.  The political and military changes in Europe, and the prospects
of  further changes, now allow  the Allies concerned  to go further. They
will thus modify the size and  adapt the tasks of their nuclear deterrent
forces. They  have concluded that, as  a result of the  new political and
military conditions in Europe, there will be a significantly reduced role
for substrategic nuclear systems of the shortest range. They have decided
specifically that, once negotiations begin on short range nuclear forces,
the Alliance  will propose, in return for reciprocal action by the Soviet
Union, the elimination of all its nuclear artillery shells from Europe.

     17.  New negotiations between the United States and the Soviet Union
on the reduction of short range nuclear forces should begin shortly after
a  CFE agreement  is signed.  The Allies concerned  will develop  an arms
control  framework for  these negotiations which  takes into  account our
requirements for far fewer  nuclear weapons, and the diminished  need for
substrategic nuclear systems of the shortest range.

     18.  Finally, with  the total withdrawal of Soviet  stationed forces
and  the  implementation of  a CFE  agreement,  the Allies  concerned can
reduce their reliance on  nuclear weapons. These will continue  to fulfil
an essential role in the overall  strategy of the Alliance to prevent war
by  ensuring that there are no circumstances in which nuclear retaliation
in  response  to military  action might  be  discounted. However,  in the
transformed Europe, they will be able to adopt a new NATO strategy making
nuclear forces truly weapons of last resort.

     19.  We approve the mandate given in Turnberry to the North Atlantic
Council  in  Permanent  Session  to  oversee  the  ongoing  work  on  the
adaptation of the Alliance to the new circumstances. It should report its
conclusions as soon as possible.

     20.   In  the context of  these revised  plans for  defense and arms
control, and with the advice of NATO Military  Authorities and all member
states concerned, NATO will prepare a new Allied military strategy moving
away from "forward defense", where appropriate, towards a reduced forward
presence and modifying "flexible response" to reflect a  reduced reliance
on nuclear weapons.  In that  connection, NATO will  elaborate new  force
plans consistent with the revolutionary changes in Europe. NATO will also
provide a forum for  Allied consultation on the upcoming  negotiations on
short range nuclear forces.

     21.  The  Conference on  Security and Cooperation  in Europe  (CSCE)
should become  more prominent in  Europe's future, bringing  together the
countries  of Europe and  North America. We  support a  CSCE Summit later
this year in  Paris which would include the signature  of a CFE agreement
and would set  new  standards  for the  establishment,  and  preservation,
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of free societies. It should endorse, inter alia:

     o  CSCE principles on the right to free and fair elections;

     o  CSCE commitments to respect and uphold the rule of law;

     o   CSCE guidelines for enhancing economic cooperation, based on the
     development of free and competitive market economies; and

     o  CSCE cooperation on environmental protection.

     22.  We further propose that the CSCE Summit in Paris decide how the
CSCE  can be  institutionalized to  provide a  forum for  wider political
dialogue  in a  more united  Europe. We  recommend that  CSCE governments
establish:

     o  a program  for regular consultations among member  governments at
     the heads of  state and  government or ministerial  level, at  least
     once each year, with other periodic meetings of officials to prepare
     for and follow up on these consultations;

     o   a schedule  of CSCE review  conferences once every  two years to
     assess progress toward a Europe whole and free;

     o    a  small CSCE  secretariat  to  coordinate  these meetings  and
     conferences;

     o   a CSCE mechanism to monitor elections in all the CSCE countries,
     on the basis of the Copenhagen Document;

     o  a CSCE Centre for the Prevention  of Conflict that might serve as
     a forum for exchanges of military information, discussion of unusual
     military activities, and the conciliation of disputes involving CSCE
     member states; and

     o  a CSCE parliamentary body, the Assembly of Europe, to be based on
     the existing  parliamentary assembly  of the  Council of  Europe, in
     Strasbourg, and include representatives of all CSCE member states.

     The sites of these new institutions should reflect the fact that the
newly democratic countries of Central and Eastern Europe form part of the
political structures of the new Europe.

     23.  Today, our Alliance begins a major transformation. Working with
all  the countries of Europe, we are  determined to create enduring peace
on this continent.
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                              Chapter 3.B.3
                                  * * *
                   Excerpts from The United States and
                       NATO in an Undivided Europe

       Working Group on Changing Roles and Shifting Burdens in the
                            Atlantic Alliance

                        Not available at this time
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                              Chapter 3.B.4
                                  * * *
                     The Mediterranean in the '90s:
                           A Naval Perspective

                            Bradford Dismukes
                                   and
                   Commander Bradd C. Hayes, U.S. Navy

                               Introduction

     The  recent  paradigm shift  in  Europe's  security environment  has
required  planners to reevaluate every aspect of current force levels and
plans. This is as true  in the Mediterranean theater of operations  as it
is elsewhere.  The basic  issue is  whether the  dramatic changes  in the
European  security environment  have fundamentally  changed the  security
environment  in  the  Mediterranean?  There   is  no  question  that  the
Mediterranean has been a vital region in U.S. strategy in the past. Is it
so today? Will it remain so in the future?

     The Mediterranean cannot  be examined in  isolation; rather it  must
seen  in light of the global strategy of  the United States. With the end
of the Cold War,  it was hoped that the succeeding order  would be a more
peaceful  one in which economics,  stability and growth  would reduce the
role  and need for military  forces. Saddam Hussein's  invasion of Kuwait
provided  a quick  antidote to  this view.  The majority  of the  world's
nations reacted with outrage. This was a hopeful sign of recognition that
global  interdependence  means  that  all  have  a  stake   in  answering
aggression,  which,  unhappily,  remains  possible in  a  still  anarchic
international system.

                        National Security Strategy

     President Bush, in his 1990 National Security Strategy of the United
States, {1} stated that an "open and expanding international economy" was
a security objective
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of  the United  States. In concrete  terms this objective  means that the
U.S. has a vital interest in the maintenance of a stable balance of power
in the four areas of the world (figure 1) that are critical to the growth
of  the world economy: North America, Western Europe, Northeast Asia, and
the Persian  Gulf. Instability  in these regions,  exactly what  Saddam's
invasion  of Kuwait  portended, would  threaten the  growth of  the world
economic  system.  It  is no  coincidence  that  these  areas mirror  the
traditional "deployment hubs" for naval forces.

         Figure 1. Areas of Enduring U.S. Vital Interests

     The relationship  between economic  growth and security  is straight
forward, yet easily caricatured as in the depiction of U.S. policy in the
Persian  Gulf crisis  is one of  "blood for  oil." The  President rightly
rejected this  polemical  distortion, not  least  because it  misses  the
point.  The  actual  relationship  between  economic  growth  and  stable
security  is a  reciprocal  one, as  shown in  figure  2. Stability  (the
absence of crisis and  war) is obviously necessary if  effective economic
activity is to go on. At the same time, economic  growth promotes, indeed
seems  to be  a mandatory  condition  for, stability.  The logic  of this
relationship reflects ample experience, both historical and contemporary.
Historically,  the last time there was a  major contraction of the global
economy, totalitarian  ideologies and  regimes thrived at  the.expense of
pluralism and  democracy.  The rise  of fascism,  national socialism  and
communism  owed much to the  dire economic conditions  that resulted from
the First  World  War  and the  Great  Depression. Today  the  appeal  of
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collectivist and fundamentalist ideas in the Third World is fundamentally
altered  by  their  lack of  economic  success.  In  contrast, the  newly
industrial ized countries  of   Asia  that  have   made  the  successful 
tran sition  to development,  enjoy relatively  open  political  systems,
certainly  when compared to the totalitarian systems of the interwar years.

         Figure 2. U.S. Security and World Economic Growth

     Beyond concern for  freedom and human  rights that closed  political
systems  bring, lies  a more  fundamental concern with  security. History
indicates  pluralistic democracies do not fight each other, at least none
has done so to date. There seems to be  ample reason to expect a world in
which pluralistic  democracy prevailed would  be a  safer, more  peaceful
one,  especially when  contrasted with  a world  composed of  states like
Saddam Hussein's  Iraq  that  are repressive  at  home  and  expansionist
abroad.

     The specific  security implications of a  world economic contraction
would  be universally deleterious. There seems little doubt that the fate
of fledgling democracies  of Eastern  Europe (and  of the  course of  the
Soviet  Union's  transition away  from communism)  would be  seriously in
doubt. At a  minimum, hopes for their export  driven development would be
dashed.  The effects  on Europe as  a whole of  Eastern Europe's possible
slide back into the darkness of dictatorship hardly need elaboration.

     Similar effects could be expected elsewhere. In the  long run if the
Third  World continues to suffer massive economic privation and to harbor
unfulfilled  economic expectations,  continued instability  and deepening
North/  South tension seem guaranteed. If on the other hand, this tension
can be kept in check long enough for the international  economy to expand
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and narrow the  distance between  expectations and reality  in the  Third
World, the fu ture security order will be  much more stable. This idea would
seem to form an important component of President Bush's "new world order."

     In addition, an ecological specter would be a certain concomitant of
a contracting world  economy. When nations find themselves  struggling to
feed, clothe, and house  their populations, they are neither  willing nor
able  to fund programs to  salvage the declining  ecosphere. The economic
requirement too use  cheap and dirty fuels worsens the  situation, as the
experience of Eastern Europe amply demonstrates. Just as economic  growth
has become  an objective of  the national security strategy  of the U.S.,
ecological concerns are likely to follow suit.

     Finally, since  the  U.S.  is  the world's  leading  trading  nation
(exports  plus imports), a contraction of the international economy would
disproportionately  affect  its  well  being, including  its  ability  to
provide for  its defense. It should  be clear that this  kind of economic
objective for U.S. security strategy bears little relationship to classic
19th/20th  century  imperialism,  whose   purpose  was  the  exertion  of
political  control  for  direct  economic  gain.  In  today's  situation,
national independence and self determination are givens, and the national
interest of the United States is broadly defined to  encompass the growth
not just of its own but of an interdependent world economy.

             The Mediterranean and National Security Strategy

     This larger security context necessarily highlights the significance
of the Mediterranean  which sits astride  two of the four  vital economic
areas  previously  discussed,  Europe  and  the  Persian  Gulf.  Security
requirements in  the Mediterranean  must be considered  simultaneously in
those  two  geographic  contexts and  in  the  context  of the  theater's
southern and eastern borders in North Africa and the Levant.

                      Looking North: Europe and NATO

     Despite the  end of the Cold  War and the dissolution  of the Warsaw
Pact, both the U.S. and its European allies desire that the United States
remain  militarily engaged  in Europe.  NATO, however it  is transformed,
will remain  for some time the linchpin of U.S. engagement in Europe. The
Mediterranean presents  a natural  venue for this  continued involvement.
Even before Operation Desert  Storm, NATO's focus was beginning  to shift
to the  south and east toward  the Mediterranean. Although NATO  is still
wrestling with the idea of "out of area" operations, it is clear that the
Mediterranean was essential for the reinforcement, resupply and execution
of Operations Desert Shield and Storm. It is certain to remain  similarly
important in  future "out of area"  crises, regardless of  what shape its
military and political command structure may take.

                             The Soviet Union

     Although the level  of Soviet  naval activity has  decreased in  the
Mediterranean  (as   it  has  worldwide),   the  Soviet  threat   is  not
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inconsequential. One of the chief concerns for the West is the breakup of
the  Soviet Union. For the foreseeable future, the danger arises not from
calculated   aggression,  but   from   the  spillover   effects  of   the
disintegration of the Soviet Empire. Nowhere is the potential for violent
instability greater  than in the Soviets' southern  republics where there
are longstanding religious and  ethnic antagonisms. Should these internal
troubles erupt into  civil war,  the possibility exists  that they  could
spread to  involve eastern Turkey or  even the Balkans,  thus requiring a
NATO response. When General John Galvin, NATO's Supreme  Allied Commander
in  Europe,  visited  President  Gorbachev in  November  1990,  Gorbachev
frankly  and  candidly stated  in the  presence  of General  Moiseyev and
Marshal Yazov, "I  do not want civil  war in this country,"  and, "I will
use  military forces to maintain  constitutional order." {2}  There is no
question whatever that  NATO would aid Turkey  if threatened by  the USSR
whether by  design or default. Because  of the rugged terrain  in eastern
Turkey,   NATO  might   consider   sailing  the   Naval  On-Call   Force,
Mediterranean (NAVOCFORMED), into  the Black  Sea as  a demonstration  of
NATO resolve and concern.

                            Balkan Instability

     Ethnic  and  national tensions  also  affect  the Balkans.  Although
changes in the  Balkans will not  affect the overall European  balance of
power, as they did in the 19th and early 20th centuries, there is  a real
possibility  that  civil war  there  could  produce mass  casualties  and
ecological damage which would  affect much of the European  continent and
Mediterranean basin. At the beginning of 1990, 23 Soviet-designed nuclear
reactors for the production of electric power were in  operation or under
construction in central  and eastern  Europe. {3} One  nuclear Plant  (of
U.S.design) is situated near  the border between Croatia and  Slovenia in
Yugoslavia.  Civil  violence  could involve  these  installations  either
purposefully or  inadvertently, producing serious  release of radioactive
material.  The Chernobyl  experience showed  how damaging  and widespread
these results  could be. In  addition, similar, less  serious, ecological
problems  could arise  from  the effects  of  civil violence  on  Eastern
Europe's large chemical industry. {4} Both nuclear and  chemical concerns
deserve consideration by Alliance security planners:

     A final European concern  is the inexorable pressure that  will come
from the Mediterranean's south and east northern Africa and the Levant.

                Looking South and East: The Arc of Crisis

     With the everwidening economic gap between North and South, economic
refugees from Third World countries  look to the rich nations for  escape
from grinding poverty and a grim future. European nations, which welcomed
cheap  foreign labor in the 1950s, 60s  and 70s, now find themselves with
indigestible  minorities  that are  less and  less  welcome. The  tide of
recent immigration  has  further hardened  attitudes toward  more of  the
same. When European  economic union is  complete, many  jobs now held  by
immigrants may  be needed  for Europeans  themselves.  Western Europe  is
already  suffering  from  rising  unemployment,  and  some  nations  have
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deployed  troops  along  their  eastern  borders   to  keep  out  illegal
immigrants from Eastern Europe. But the problem from Eastern Europe pales
beside the problems arising in the south.

     The arc of crisis that spreads from  Morocco in the west to Syria in
the east, has not been  self balancing. Since the Second World  War, only
the intervention by outside forces, initially from Europe and then by the
United States has provided a modicum of stability (and indeed, the region
was unstable earlier as  a consequence of colonial competition  among the
European powers and the  disintegration of the Ottoman  empire). Regional
organizations  to  promote  security  cooperation  have  been   generally
unsuccessful. The  failure of the Arab League to deal with Saddam Hussein
made  it one of the big losers in  the Gulf war. The post crisis security
order  in the  Gulf will  almost certainly  require the  participation of
powers from outside the region.

     There is little reason to believe that this situation will change in
the near future. Figure  3 depicts the relationship between  the external
power and regional stability and lists  many of the underlying sources of
domestic  and international turmoil. there. For the most part, the causes
of instability  are intensifying rather than  attenuating. The population
of  the region  is growing  twice as  fast as  Europe's, and  the world's
greatest demographic  and economic gap is  between the two  shores of the
Mediterranean. The U.S.  has experienced  some of these  problems to  its
south; but  the gap between real incomes in Africa and Europe is twice as
large as it is between America and Latin America. {5} Since the causes of
instability cannot be shown to be diminishing, the onus for demonstrating
why  instability  won't  increase  if  U.S. presence  is  decreased  lies
squarely  with  those who  would advocate  such  a decrease.  Even Soviet
academics have noted the stabilizing influence of the Sixth Fleet. {6}

     One of  the most deeply  seated causes  of instability  lies in  the
demographics of the  area: the so called "youth  bulge" (figure 4). There
is  an historical link between demographics and instability which is more
then coincidental. A youth  bulge occurs when a nation's population of 15
to  24 year olds exceeds  20 percent of the total.  It is evident that in
that circumstance competition for jobs, education and other opportunities
increases.  As  a  result,  societies  tend  to  be  less  stable;  often
immigration increases. For the area under discussion, this bulge began
around 1985 and is forecast to continue well into the next century. {7} Of
course, a youth bulge is not the sole cause of instability  but it does
serve  to exa cerbate other sources  of social unrest, particularly economic
privation, as discussed above.
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        Figure 3. Causes of instability in the "Arc of crisis"

                          Figure 4. Youth Bulge
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     The  region's   potential  for  chaos  threatens   the  security  of
longstanding allies, to which the U.s has security commitments of varying
degrees of formality.  Chief among these are to Israel  and Egypt as well
as to Turkey, which borders the region. One demonstration of the level of
this commitment is the fact that in 1990, nearly 80 percent of the U.S.'s
security assistance went to  Mediterranean countries. {8} This proportion
reflects  in  part the  strategic importance  of the  Suez Canal  and the
Mediterranean's  sea  lines of  communication.  Some 2000  ships  ply the
waters of the Mediterranean on any given day representing between 1/5 and
1/3 of all ships at sea. Nearly half of the Soviet Union's maritime trade
passes  through the Mediterranean. The deployment of U.S. Forces from the
East Coast to the Persian Gulf would have taken much more time and effort
had this critical avenue not been available. The role of the Mediterranean
in access to the Persian Gulf is where we turn next.

                        Access to the Persian Gulf

     For many reasons, the  Mediterranean and Persian Gulf form  a single
geopolitical unit.  Simple mileage  calculations demonstrate  this point.
From the U.S. Atlantic Coast to Bahrain is about 8,500 miles via the Suez
Canal; around the Cape  of Good Hope it is on the  order of 11,800 miles;
but from the Pacific  Coast it is  over 12,500 miles.  For a normal  ship
deployment, it  takes about 12 more  days to reach Bahrain  from the West
Coast  (a total  of about 43  days). Moreover,  a carrier  located in the
eastern  Mediterranean is  less than  500 miles  from Baghdad,  whereas a
carrier in  the Gulf of Oman  is nearly 1100 miles  away. Cruise missiles
launched from ships  in the eastern Mediterranean during Operation Desert
Storm more than adequately demonstrated the importance of this point.

     The flow of  men and material for Operations Desert Shield and Storm
also reflect this geopolitical  reality. Over 90 percent of  U.S. airlift
and sealift traveled  through the Mediterranean. All  European forces and
equipment  deployed through  the  Mediterranean.  This massive  logistics
effort underscored the importance  of maintaining a robust infrastructure
in the  Mediterranean. U.S.  bases, aside from  logistics flow,  provided
ammunition  storage,  command and  control,  communications, maintenance,
intelligence, antisubmarine and reconnaissance support.

     Finally, the  attitudes of the nations of  the eastern Mediterranean
littoral are a critical determinant of  the balance of power in the Gulf.
In the recent  crisis, if Turkey or.Egypt, for example, had been neutral,
or  even  in  Iraq's  camp,  the  situation  would  have  been  radically
transformed to the disadvantage of the U.S. and its allies. The fact that
those  nations took a  favorable alignment reflected  the general success
that U.S. policies have enjoyed in the region policies in which  deployed
military  power has  been an  important component,  as will  be addressed
below.

     The  crisis and  war in  the  Gulf confirmed  the unity  of the  two
regions in  two ways. First it was  widely anticipated that following the
outbreak of hostilities with Iraq, the conflict would spill over into the
Mediterranean. That this  didn't occur was due, in part, to the extensive
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preparations and defensive posturing of forces in the Mediterranean, some
under  formal NATO aegis, some  in bilateral relationship  with the U.S.,
and  some  acting  unilaterally.  A   high  degree  of  coordination  for
Mediterranean-wide  surveillance was achieved  predominantly through NATO
command  and control  procedures in  what came  to  known as  MedNet. Its
missions included:

     o   Deterrence of and reaction to terrorism

          o  Hijacking/hostage situation

     o   Noncombatant Evacuation Operations (NEO)

     o   Sea and Air Lines of Communication Protection

          o  Protection of the Suez Canal

     o   Protection of ports and airfields

     o   Interception of Iraqi Merchant ships

          o  Other High Interest Shipping

     Secondly,  NATO acted  to  defend Turkey  against  threats of  Iraqi
attack, and  the anti-Saddam coalition  was able  to open a  second front
against Iraq from  the Mediterranean and Turkey. This greatly complicated
Iraq's  planning and eliminated any haven for Saddam's forces in northern
Iraq. Saddam was no  doubt mindful that this capability  existed from the
opening days of the crisis.

     In  sum, for  the U.S.  and its  allies in  Europe, the  security of
interests  in  the  Persian  Gulf  begins   in  the  Mediterranean.  This
geopolitical reality exists quite independent of the current  (or future)
location of boundaries between major U.S. military commands.

                   Relevance of Forward Deployed Forces

     The uncertainty following Saddam's invasion of Kuwait was countered,
in the first  instance, by  forward deployed naval  forces. "What  really
saved  us in  the Middle  East," asserted  Representative John  P. Murtha
(RPA), "was  getting the  carriers in  there quickly.  We only  had 1,800
people on  the ground the first  couple of days. Saddam  could have moved
into those oil fields and we wouldn't have  been able to do anything. But
what  worried him were  those carriers out  there, and the  response from
them." {9} In testifying before  Congress both the Secretary of  the Navy
and  the  Chief of  Naval Operations  noted  that almost  immediately USS
EISENHOWER was onstation "in the eastern Mediterranean. " {10}

     Desert Shield and  Storm demonstrated that Naval  Forces can provide
the leading edge for a joint (and in this case combined) crisis response.
As policymakers grapple with  the problem of determining the  best method
to spread  diminishing resources to cover  continuing global commitments,
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it  is important to recall the historical distribution of crises. (Desert
Storm, for  all its importance,  still represents a single  data point in
this respect). Figure 5  shows the locations  and frequency of crises  in
the  Mediterranean  since  1945,  to  which  the  U.S.  National  Command
Authorities  (NCA) dispatched  naval  forces in  response."   {11}  These
crises represent  nearly one third  of all  crises to which  naval forces
have responded since  World War II.  Even more telling  is the fact  that
mince  1980, crises in the  Mediterranean represent nearly  50 percent of
all such crises. Because  of the endemic instability detailed  above, the
obvious concentration of crises in the eastern Mediterranean is likely to
continue.  The clear implication of  this reality is  that, regardless of
the deployment scheme adopted,  the  Mediterranean is  a theater  where
forces need  to remain forward  deployed, possibly, as in Desert Storm, to
be deployed elsewhere when the need arises.

                  Figure 5. Forty Years of Crisis

                        Future Force Requirements

     The main purpose of naval presence is deterrence, which as Schelling
observed a quarter of a century ago, is must less costly and more limited
in scope and risk  than what has to  be done when deterrence fails.  {12}
Occasionally the  criticism  is voiced  that  naval (or  other  military)
forces  "do  not  solve anything."  One  cannot  take  exception to  this
observation,  except that it misunderstands  the role of  naval forces in
policy.  Naval forces  are only  one ingredient in  a mix  of instruments
employed by the  NCA. By their nature they rarely resolve the underlying.
causes  of  instability  discussed above.  But,  they  are  nonetheless a
critical  component.  They  can "manage  crises"  and  buy  time so  that
political  and diplomatic instruments can  be brought to  bear. Were they
absent, the ability of the U.S. to influence an environment marked by the
consistent resort to violence would obviously be reduced.
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     Forty years of routine presence and "crisis response has provided an
ample  basis  for determining  the  forces  needed, effective  employment
modes,  and techniques  for controlling  operations to  achieve political
objectives. {13}  The effective execution of the presence, deterrence and
crisis missions requires forces that meet four criteria:

     o  critical mass

     o  critical mix

     o  adequate supporting infrastructure

     o  continuity of operations

     The standard  of mass  is  simply that  forces  must be  capable  of
defending  directly  against  expected  threats and  to  strike  defended
targets both at sea and ashore. They cannot be a token  force that can be
brushed aside.

     The specific size  and composition  of forces that  best meet  these
requirements  is the subject of  much analysis. Given  the limitations of
space in this review, it is appropriate to simply provide what historical
experience suggests. For maritime forces in the Mediterranean today,  the
capabilities of  a carrier battle  group are needed, first,  to deal with
the fourth generation tactical fighter  aircraft that are already present
in the  region. The  carrier  is also  needed  to provide  the  necessary
airborne  early  warning  and  advanced fighter  protection.  The  losses
suffered  by  the  Royal   Navy  during  the  Falkland's  War   show  the
consequences of failing  to have such  capabilities. Second, the  carrier
can  provide  a weight  of  attack that  cruise  missiles, for  all their
admirable qualities, cannot. As  pointed out earlier, if an  even greater
weight of attack  is needed and it  is politically possible to do  so, it
can  be brought  in from  landbased air.  This is  a strong  argument for
supporting  the  401st Tactical  Fighter  Wing's  relocation to  Crotone,
Italy. In such cases, the battle group can provide needed capabilities in
command and control, reconnaissance, and suppression of air defenses.

     The  nature of the situations  faced in the  Mediterranean appear to
make at  least one carrier  battle group a  mandatory part of  a credible
force. In  response to  increasing commitments and  decreasing resources,
average  carrier battle  group presence  over the  last four  decades has
gradually reduced to that level (see figure 6).
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     Figure 6. Carrier Battle Group Presence in the Mediterranean

     The  critical mix  involves sea, land  and air forces.  As in Desert
Storm, ground  forces may  have to  be deployed  from elsewhere. But  for
crises demanding  an immediate  response, such as  evacuation operations,
the  availability of  amphibious forces  in the  Mediterranean Amphibious
Ready Group (MARG) is vital. The critical mix further includes submarines
(for  reconnaissance  and  strike warfare,  as  well  as ASW),  landbased
maritime aircraft  (for surveillance,  ASW and intelligence  collection),
and supporting infrastructure  ashore  (for  sustainment and
communication s).  Although naval  forces can operate independently of shore
support for long periods of time, their  efficiency and  effectiveness, in
the  long run,  mandate access to shore facilities.

     The  last  criterion  is  that  of  continuity  of  operations.  The
Mediterranean is probably the most geographically and politically complex
body of water  on earth. Its limited size means  that cooperation between
forces  at sea and ashore  in both mandatory  and possible. Multinational
operations  are  increasingly the  rule, as  was  amply borne  out during
Desert Storm. Intimate  familiarity with the environment  is essential if
the fleet's tactical repertory 15  to be tailored with precision  to meet
emerging requirements both militarily and politically.

     A second benefit of  continuity of operations lies in  the political
legitimacy  that accrues  to  the  force  and  to  the  political  entity
deploying  it (whether it  be a nation  or the Alliance).  This point was
explicitly made by Anwar Sadat in his memoirs (when referring to both the
U.S.  and Soviet fleets in  the Mediterranean) when  he observed, "fleets
are no more  then floating borders. . . . Nothing  can stand against them
or  curb  their  activity." {14}  The  relative  size  of this  "floating
frontier" can be seen in figure 7. Arguably, naval forces present more or
else continuously, cause the deploying party to be viewed as a legitimate
actor  in  the  theater or  region  of  deployment,  often an  invaluable
attribute  in  political  bargaining.   In  sum,  further  reductions  in
available carriers may require  an occasional gap in carrier  coverage in
the  Mediterranean (as during Desert Storm), but history argues that such
gaps should be kept as short as possible.
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                                Conclusion

     In examining  the  place  of  the  Mediterranean  in  emerging  U.S.
national  strategy, the  central message  of this  article is  clear: the
Mediterranean  remains an  area in  which the  U.S. has  vital interests.
Additionally, it is a key avenue of access to another region, the Persian
Gulf, in which  U.S. interests are similarly vital, as  the commitment of
over  half a  million American  servicemen and women  demonstrated beyond
doubt.  These  regions  face  serious and  growing  security  challenges,
ranging  from instability  to  the proliferation  of advanced  technology
weapons.  To protect U.S. interests, a continuous presence of U.S. forces
is  required. The geography of  the region dictates  that maritime forces
will remain the forces of choice.

     These  conclusions   indicate  that   the  minimum  forces   in  the
Mediterranean  needed to  promote  regional stability  include a  carrier
battle  group; landbased air, both  naval and Air  Force; submarines; and
amphibious forces, with the ability to bring in heavier Army forces using
prepositioned equipment such as  the Army Readiness Package  South. These
elements are depicted in figure 8.

            Figure 7. Carrier Battle Group's "Floating Frontier"
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               o CARRIER BATTLE GROUP
               o MEDITERRANEAN AMPHIBIOUS READY GROUP
               o SUBMARINES
               o LAND-BASED AIR
                 -- TACTICAL FIGHTERS (CROTONE)
                 -- MARITIME PATROL AIRCRAFT
                 -- RECONNAISSANCE
               o ARMY READINESS PACKAGE SOUTH (ARPS)

 Figure 8. Minimum Force Necessary for Stability in the Mediterranean

     These forces must meet the demonstrated criteria of mass and mix for
credibility in  routine operations and in the kinds of crises that can be
anticipated. They represent  the kind  of capable,  flexible force  which
provides the  NCA with  a wide  range of options  in crisis.  Naval power
remains, not just the leading edge  but, the heart of this force and  its
near-continuous  presence is  the  sine qua  non  of U.S.  policy  in the
Mediterranean.
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                              Chapter 3.E.1
                                  * * *
                     US Policy Towards Latin America
                            After the Cold War

                          Susan Kaufman Purcell

     The end of the Cold  War has triggered a  debate over the future  of
United  States' relations with Latin America. Underlying this debate is a
shared  assumption that US policy  towards the hemisphere  in the postwar
period has been driven primarily by  security concerns. Now that the Cold
War is over,  some analysts have concluded  that Latin America will  hold
little interest  for the US  compared with the  Soviet Union  and Europe,
where far more  interesting and important  changes are occurring.  Others
argue  that  geography  is  destiny. Problems  involving  drugs,  illegal
immigration  and  the  environment will  require  Washington's  continued
attention  as  well as  its  resources. The  US  will also  want  to take
advantage of new opportunities  for increased hemispheric trade in  order
to strengthen  both its own economy  and those of the  new Latin American
democracies.

     The two  views  are based  on  different assumptions  regarding  the
outcome  of  developments  currently   unfolding  in  Latin  America  and
elsewhere, and their potential implications  for the United States. These
different  assumptions  lead  to  contrasting  recommendations  regarding
future US policy towards the region.

                                  * * *

     It  is difficult to argue with the contention that security concerns
have  generally driven  US policy  towards Latin  America in  the postwar
period. Washington's preoccupation with the potential spread of communism
in the region accounts  for its preference, until recently,  for military
rule  over  populist  democracies.  The  former  were  seen  as  friendly
guarantors of
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stability, while  the latter were viewed as hostile to the United States,
friendly towards Cuba and prone to set in motion social forces that could
spin  out of  control and  possibly lead  to communist  regimes. Although
Washington might  have wished for  a centrist, democratic  alternative to
these  two extremes, US government officials tended to conclude that such
an alternative either was  not available or was too  costly and difficult
to create.

     The  US preference  for  military over  populist regimes  manifested
itself in a number of ways. Military assistance and training was one. The
US  also cooperated  with  the military  in  their efforts  to  overthrow
democratically  elected presidents  whose policies  seemed to  be leading
towards  communist takeovers.  Examples include  the overthrow  of Jacobo
Arbenz  in Guatemala in  1954 and Salvador  Allende in Chile  in 1973, as
well  as US support  of the so called  "Brazilian Revolution" that ousted
Joao Goulart in 1964.

     When circumstances prevented the United States from cooperating with
local  military establishments  for  purposes  of  deposing  unacceptable
leaders  or restoring  order to  a degenerating  political situation,  it
intervened militarily, either  directly or through  the use of  surrogate
forces. Direct military intervention has always succeeded; for example in
the Dominican  Republic in 1965, Grenada  in 1983 and Panama  in 1989. US
special forces also were involved in the capture of Ernesto "Che" Guevara
in Bolivia in 1967.

     The  record of  US  support  for  surrogate  forces  has  been  less
successful. The classic failure is the Bay of Pigs invasion that tried to
oust Fidel Castro  in 1961. A more  recent example is US  support for the
Nicaraguan  rebels,  or  Contras, who  failed  to  remove the  Sandinista
government, but  whose contribution to the  Sandinistas' electoral defeat
is  more  ambiguous.  Guatemala in  1954  can  be  considered a  success,
although it is debatable  which played a  greater role in Ousting  Jacobo
Arbenz, the Castillo Armas insurgency or the Guatemalan military.

     When the  US has been unable  to keep Marxists from  taking power or
has  failed to oust  them, it  has implemented  large scale  economic and
military  aid  programmes to  bolster  friendly  regimes in  neighbouring
countries.  The  Alliance  for  Progress,  a $20  billion  aid  programme
established  during   the  Kennedy  Administration,  was  essentially  an
anticommunist  development package for Latin America. The economic aid in
particular was tied to the implementation of social and political reforms
that were supposed to create  stable, democratic and equitable societies,
considered by Washington to be the best insurance against revolution.

     Contrary to the conventional wisdom, the Alliance was a success when
measured by  its primary goal, the  prevention of 'another Cuba'.  By the
end  of the  1960s,  the  major  guerrilla  movements  operating  in  the
hemisphere  had been  destroyed.  There would  not be  another successful
revolution  in the region until the 1979 Sandinista victory in Nicaragua.
A  low cost  version of  the Alliance  formula was  then used  to prevent
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"another Nicaragua".

     Unprecedented  amounts (for  Central America)  of economic  aid were
made available to fight poverty  and injustice in neighbouring countries,
at  the same  time that  military aid  to their  governments was  greatly
increased.

     The period between the Alliance for Progress years and the coming to
power of the  Sandinistas saw  Washington's so called  benign neglect  of
Latin America. In  response to the perceived absence of  a serious threat
to US security  from the region,  economic and  military aid levels  were
reduced. With the exception of US complicity in the  overthrow of Chilean
President Salvador Allende,  Washington was focused on  trouble spots far
away from Latin America.

     Those who argue that the United  States is poised for another period
of benign neglect of Latin  America believe that the 1990s will  resemble
the 1970s.  {1} The electoral defeat of  the Sandinistas in February 1990
effectively removed Central America from the list  of threatened regions.
Mikhail Gorbachev's  "new thinking", which eschews  Soviet involvement in
national liberation  movements in the Third World, makes existing Marxist
guerrillas  operating in  Latin America,  such as  the "Shining  Path" in
Peru, easier to ignore or to deal with unilaterally should the need to do
so arise. Finally,  if Marxist guerrillas were to  take power, they could
not count on Soviet resources to help them create "another Cuba".

     It is  even doubtful that Cuba,  the one country where  the USSR has
already made a multi-billion dollar investment, will  continue to receive
much Soviet support. As a result of glasnost and perestroika,  Soviet aid
to  Cuba is  under  criticism from  both  the Soviet  press  and the  new
parliament. Now that Soviet state enterprises can negotiate directly with
their customers, they are trying to avoid trading with countries, such as
Cuba, that lack hard currency. As a result, the estimated $56bn in Soviet
aid  that Cuba receives  annually has become  increasingly unreliable and
threatens to become even more so with the passage of time. The democratic
revolutions  in Eastern  Europe  have also  exacerbated Cuba's  problems,
since  Cuba  depended  on  them for  machinery  and  advanced technology.
Although the Cuban/American community may not be able to spend "Christmas
in Havana",  there  is a  growing  sense  that Fidel  Castro's  days  are
numbered. A Cuba without Fidel  would truly signify that the Cold  War in
Latin  America was  over  and that  large  infusions of  US  military and
economic aid were no longer necessary. {2}

     Those who anticipate a new period of benign neglect acknowledge that
the absence  of a security  threat does not  necessarily mean  that Latin
America will be  peaceful and  prosperous. Instead, they  point out  that
Washington  traditionally has  been  able to  tolerate  a great  deal  of
economic misery and instability  in Latin America as  long as the  result
was  not an  expansion of  communism or  of Soviet/Cuban  influence. Thus
Washington accepted continued instability in Bolivia until Cuba sought to
expand  its  influence there  with the  help  of Che  Guevara. Similarly,
violence, instability and poverty did  not produce  massive amounts  of US
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military  and economic  aid for Central America until the Sandinistas  took
power, allied themselves with Cuba  and  began  fomenting  revolution in
neighbouring  countries.  The conclusion: with  the  end of  the Cold  War,
US  tolera nce of  violence, instability and poverty will once again
increase.

     The  counter-argument  that the  US will  not  turn away  from Latin
America because of the existence of  new democratic regimes there is also
rejected by  those who  expect  a new  period of  US  inattention to  the
region.  Instead, they  argue that  the end  of the  Cold War  means that
Washington will no longer  care what kinds  of government exist in  Latin
America.  They point  out that strong  US support for  democracy in Latin
America  has traditionally  gone  hand  in  hand  with  the  belief  that
democracy was the best way to avoid the abuses  of power that created the
popular  discontent  on   which  communism  fed.  This  clearly  was  the
assumption of  President Kennedy  and his  Alliance for  Progress. Ronald
Reagan  came to his pro-democracy position by a different route, although
it, too, was  related to the Cold War. Support for democracy became a key
policy  for   undermining  the  Sandinista  dictatorship  and  justifying
military  aid to the  Contras. With the  end of the  Cold War, Washington
again will no longer need to promote or support democracy  to counter the
spread of communism.

     Events in other parts of the world, it is further  argued, will also
make  Latin America  relatively  unimportant to  the  US. Washington  has
become  increasingly concerned with the  possibility of a  breakup of the
Soviet Union, the implications of a united Germany, the viability  of the
Eastern  European economies, and the  future of Europe  after 1992 and of
NATO.  These  issues will  not  be  played out  for  many  years. In  the
meantime, so  the argument  goes, US  economic assistance  can be  put to
better use in Eastern Europe than in Latin America, which counts for less
in the larger global security picture.

     Those who claim that Latin America  will not be of great interest to
US policymakers in  the coming  decade also believe  that the US  private
sector  will  share that  view.  While acknowledging  that  several Latin
American countries have begun  to liberalize their economies and  welcome
foreign investment, they  argue that such  behaviour must be seen  in its
proper context. To date, with the notable exceptions of Mexico and Chile,
they claim that little seems to have been accomplished. Furthermore, they
are  skeptical that  the  countries  in Latin  America  will  be able  to
transform  their rhetoric  into reality.  The new  democracies  there are
still   weak  and  a  broad  consensus  in  favour  of  drastic  economic
restructuring  does not  yet exist.  Anti-American attitudes  also remain
pervasive  in the area, as does a  deep distrust of the foreign investors
whose capital would be necessary to transform the economies.

     It also seems doubtful  that private investors will rush  into Latin
America  given  the  existence  of  attractive  investment  opportunities
elsewhere.  Eastern Europe  especially  seems more  inviting. Governments
there are relatively less in  debt  than their  Latin American
counterparts,  the labour  force is better educated and the industrial
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infras tructure more developed. Perhaps most important is Eastern Europe's
location,  adjacent to West ern Europe. Potential  investors, so the argument
goes, will look upon Eastern Europe in the same  way that  the Japanese look
upon Mexico as  a way into  the larger market next door.  Finally, Eastern
Europe seems more  exciting to investors  because it is virgin territory.
Latin America, in contrast, is "old news"  and, what is worse, has a history
of violence, military coups and corruption.

                                  * * *

     The other vision of the future of US/Latin American relations starts
from the assumption that geography  will make it difficult for the  US to
ignore Latin America.  {3} Because  the United States  and Latin  America
share a common hemisphere and are  connected by land, the problems of the
region  will continue to affect US security. The  end of the Cold War may
change the definition  of what constitutes  a security threat.  Communism
will  no longer  be  the  main  danger.  Instead,  drug  trafficking,  an
uncontrollable  influx  of  undocumented  immigrants  and   refugees  and
environmental  devastation  will  constitute  the  new  security  threats
emanating from the south.

     Those who argue that  the US cannot afford  to ignore Latin  America
cite the drug issue as evidence. Despite the large budget deficit that is
generating pressure for cuts in US aid, the main drug producing countries
have received both  attention and  growing amounts of  economic aid  from
Washington.  Furthermore,  there  is  increasing  evidence  that  the  US
military, instead of being used to fight communism in the hemisphere, may
increasingly be  used to  combat  drugs. The  end of  the  Cold War,  for
example,  has not  kept the  Bush Administration  from sending  forces to
intercept  drugs in the Caribbean,  or from announcing  an agreement with
Peru to set up a base in the Peruvian highlands to improve the capability
of the Peruvian military's fight against drugs.

     Proponents  of the "geography is destiny" theory also argue that the
only way to solve the immigration, drug and environmental problems is for
the US to help Latin America to develop. The number of illegal immigrants
entering  the  United States  will not  begin  to decrease  until gainful
employment is  available in their  own countries. Furthermore,  a certain
degree of economic prosperity is necessary for Latin America to implement
policies for  reducing pollution or protecting  the environment. Finally,
it  is difficult  to.  persuade poor  peasants  to  turn away  from  drug
production or  trafficking  when there  are  no legal  ways  for them  to
support themselves and their families.

     The US self interest argument has  another twist. The world seems to
be  heading increasingly  towards the  establishment of  regional trading
blocs  or free  trade areas. There  is a  good possibility  that, despite
European assurances to  the contrary,  Europe  1992 might  indeed  become
"Fortress  Europe", making US  exports relatively  uncompetitive in
comparison  with products produced   in  Europe.   Japan  also   seems
increasi ngly   involved  in intensifying  its trade relations with its
Asian neighbours. This leaves the US  nowhere to  go but  to Latin  America,
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an area  where it  already enjoys  a comparative  advantage. Latin  America,
after  all, is  used to American products and  the US  has traditionally
been  the region's  main trading  partner. In  1989,  for example,  US
trade with  Latin  America exceeded $100bn  for the first time.  The book
value of  US investment in Latin America at the end of the 1980s was $49bn,
compared to only several tens of  millions of dollars  in Eastern  Europe.
US exports  to the  six Eastern  European countries was $876m, or only
about 2% of US exports to Latin America.

     The  potential  for expanding  US  trade  with  Latin  America  also
contrasts favourably with the  potential opportunities in Eastern Europe.
There  are approximately 435  million people  in Latin  America, compared
with  only  113 million  in Eastern  Europe.  Furthermore, half  of Latin
America's  population is  under 15  years of  age, compared  with Eastern
Europe's  ageing  population.  This  means  that  the  possibilities  for
expanding the market for US products are vastly greater  in Latin America
than in Eastern Europe.

     If  Latin  America were  to  succeed in  its  economic restructuring
efforts  the opportunities  for  expansion would  proliferate. With  more
efficient, productive  and competitive economies, Latin  America would be
able to join with the  US and Canada in  a Western Hemisphere Free  Trade
Area,  which would encompass 700  million people, far  more than those of
Eastern and Western Europe combined.

     Those who take the possibility of creating a Western Hemisphere Free
Trade  Area seriously  have a  considerably more  optimistic view  of the
changes  that are  currently under way  in the  region than  do those who
predict that  Latin America will become less important to the US. Growing
numbers   of  Latin   American  governments   seem  truly   committed  to
liberalizing  and opening  their  economies.  In  addition to  Chile  and
Mexico,  which began  their restructuring  efforts in  the early  and mid
1980s,   respectively,  they  now  include  Argentina,  Brazil,  Bolivia,
Venezuela,  Uruguay,  Costa  Rica and  Peru.  Still  other countries  are
expected  to press  ahead  because of  the  absence of  alternatives  for
achieving economic growth.

     The more optimistic vision of the future of inter-American relations
also holds  that attitudes  as well as  behaviour are  changing in  Latin
America.  Until now Latin America has generally been more concerned with.
avoiding dependency  on than fostering economic  interdependence with the
United States. Anti-Americanism  and a  desire to avoid  US economic  and
cultural penetration were the results. There are signs, however, that the
end of  the Cold War, combined  with a growing fear  that developments in
Eastern and Western Europe could marginalize Latin America, are provoking
the countries in the region to seriously  rethink its place in the world
and, particularly, the relationship  it can  and would like  to have with
the United  S tates.  In  Mexico,  for  example,  where  anti-Americanism
has traditionally been  strongest, recent polls indicate  that a
surprisingly strong majority of the population now favours closer economic
integration with the US.
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     The guarded  optimism  regarding Latin  America is  combined with  a
considerably more pessimistic assessment of the future of Eastern Europe,
which  looks more  problematic  by the  day. It  is proving  difficult to
transform centralized,  command economies  into market economies,  a task
more difficult than that  of making Latin American market  economies more
productive  and competitive. Eastern Europe also  lacks the financial and
legal  infrastructure necessary to support  a market economy,  as well as
the  entrepreneurs,  accountants,  bankers,  lawyers  and  economists  to
operate  within such an infrastructure.  Latin America is  in fairly good
shape in comparison. Finally, Eastern Europe is not rich in resources, as
is Latin America, and cannot feed itself, as Latin America is able to do.

     Those who look  ahead to  a possible Western  Hemisphere Free  Trade
Area point out that its  foundation is already being laid, in the form of
progress towards a North American Free Trade Area. The first step was the
US/Canada Free Trade Agreement,  which came into effect in  January 1989.
The economies of Mexico and the US are also becoming more interdependent.
In  1987,  both  countries  signed a  bilateral  framework  agreement  to
facilitate the resolution of trade disputes. This agreement was broadened
in 1989. When Ronald Reagan first urged the formation of a North American
Common Market in the  early 1980s, Mexico rejected the  idea outright. In
June  1990,  however,  President  Carlos Salinas  de  Gortari  of  Mexico
formally  requested a  free trade  agreement with  the United  States and
subsequently  began exploring  the possibility  of a  similar arrangement
with Canada.

     Since Mexico, which  shares a 2,000 mile border with  the US, is the
source of the  majority of  illegal immigrants as  well as illegal  drugs
that enter the US, and of some environmental threats as  well, even those
who argue that Latin America will become  less important to the US in the
future  exempt  Mexico.  Their  disagreement covers  the  rest  of  Latin
America,  the  territory  from  Central  America  and  the  Caribbean  to
Argentina.

     Those  who believe that Latin  America will remain important foresee
continued  US involvement in Central  America despite the  removal of the
Sandinista government. For  them, the  end of Sandinista  rule opens  the
door to the eventual creation of a Central American Free  Trade Area. The
existing  Caribbean  Basin  Initiative   allows  most  exports  from  the
Caribbean and Central  America to enter the United States  duty free. Now
that Nicaragua has a democratically elected government, prospects for the
eventual  creation of  a Central  American Free  Trade Area,  which would
include the  five  Central  American  countries  plus  Panama,  are  much
improved. Acknowledging this new  reality, the  presidents  of  the  Central
American  cou ntries  met recently  to  explore ways  of increasing  free
trade in  the  area. The combination of free trade within Central America
and duty free entry into the US  of  Central American  exports  would  then
allow  the  region  to negotiate a  free trade agreement, first with  the
United States and then with its other North American neighbours.

     The process of including  South America in a free  trade arrangement
would proceed by  degrees. Brazil  and Argentina have  already agreed  to
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expand their  bilateral trade agreement  to include Uruguay.  These three
countries, together with  Chile, pledged in August 1990  to work toward a
Southern  Cone  free  trade area,  which  might  also eventually  include
Paraguay. The economies of Venezuela and Colombia might also move towards
freer bilateral  trade, as might  Bolivia, Peru  and Ecuador. It  is also
possible that the countries of South America might decide individually to
enter into bilateral free trade agreements with the United States.

     Whichever  way  the  process  developed, a  hemispheric  free  trade
arrangement would not  tie the countries of the hemisphere  to each other
to the  exclusion of trade relations  with the other parts  of the world.
Regional  free  trade arrangements  can either  serve as  foundations for
expanded global free  trade or  for the construction  of fortresses  that
protect member  countries from global competition.  Neither Latin America
nor the US  nor Canada would want  to be tied exclusively  to each other.
Instead, all would wish to continue expanding their global trade.

                                  * * *

     The  opposing visions of the  future importance of  Latin America to
the  United  States  lead   to  different  recommendations  regarding  US
behaviour towards the  region. If  Latin America will  not be  important,
Washington  should not  devote  much time  or energy  in trying  to shape
developments  there. Instead,  the US  can play  the role  of hemispheric
fireman, reacting  to crises as and  when they arise  and avoiding taking
the initiative  to  improve inter-American  relations. If,  on the  other
hand, the  US decides that Latin  America could be very  important to its
own future prosperity and well being,  it should play a more positive and
active role in shaping the hemisphere's future.

     Based on its rhetoric and behaviour to date, the Bush Administration
seems to  be opting for the  latter course. The President  is planning an
unprecedented five nation tour  of the region. Vice President  Quayle has
already made  seven trips to  Latin America in  just over one  year, more
than any  other US Vice president in a comparable period of time. Between
them,  the President  and  Vice President  have  met almost  every  Latin
American head  of state; President  Bush also communicates  frequently by
telephone with the region's presidents.

     The Administration also acted  quickly to defuse the debt  crisis in
the region by launching the Brady Plan, which for the first time included
debt  reduction  on  the  menu  of  available  options.  Successful  debt
negotiations under  the  Brady  Plan  have been  concluded  with  Mexico,
Venezuela and Costa Rica, and  others are in progress or about  to begin.
The  Administration has voted in favour of  an increase in the capital of
the IMF and the World Bank and has resolvEd a dispute that was disrupting
the functioning of the Inter-American Development Bank.

     The  concept  of  debt   reduction  was  further  expanded  in   the
Administration's Enterprise for the Americas  Initiative, which President
Bush unveiled  on 27  June 1990. Labelled  by the  White House  as a  new
partnership for  trade, investment and  growth, the Initiative  broke new
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ground in advocating the reduction and restructuring of official debt. It
also promised to  work with the  IDB to create  a new lending  programme.
Both  policies were  conditioned on  continued economic  reform in  Latin
America and the Caribbean.

     President Bush's  Initiative also proposed the creation of a Western
Hemisphere  Free  Trade Area  as a  long range  goal. As  stepping stones
towards hemispheric free trade, the Administration stated its willingness
to enter into bilateral framework agreements as well as bilateral or sub-
regional  free  trade  agreements. Bilateral  framework  agreements  with
Mexico and Bolivia already existed prior to the President's speech. Since
the  announcement   of  the  Enterprise  for   the  Americas  Initiative,
additional  framework  agreements  have  been signed  with  Colombia  and
Ecuador.  Talks are in progress  with Chile, while  Brazil, Argentina and
Uruguay  have stated  they would  like to  sign a  sub-regional framework
agreement with Washington. Venezuela and Jamaica have also each expressed
interest in signing bilateral framework agreements with the US.

     Although  a  number  of  Latin  American  countries  have  expressed
interest in  signing  separate  free trade  agreements  with  the  United
States, President  Bush made  clear  that priority  will  be given  to  a
bilateral  free trade agreement with Mexico. On 10 June President Salinas
formally requested such  a treaty. President  Bush originally planned  to
notify Congress formally of the intent  of the US and Mexico to negotiate
such  a  treaty, in  December 1990,  but  subsequently decided  to notify
Congress in September instead.

     The  third component of  the Enterprise for  the Americas Initiative
involves  investment.  The Administration  plans  to help  develop  a new
investment  sector  loan  programme  in  the  IDB,  which  would  provide
technical advice and financial support for privatization  efforts and the
liberalization of investment regimes in Latin America and the  Caribbean.
President Bush  also proposed the  creation of a  multilateral investment
fund to provide grants of  up to $300m annually in response  to important
investment reforms in the region. The funds would also be used to develop
human capital through worker training, education and health programmes.

     In  addition   to  policies  that  target   the  entire  hemisphere,
Washington has simultaneously focused on  specific countries or groups of
countries. Mexico, in particular,  has received high level  attention. In
August 1989, five US Cabinet  members went to Mexico and worked  directly
with  their Mexican  counterparts  in setting  up  a number  of  sectoral
working groups to deal with trade issues and disputes. US participants in
the  recent  August  meeting  t:f  the  US/Mexico  Binational  Commission
included  Secretary  of  State  James  Baker,  Attorney  General  Richard
Thornburgh, US  Trade Representative  Carla Hills,  Agriculture Secretary
Clayton   Yeutter   and  FBI   Director   William   Sessions.  The   Bush
Administration  has  also worked  behind  the  scenes to  facilitate  the
continued restructuring of the Mexican economy.

     The  Administration's Central  American  policy is  also laying  the
foundation  for the eventual formation  of a Central  American free trade
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area and resumed economic growth. Whether by design or by luck, President
Bush's  decision not to resume aid to the Contras obliged the Sandinistas
to  proceed with  elections that  they (and  possibly the  US government)
expected to  win but  which they  lost. The  dismantling of  socialism in
Nicaragua is a necessary first step in the eventual negotiation of common
rules regarding regional trade.  Washington's support for negotiations in
El Salvador, as  well as the US invasion of  Panama which removed General
Manuel Noriega from power, also  helped to move Central American  in this
direction by helping to stabilize the region.

     Although Washington has made it  clear that large amounts of US  aid
will  not be forthcoming, at  the meeting of  Central American presidents
held in Guatemala in  June 1990, Secretary of State  James Baker promised
to press  Japan and  Western Europe to  increase their assistance  to the
region. The following month, in Brussels, he proposed that the nations in
the Group of  24 set up an aid programme to help Central American develop
economically and  consolidate its democratic governments.  In addition to
these  proposals,  the Caribbean  Basin  Initiative,  which provides  for
dutyfree entry  of a range of Central American and Caribbean exports into
the United States, has been expanded.

     Within South America, the Andean countries have been singled out for
special  treatment to  help them  reduce the  production, processing  and
export of drugs and  to provide them with alternative  sources of income.
In February 1990, at the Cartagena  Summit attended by the presidents  of
Colombia, Bolivia and Peru,  President Bush pledged new funds  to finance
rural  development in these countries. Five months later, he proposed the
removal  of  all US  tariffs  on  a range  of  products  exported by  the
Cartagena  countries plus Ecuador.  He also set  up a council  to develop
trade and investment agreements between the US and the Andean countries.

     The  good  start that  the Administration  has  made with  its Latin
American  policy, however,  is still  not sufficient  to ensure  that the
favourable trends that  exist  in Latin  America will  continue  and that
further progress towards free trade and  democratic development in the
hemisphere  will be made. For that to occur, Washington must take additional
steps. 

     A good  place to begin  is on  the debt issue.  Most Latin  American
countries  are still spending too  much of their  export earnings on debt
service.  As long as this continues, private investors, both domestic and
foreign, will put t,heir capital elsewhere. While the Brady Plan has made
some  headway  in easing  the  debt burden,  and the  Enterprise  for the
Americas Initiative  will help countries  whose official debt  is largely
with the US government, countries whose debt is mainly with international
financial institutions have  received little  or no  relief. The  problem
with official debt has become particularly acute since 1987, when for the
first time international  lending agencies  became a net  drain on  Latin
America's balance of payments.

     It is not clear  that substantial debt reduction, even  if feasible,
would contribute greatly to needed capital formation in the region, since
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it  is  estimated that  a  20%  reduction  in  debt would  boost  capital
formation by only 1%. For  this reason, a more promising course  would be
the more  energetic promotion by  the US of increased  conversion of debt
into equity. The  US might also support the  lengthening of grace periods
on World  Bank loans, as well as suggest other ways of reversing the flow
of   capital  from   Latin   America  to   the  international   financial
institutions.

     If  the dream  of free trade  within the  hemisphere is  to become a
reality, the  US must also  increasingly tackle the  protectionist forces
within  its  own borders.  The  Caribbean  Basin Initiative  will  remain
limited  in what it can achieve as long  as some of the principal exports
of the Caribbean  Basin Countries, such  as sugar  and textiles, are  not
included  under its  dutyfree  provision. A  similar confrontation  looms
regarding  Mexico. As President Salinas  moves Mexico towards a freetrade
agreement  with the United States, the Bush Administration must find ways
to assist inefficient US industries and their workers to adjust to a more
open trading regime.

     If the Administration fails to take the steps that are  necessary to
remove  more of the obstacles  to increased and  freer hemispheric trade,
those who predict that the  end of the Cold  War will make Latin  America
unimportant to  the United States  will be  proved correct. On  the other
hand, US actions alone will not be sufficient to guarantee the success of
Latin America's  economic restructuring  or the  advent of  a hemispheric
freetrade area. The populations  of the countries  in the region must  do
their part as well.

     Despite substantial  progress towards  more open economies  in Latin
America, much still  remains to  be done.  Regulations governing  foreign
investment  in a number of countries  still favour domestic entrepreneurs
or the state over foreign  ones. This is particularly true in  the energy
sector. Such  legislation seems  counterproductive given the  shortage of
capital  for  purposes  of  exploration and  development  of  new  energy
sources, particularly in the context of  the instability in the  Middle
East. This  situation could be corrected through  bilateral investment
treaties that treat  foreign and domestic investment  alike or  through
revisions in  existing legislation governing foreign investment.  In
addition,  intellectual property  still receives  inadequate   protection
in  most  of   Latin  Ameri ca.  Needed technology  will  not be  transferred
nor will  exi sting  investments be modernized  as long  as this,  situation
continues.  If Latin  America is serious  about wanting to compete with
Eastern Europe for scarce capital, it needs to provide the kind of
protection for intellectual property that exists in those countries.

     Additional  efforts are  also  needed to  reform deficient  judicial
systems  and to strengthen democratic institutions.  To a certain extent,
successful economic  liberalization  will contribute  towards  successful
political liberalization, since privatization and the decentralization of
the  economy will also decentralize political power and authority. At the
same time, specific legal and political reforms must be made if democracy
is to be successfully institutionalized. Here, the US as well  as the OAS
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can help, but the initiative must come from each Latin American country.

     It will take some time before it becomes clear whether Latin America
will  be important  or not  to  the United  States during  the 1990s  and
beyond.  To a  certain extent, we  may be dealing  with a self-fulfilling
prophecy. If the US  government continues to act  on the assumption  that
Latin America is  important, the chances for  a constructive, cooperative
and mutually  beneficial  relationship in  the future  will be  enhanced.
Washington's ability to influence developments in Latin America, however,
is limited. In the  end, it is for the Latin Americans  to decide whether
and how they wish to be important to the United States.

                                  Notes

     An  earlier version of this Paper was  presented at a meeting of the
Study Group  on the Implications of the Winding  Down of the Cold War for
Soviet and US Policies toward Latin America, on 6 June 1990, sponsored by
the Americas Society.

     1.  See,  for example, Mark  Falcoff, "Latin America After  The Cold
War", Paper  prepared for  the Study  Group  on the  Implications of  the
Winding Down  of the  Cold War  for Soviet and  US Policies  toward Latin
America, Americas Society, New York City, 25 April 1990.

     2.  For an elaboration of this argument, see  Susan Kaufman Purcell,
"Cuba's Cloudy Future", Foreign Affairs, Summer 1990, pp. 113-30.

     3.    Robert Kagan,  "There to  Stay:  The United  States  and Latin
America", The National Interest, Spring 1990, pp. 59-67.
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                                Chapter 4:
          Planning Conventional Forces:  A Strategic Perspective
                          A. Introductory Essay
                                  * * *
                       Conventional Force Planning

      G. Paul Holman, Jr., Captain John M. Kirby, U.S. Naval Reserve
                           and Timothy E. Somes

                               Introduction

     An entirely  new look at U.S. conventional  forces seems inevitable.
All of  the branches  of service  will suffer some  cuts in  manpower and
budget over the 1990s, but the pain may not be distributed equally within
or among  them. There will likely  be a few  winners and many  losers, as
national  security planners listen to wildly  conflicting views about the
situation at  home  and abroad.  Traditionalists  will seek  to  preserve
existing   service  roles   and  missions,   thus  arguing   for  roughly
proportional  cuts  in the  budget.  Radicals  will predictably  advocate
drastic  changes  in  roles  and  missions,  citing  cost  effectiveness,
geopolitical    logic,   and   historical   precedents.   The   resulting
Congressional.  debates, academic  arguments, and  interservice rivalries
could be  very acrimonious, but  only after  an extended debate  will the
future shape of the conventional forces become clear.

     Fortunately,  an   era  of  interservice  fratricide   is  far  from
inevitable.   Several   key  institutions,   individuals,   and  specific
legislation  all favor  joint resolution  of controversial  issues. Among
them are  Congress, a Secretary  of Defense  very much in  charge, and  a
Chairman, Joint Chiefs  of Staff whose  unprecedented power derives  from
the Goldwater/Nichols  Act. The unified and specified commanders, given a
choice between  the Service Chiefs and the Chairman also seem very likely
to rise above parochial concerns and would support a joint perspective.

           Force Planning Perspectives: the Communist Collapse,
                the Falling Budget, and the War with Iraq

     There are  many ways  to approach this  debate, but three  stand out
from the rest.  The first appeared immediately after the  collapse of the
Warsaw Pact and the partial, but  still far from complete, disappearance
of the Soviet  military  threat to  U.S.  national  interests. This
perspective viewed the continued collapse of Soviet power as inevitable,
rejected the possibility  that a powerful, anti-Western regime  could soon
be restored in  Moscow, and  saw little threat  to global  stability from
the ethnic upheaval  afflicting  the   Soviet  borderlands.  Consequently,
 extreme believers  in  this approach  saw forward  deployed  U.S. ground
and air forces in  Europe or Korea as  mere garrison troops, trapped  by
Cold War mythology and fully deserving of early demobilization.

     Such a view is based on traditional U.S. Army and Air Force thinking
about the  threat. As one major  defense analyst has  observed, "Like the
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Army,  the Air  Force has  staked most  of its  size and  force structure
against the Soviet threat for the  past four decades." {1} Every military
force  needs a threat, just as soap  needs dirt to justify its existence,
and the  reduction of the Soviet threat  greatly perplexed air and ground
force  planners. To the extend  that U.S. Navy  and Marine Corps planners
have long relied on non-Soviet scenarios for some elements of their force
posture, these services  thought they would find it easier  than the Army
and Air Force to adapt to the new demands of the post Cold War era.

     A second line of reasoning is crudely fiscal. The U.S. Congress  has
historically cut  the Navy  less  than the  other  services in  times  of
retrenchment.  After World  War I,  the United  States withdrew  its army
entirely from Europe but retained a  global navy and deployed the Marines
to Central  America and the Caribbean rather often. Since World War II, a
similar pattern has emerged. Over the past four decades, USAF active duty
manpower has varied by  some 40%, Army by 46%,  Navy by 28%, and  USMC by
only 24%. {2}

     The  Budget  Act of  1990 decoupled  defense  from the  remainder of
federal spending. This seemed wise at first, because defense  was to some
extent  insulated from the debate over deficit reductions, and the figure
of $293  billion seemed sufficient.  Desert Storm abruptly  reversed such
thinking. What  seemed adequate  resources, under the  circumstances, has
since  become a  painful cap  in the  aftermath of  the desert  war. Each
service feels oppressed by its own impending cuts, and the imperative for
objective,  joint decision  making by  the Secretary  of Defense  and the
Chairman, is greater than ever before.

     As late as the spring of 1990, the end of the Cold War and budgetary
pressures still augured very poorly for the Army and still  worse for the
Air Force. As one heretic observed,

     .  . .even  the suggestion  that the  Air Force  could or  should be
     abolished may have a  positive effect. The Air Force has never taken
     its status as a separate service  for granted, and raising the issue
     of its autonomy once again could provoke greater Air Force
     attention  to correcting  deficiencies perceived  by its  critics as
     warranting a revisitation to the decision of 1947. {3}

Saddam Hussein's invasion  of Kuwait  in August of  1990 abruptly  halted
such suggestions.

     National  security planners  soon discovered  a third  major way  to
consider the future of  the conventional forces: by applying  the lessons
of the  war with  Iraq.  A new  and ugly  threat  galvanized the  people;
Congress pulled  money from the air; and the Army and Air Force took full
advantage of this chance to redeem themselves.

     Army  planners revelled in the success  of their weapons, logistics,
and  AirLand Battle  doctrine, not  to mention  the public  prominence of
Generals  Powell  and  Schwartzkopf.  From their  perspective,  Iraq  has
endowed conventional  force planners  with a  new threat,  the tankheavy,
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Third World despot,  and a  new global imperative  of rapidly  projecting
armored divisions over the seas.

     Air Force spokesmen went still further, recovering from the agony of
post Cold War budgetary pressures and trumpeting the claim that air power
by itself can dictate the outcome of  a war. One member of the Air  Staff
in the  Pentagon was not content  with rejecting the old  view that "only
the Army can be  decisive in war.  He denied  that ground operations were
even necessary,  in the end, "to  decisively conclude the war"  with Iraq
and  offered  a  view   of  air  power  which  has   potentially  painful
implications for the air components of all the other services. "What made
the  coalition air  forces overwhelming  was all  our assets  following a
single operational plan to obtain strategic objectives." {4}

     The Navy and Marine Corps participated significantly in the war with
Iraq, of course, but public perceptions of that conflict have not been so
kind to them as to the other services. The Leathernecks at least got  the
glory of success on the ground,  thanks to their recapture of Kuwait, but
the amphibious assault that might (if successful)  have validated central
Marine Corps doctrinal  assumptions never  came. Even so,  the threat  of
amphibious  assault  tied  down   several  Iraqi  divisions  and  clearly
contributed to coalition victory.

     The Navy was vital to the tanker reflagging effort of the 1980s, and
its contribution  to  enforcing  the  economic  embargo  was  unsung  but
essential. The Navy  has been criticized, however,  for the level of  its
support to the offensive effort. A major defense analyst  at MIT asserted
that the Navy was "simply not very interested" in offensive bombing. As a
result, "it does not look  like the Navy's contribution on  the offensive
side was very important to this war." {5}

     The  Navy trumpeted  the  approximately 290  Tomahawk strikes  (some
launched from  submarines)  as  a  major blow  against  highly  defended,
hardened,  point  targets,  but  some  outsiders  ridiculed  them  as  an
expensive  publicity stunt,  reminiscent  of  the F-117's  embarrassingly
small contribution to the 1989 attack on Panama.  Indeed, some experts
contended that use of the  Tomahawk  had undercut  Navy arguments  about
the need  for manned, deeps trike aircraft  and might even affect  the future
of the  large deck carriers.  One former  admiral  believes that  the Navy's
"reluctance to restructure  the  fleet  for  smaller, regional  battles  in
constrained waters, such  as the Persian  Gulf, may weaken  the service's
ability  to compete in the budget battles to come. . . " {6}

                  Key Goals for the Conventional Forces

     The next  decade will not  be like  the 1980s, when  the budget  was
rising  and  the  Soviet military  threat  dominated  all our  decisions.
Evenso, some goals and concepts seem resilient enough to shape the coming
debates over conventional force options. For example, senior leaders will
probably continue to proclaim that America must retain its superiority at
sea, in  the air,  and in  space, but  such goals  will only  provoke new
debates. One political extreme will question whether  superiority has any
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utility in the post Cold War era, while the other will ask whether we are
still spending enough money to translate such goals into reality.

     More concretely, subsequent sections of this chapter identify a wide
range of  specific concepts, objectives,  and ideas which  constitute the
"descriptors"  of force planning.  The four pillars  of national military
strategy  will  be deterrence,  forward  presence,  crisis response,  and
reconstitution, but the substantive  content of these terms in  very much
open to question. As an example, exactly what is reconstitution? How does
it differ  from the Cold War concept  of mobilization? Are these concepts
actually  helpful to  force planners?  If not,  which descriptors  in the
subsequent  articles should  expand, replace,  or modify  them, as  force
planners confront the post Soviet, post Iraqi era?

     In  general, the services will  spend the next  few years redefining
their  priorities  and  roles.  A  common  theme  will  be  the  need for
generating more combat power  from less costly platforms. But  the result
may be  an interminable controversy over the best way to get it. Narrowly
focused, single mission platforms may seem desirable when we  contemplate
low intensity  threats in  the Third  World,  but flexible,  multimission
weapon systems will be essential for mid to high intensity conflict.

     All the services  must work together to  cut the number  of military
bases. Clearly, the support infrastructure of the New World Order is much
smaller than what the Cold War demanded. But who will decide to terminate
exactly  which  base,  and in  whose  electoral  district?  Which of  our
traditional  redundancies still serve  valid goals, and  which are costly
anachronisms? The clash between military logic and political reality over
such issues  will be long and  complex. If the pork  barrel dominates our
decisions and the wrong facilities  are  cut, we  might find  ourselves
poorly equipped  and ill trained to handle the next regional crisis.

     A  few themes are likely  to command near  universal agreement. Most
obvious is  the need for  more strategic  lift, in the  face of  multiple
crises and a less well defined threat. By  the same logic, the U.S. armed
force,s  will require  more  and better  intelligence  about Third  World
countries,  if we hope to  respond adequately with  fewer forces deployed
far   forward.  And  finally,  we  must  spend  enough  on  research  and
development to maintain our technological leads over potential rivals.

     But what  are the opportunity costs for such decisions, and what are
the priorities? Which services will lose major roles or future platforms,
and  which will  retain them?  Where  should traditionalism  survive, and
where  would radical  realignments  better serve  the national  interest?
These  are only  a  few  of  the many  questions  that  underlie  current
controversies surrounding the conventional forces.

              Planning Land Forces: "Sequential Operations"

     Chapter 4.B provides three  readings to stimulate thought concerning
ground  components. The Army, in particular,  suffered an identity crisis
prior  to Iraq,  during  which  heavy  forces  once  again  proved  their
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strategic  value.  Conversely, the  Marine  Corps used  its  squadrons of
Maritime Prepositioned Ships (MPS) to enter the theater while its vaunted
amphibious  assault  capability  remained  at sea.  The  debate  over the
"weight" of respective ground forces has yet to be resolved.  Other major
issues regard manpower  requirements and  the mix of  active and  reserve
forces. The Army is facing a major  reduction in force and is now seizing
the  opportunity  to revisit  its  dependence on  reserve  elements while
setting  course  for  the  21st  century.  The  Marine  Corps  "formula,"
including its reserve  component, has  once again withstood  the test  of
battle. Yet to be seen is how they will manage the transition to the next
century.

     In  Chapter 4.B.1, Carl E. Vuono, former  Chief of Staff of the U.S.
Army,  argues for  a  smaller, yet  stronger  conventional force  as  the
primary deterrent and main political stabilizer in a new world  order. To
preclude  dependence   on  massive   reserve  recalls,  he   defines  the
quintessential  characteristics   of  this  modern  force  as  versatile,
deployable, lethal  and  expansible. His  active  force mix  of  armored,
mechanized,  light, airborne, and assault  divisions is based on mutually
supportive joint  operational doctrine to preclude  dependence on reserve
forces  for  any  action  of  less than  60  days  in  a  single scenario
contingency  operation. Finally, he advocates instituting cadre divisions
as a "reconstitutable" reserve.

     Colonel Mackubin  Owens, USMCR, links future  Marine Corps structure
to roles and missions in support of our new national military strategy,
particularly  as it  responds  to  a  changing  threat  environment.  The
discussion in Chapter  4.B.2 centers  on the strategic  flexibility of  a
mobile, combined arms Marine  Air-Ground Task Force and  its relationship
to  the  "base force"  envisioned by  the  new strategic  requirements of
Chairman,  Joint  Chiefs of  Staff,  General  Colin  Powell's four  force
packages. Arguing  forcefully against duplication of  effort, Owens cites
the "sequential" use of  both Army and Marine Corps  assets in Iraq as  a
perfect  example of the  economic concept of  "comparative advantage," by
which individual service strengths are enhanced and weaknesses minimized.
While naval  expeditionary capabilities already exist  within the current
force structure of six amphibious  and MPS Marine Expeditionary Brigades,
he develops evolving forced entry requirements based on the proliferation
and lethality of modern weapons.

     Chapter  4.B.3 begins by  pointing out that the  Army has never been
the first line  of defense for the U.S. According  to Jeffery Record, its
investment strategy has "suboptimized"  force planning issues to European
defense at the  cost of a true  multipurpose force structure.  Has Desert
Storm  complicated,  not  clarified,  the  issues  of  size,  force  mix,
mobility,  and deployability? Unlike the  Marine Corps, the  Army lacks a
forced entry  capability and is dependent  on both the Air  Force and the
Navy for strategic mobility, not to mention its lack of fixed-wing  close
air  support  or its  reserve based  combat  support and  service support
elements. One lesson  to come out  of Iraq is  that the proliferation  of
lethal heavy and light weapons systems. This suggests that any future war
may well be "high intensity." Army force planning must therefore focus on
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top  quality personnel and force structure, including high tech heavy and
light forces and their attendant mobility.

                   Aerospace:"Winning the High Ground"

     Chapter 4.C examines aerospace forces, which will generate some very
lively debates in the  coming years. Their technical implications  may be
new, but their doctrinal roots  are old, going all the way back to Giulio
Douhet's publication in 1921 of Command of the Air. Ever since that time,
"those  magnificent men  in their flying  machines" have  created endless
controversy. No other form  of combat has created such  a quasi-religious
mystique  that its true believers are regularly called the "apostles" and
"prophets" of air  power. Nor have  the defenders of  sea and land  power
been quite so  quick to pronounce their sister services obsolete. Two key
issues dominate  the articles  selected for this  chapter: the  doctrinal
role, above all, the "decisiveness"of aerospace power; and, by extension,
the roles and missions of the primary beneficiary of aerospace power, the
U.S. Air Force.

     Colonel  Dennis  M.  Drew,  USAF,  in  Chapter  4.C.1,  continues  a
tradition that Maxwell  Air Force  Base has maintained  since the  1930s.
More  than some of  his predecessors, he writes  from a joint perspective
and laments the all too ambitious  promises that the prophets  of air power
have often made. Even so, he argues that air power is dominant, and that its
dominance has become  still clearer as air power has  matured. He sees all
the services as  recognizing this fact in their own ways. Air/Land/Battle
doctrine for the Army,  airground task forces for the  Marine Corps, naval
aviation at sea,  and even the ballistic  missiles launched from
submarines. Is Drew correct in  stating that  air power  is now  dominant
across the  entire spectrum of conflict?

     Jeffrey Record's view  of air  power is somewhat  more reserved.  In
Chapter  4.C.2., he  reflects upon  why the  U.S.led coalition's  air war
against  Iraq worked so spectacularly. In part, he credits almost perfect
circumstances:  the lengthy time to prepare;  the target rich environment
presented by  the  Iraqi  Army;  the  vulnerability  of  Iraq's  economic
infrastructure;  favorable   climate  and  topography;   and  the   sheer
incompetence of  the defenders. In all of  these respects, the Iraqi case
may be  unique  and  thus, a  bad  basis for  generalizing  about  future
conflicts. Yet he also  cites three other factors which  both contributed
to Iraq's defeat and could shape our views of air power for many years to
come: the development  of a  single, integrated plan  for all  fixed-wing
assets in theater; the creation of a single air  component commander with
operational  control  over all  U.S. Air  Force,  Navy, and  Marine Corps
aviation; and the  lack of unwarranted intrusion by  civilian authorities
upon the campaign. Record warns that it  is too soon to assess the impact
of this war on American force planning. Even so, he predicts that  it may
fuel  the old debate about landbased versus seabased air power; advertise
the  high  cost and  small  punch of  naval  aviation; and  convince U.S.
planners that there  is no need for every future  U.S. combat aircraft to
be stealthy.
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     In  Chapter 4.C.3, Robert F. Hale warns that severe cost constraints
will  present the  Air  Force  with  some  hard  choices  about  tactical
fighters.  Current plans call  for two aircraft  to comprise most  of the
fleet:  the Advanced Tactical Fighter  (now designated F-22),  which is a
new  generation  of stealth  aircraft, and  an  F-16 followon  called the
Multirole Fighter (MRF). Hale predicts that  if the Air Force pursues the
Advanced Tactical Fighter, it will  either fall short of aircraft in  the
next decade or require additional funding. Hale evaluates a wide range of
optimistic and pessimistic assumptions about the future, arguing that the
Air Force cannot succeed in its  goal of maintaining 26 tactical  fighter
wings unless it  sharply limits the cost per aircraft  (perhaps by giving
up the Advanced Tactical  Fighter and continuing to produce the  F-15 and
F-16). Under these circumstances,  should the Air Force accept  a smaller
force structure or purchase less advanced aircraft?

     Ronald O'Rourke  examines naval aviation  with a study  prepared for
Congress  in Chapter  4.C.4.  He  begins by  asking  whether  the AX,  an
entirely  new aircraft design  is the  best choice  for the  all weather,
medium attack fleet. O'Rourke notes that  it would offer a high degree of
stealth,  but less costly aircraft might be reasonably survivable against
the most likely threats. He then explores the idea of terminating F-14
production and shifting its missions  to a modified F/A-18.  These two
aircraft  have quite differ ent characteristics, and  the demise of  the F-14
might leave the  U.S. with only one company capable  of designing and
building carrier  based combat planes.  Such an  outcome  could undercut
the Administration's  declared strategy of reconstitution, but  is this
issue so pressing  as to warrant further  production  of an  old airplane?
On  balance, how  necessary is stealth for naval aviation?

     Vice Admiral J. Metcalf III, USN (Retired), a former Assistant Chief
of Naval Operations, reflects upon the use of the Tomahawk cruise missile
against Iraq in Chapter 4.C.5. He sees it as a revolution in warfighting.
Not only were  the Tomahawks just as precise as  the best manned bombers,
they were  superior in that they  left no downed pilots  behind to become
prisoners. Metcalf admits  that mission planning  for the cruise  missile
today is slow  and inflexible, but  he predicts that such  shortfalls can
will  be fixed. He also  contends that true  cost comparisons, which take
into account  the airplanes, support systems,  pilots, maintenance crews,
bases, commissaries,  and quarters associated with  manned aircraft, will
ultimately make the  cruise missile seem entirely  affordable. Was Desert
Storm,  as Metcalf  suggests,  the last  great  air battle  to be  fought
primarily by manned aircraft?

     The last article in this section looks beyond the atmosphere, to the
so  called "last frontier" of  space. President Bush  approved a national
space policy in November, 1989, which appears in Chapter 4.C.6. The force
planning  implications  of  this   policy  are  controversial,  but  some
important objectives do appear. The document contends that preeminence in
key  areas of  space  activity is  critical  for achieving  our  national
security, scientific,  technical, economic, and foreign  policy goals. It
warns of the  need for assured  access to  space, as well  as freedom  of
action therein, and establishes a number of "guidelines" for the national
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security space sector. Among them are a general need for robust satellite
control and  support to the  Strategic Defense Initiative;  space support
through both  manned  and unmanned  launches;  force enhancement  at  all
levels of conflict;  space control through  an integrated combination  of
anti-satellite, survivability,  and surveillance capabilities;  and force
application as national security conditions may dictate.

     The space  forces, narrowly defined,  confront a much  more troubled
future  than the air forces.  The end of the Cold  War has already eroded
support  for the  space program,  and any  system predicated  solely upon
rivalry with the Soviet Union will prove highly contentious. The familiar
fight for declining dollars will be complicated by conflicting priorities
within the  several armed services, between  DOD and NASA,  and among the
scientific, commercial,  and military sectors of space activity. Even so,
the threat  from space  will not  recede, as  the Soviets  continue their
ambitions  (albeit  diminished)  military  space  program, and  ballistic
missile technology proliferates to more and more unpredictable regimes.

                 The Maritime Force: "Rethinking Itself"

     Chapter 4.D has been organized to  present a number of issues facing
maritime  force planners in the challenging,  and rapidly changing, force
planning environment. In the aftermath of the Cold War, the Gulf War, and
with the reality  of the  fiscally driven requirement  to sharply  reduce
force structure, the Navy's leadership is struggling to articulate to the
nation's leaders what it  thinks the appropriate role of  maritime forces
should be as part of the emerging new national military  strategy. With a
significantly smaller total military force a growing reality, many in the
Navy argue that maritime forces  should play a larger role in  the future
strategy vis-a-vis  the other  military services. Others  have suggested,
however, that  the results  of the  Gulf War  strengthen the argument  of
those  who  insist  that the  Navy  needs  to  fundamentally reorder  its
priorities  and  consider  revolutionary  force  structure  changes.  The
following articles provide a variety of perspectives with respect to this
debate. The various authors  also provide a number of,  sometimes sharply
contrasting, recommendations.

     In Chapter  4.D.1, Michael Vlahos  forcefully argues that  "the Navy
must do  something it hasn't done  since the 1940s and  before that since
the 1890s:  rethink itself."  It is  time, he suggests,  for a  new force
planning paradigm. Particularly controversial  is his admonition that the
time has come to  move beyond the "increasing historical  inefficiency of
the carrier battle  group." "The  imperatives of change  are driving  the
Navy," he cautions. "The big  carrier is but a symbol of how the Navy has
done business for fifty years." "And today," he insists, "the business is
changing."  He is  indeed  suggesting that  the  Navy radically  "rethink
itself"

     In  Chapter  4.D.2,  Ronald  O'Rourke  provides  an  insightful  and
comprehensive overview of the future of the Navy. From  his vantage point
as the naval analyst on the Congressional Research Service, he provides a
unique, and valuable, perspective.  He emphasizes that a new  paradigm is
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emerging in  the  wake  of  the  Cold War  which  will  be  significantly
different  from  that  of the  past  four  decades.  The Navy's  Maritime
Strategy of  the 1980s, as well  as any thought  of a 600 ship  navy, are
past, a "paradigm  lost." The new  "paradigm found," he suggests,  is one
consisting of "mobile, flexible naval forces."  His analysis supports the
new maritime thinking presented in Chapter 4.D.3. But as O'Rourke goes on
to point out, the competition for resources, both among the Services, and
between  the major  warfare bureaucracies  "the three  'baronies'," naval
air,  the surface community, and  the submarine force,  will require very
difficult force  planning choices.  As O'Rourke's article  forecasts, the
nation's  news periodicals  daily  highlight the  dilemma, and  difficult
force planning choices, with  which the maritime leadership is  having to
contend.

     With the  move into  the decade  of the 905,  the naval  leadership,
Secretary of the Navy  H. Lawrence Garrett III, Chief of Naval Operations
Admiral Frank B. Kelso II, and Marine Corps Commandant General A.M. Gray,
outline  a  planning  policy for  the  decade  and  beyond. This  policy,
contained  in  Chapter  4.D.3, is  clearly  linked  to  the new  national
military strategy first presented by President Bush on 2 August 1990 (see
Chapter 1.B.1).  Calling for  a reordering  of maritime  priorities, this
policy positions  maritime power  projection forces, centered  around the
carrier battle group and the Marines' Air Ground Task Forces (MAGTFs), as
the  Navy's  force planning  centerpieces.  These  will, this  leadership
contends, be a primary  means of preserving U.S. regional  influence. The
policy suggests  that antisubmarine warfare forces,  including the attack
submarine  force, will  find  the scramble  for  resources a  far  larger
challenge then during the past decade.  A careful reading of this article
suggests that  the naval  leadership appreciates  what a "balanced  total
force for the future at about  450 active and reserve ships" will require
in the way of difficult force planning choices.

     As if  the Navy's plate were  not already full, one  of its esteemed
retired naval aviators,  Vice Admiral Robert F.  Dunn, USN, in the  short
article in  Chapter 4.D.4, pushes the  Navy to put more  of its resources
into  getting vertical  takeoff  and landing  aircraft  (VSTOL) into  the
fleet.  Although  Dunn feels  the big  deck  carrier should  be retained,
others are  suggesting that  alternatives to  these very expensive  ships
exist. The Navy's  LHA Tarawa and LHD Wasp classes  of amphibious assault
ships, at  40,000 tons twice  the size  of the aircraft  carriers of  any
other nation except  the Soviets,  clearly are alternatives  to big  deck
carriers for use in many regional crises and lesser roles. Is it time, as
Vlahos suggests, for the Navy to "rethink itself?"

     At  a time when the  top Navy leadership  is, and has  been for some
time,  dominated by submariners,  an article suggesting  that the nuclear
attack submarine,  the SSN, is the  "Queen of the Seas,"  as Vice Admiral
W.J.  Holland, Jr., USN (Retired),  writes in Chapter  4.D.5, seems quite
appropriate. But two  members of  the Naval War  College faculty,  Graham
Rhys-Jones,  in  Chapter  4.D.6,  and  Captain  Timothy  E.  Somes,   USN
(Retired), in Chapter 4.D.7, take sharp issue with his statement that the
SSN  is the "ultimate capital  ship." Rhys-Jones reminds  the reader that
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maritime  power consists  of far  more than a  singleminded focus  on sea
control. Somes goes on to point out that inordinate investment in any one
military platform, at the expense of other complementary forces, is not a
good force planning decision.  Naval force planners in the  next decades,
he cautions, must ensure that a balanced force is retained, one that will
assist in satisfying the nation's full range of security needs. How  does
the  Nation  deal  with  the  tough  decision  of  apportioning   limited
investment resources in a  manner that minimizes risk of  losing maritime
superiority, while ensuring a maritime force with a full
spectrum   of  capabilities   and  the   flexibility  to  deal   with  an
unpredictable future?

     James  L. Lacy,  in  his controversial  proposal  in Chapter  4.D.8,
argues  that negotiated cutbacks in numbers of attack submarines would be
simple, verifiable and would save money. Using the negotiation process of
arms control to shape  the "threat," the future submarine  problems, with
which  U.S. antisubmarine  forces would  need to  cope, would  be sharply
curtailed. The pattern  of strategic arms  control, and the  Conventional
Forces  in Europe  (CFE) Treaty,  suggest that  his proposal  has serious
merit. As a result of his argument, should the Navy cease its long stated
policy of "just saying no?"

     The U.S. Coast Guard is the often overlooked segment of the maritime
force  structure package. Commander Bruce  Stubbs, USCG, suggests, in his
article in  Chapter 4.D.9, that the survival  of the Coast Guard's cutter
fleet may be  at stake because  of a gradual  shift in the Coast  Guard's
organizational  focus. Identifying  national  security as  a valid  Coast
Guard requirement, he lays out a force planning option which enables both
the Coast Guard and  the Navy to achieve economies  of scale by buying  a
common class of small vessel. Buried beneath this surface issue of how to
preserve  the  cutter fleet,  however, is  a  far more  fundamental force
planning  issue facing  the  Coast  Guard.  Unless  it  can  define  what
functions and missions it will perform in  the future, it can not hope to
resolve the  issue of whether  it will continue  to need a  cutter fleet.
Like its big brother, the Coast Guard must "rethink itself."

            Strategic Mobility: "What, How Much and How Fast?"

     Chapter 4.E presents  two articles  on strategic  mobility. The  new
national military strategy, outlined by General Powell in  Chapter 1.B.3,
stresses  the ability to project military force as the nation's strategic
needs  dictate.  Furthermore  it  identifies.  transportation,  strategic
mobility,  as a  key  supporting capability  of  this new  strategy.  The
deployment of a vast force to Southwest Asia in the  wake of the invasion
of Kuwait  emphasized the  strengths  of the  current strategic  mobility
force.  Difficult  force  planning  choices  of  a  decade  earlier  were
vindicated. At the same time this deployment suggested shortcomings which
have sharply focused the  debate on where future investment  in this area
should be oriented.

     In  Chapter 4.E.1, Professor Andrew E. Gibson and Commander Jacob L.
Shuford,  USN,   provide  a  review   of  the  many   strategic  mobility
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related.studies  conducted over the  previous decade. As  they point out,
the central  intent behind this constant stream of studies was an attempt
to try to determine what, how much, and how soon, strategic lift might be
required  in future  crises. In  looking at  the deployment  to Southwest
Asia,  they identify  what they  think went  right. More  importantly for
future force planning, they carefully assess what went wrong and,  in the
area of sea lift, what didn't go at all. In this category  they include U.S.
flag shipping, raising the question of  whether the U.S.  merchant marine
should  receive government support to supplement the  growing government
owned Ready  Reserve Force, now over one hundred ships.
 
     Chapter 4.E.2 provides an  excerpt from the 1991 Joint  Military Net
Assessment.  The excerpt,  "Conventional Contingency  Response," outlines
the manner in which the Joint Staff is using the family of representative
scenarios, first presented in  Chapter 1.B.4 of this book, to  assess the
full range  of demands that  may be placed on  strategic mobility forces.
This  assessment will form the  basis of the  Mobility Requirements Study
mandated by Congress in October 1990. Force structure improvements should
be funded on the basis of this report. As Gibson and Shuford sum up: "The
hand in  glove  relationship  between  sea  lift  and  contingency  force
deployment  has been made  palpable [by Desert Storm],  and the forces of
the next decade need to be tailored with greater understanding and with a
better  fit in  mind." Congress  has demonstrated  a willingness  to fund
further  improvements. The crucial questions are: what, how much, and how
fast? The ability  of the current generation of force  planners to answer
these questions, and to improve on what the previous generation provided,
will have to await the outcome of the next major crisis.

             Special Operations Command: "The Emerging Force"

     Chapter  4.F   discusses  a   different,  and  potentially   a  very
challenging, force planning area for the U.S. military. The creation of a
unified  combatant command  for special operations  forces was  one major
change  to the  United States  military directed by  the Congress  in the
Defense Reorganization Act  of 1986. The authors have taken the step, not
previously taken in this  series of force planning volumes,  of providing
the  congressional  legislation  which  directed the  formation  of  this
command, contained  in section 167 of title 10 of the United States Code.
This legislation, Chapter 4.E.1, provided for the creation of the special
operations force. This  command is controversial. What  the primary focus
of  the command should be  has generated widely  differing opinions, both
within the Department  of Defense  and among interested  portions of  the
civilian sector. The words in the code will ensure the reader understands
what Congress directed. What was intended is open to interpretation.

     In testimony  before the Senate  Armed Services  Committee in  April
1991, General  Carl W. Stiner, USA,  outlined what he saw  as significant
progress in building  the Special  Operations Command to  a fully  mature
organization.  His  statement, in  Chapter  4.E.1,  points out  that  his
organization  is a  supporting command  supplying specialized  forces and
capability to  the unified commanders. As importantly,  he emphasizes the
use of special forces across the full spectrum of warfare. There  is no
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sense that his command  is, or should  be, predominantly  focused  on one
segment  of the  spectrum  of conflict.

     Less clear in General Stiner's testimony is the long term  impact of
the fact that his command has its own budget authority. Congress directed
that  the Special  Forces Command  be given  its own major  force program
category.  This independence  from the  traditional Service  programs and
budgets (Army, Air Force  and Navy) has long term implications  for force
planning which  can only be  guessed at. The  command is quick  to remind
others that it has some "service like"  functions but is not, nor will it
become, a separate service. There is, nevertheless, some possibility that
if its  programs expand  and its  budget grows  as the Services'  budgets
decline  in  the next  decade or  two,  Special Operations  Command might
become a very powerful organization within the Department of Defense.

     David Silverstein,  in  his article  in  Chapter 4.E.3  praises  the
performance of the  special operations  force. But he  then identifies  a
number of "unresolved issues," each of  which will require money during a
period   when  the   Services  are   sharply  cutting   force  structure.
Furthermore, as he points  out, this command's budget request  for fiscal
1992  is  $3 billion,  an increase  of  nearly $700  million. Silverstein
leaves no  doubt that this is, in his opinion, an appropriate trend. What
impact will  Congress' decision  to create  a Special Operations  Command
have  on the  future  of  American security?  Will  it  be positive?  How
significant  will  be  the  impact  on  the  U.S.  military  total  force
structure? The  answers may be of  vital importance to the  nation in the
future.

              Reserve Forces: "Reliance or Reconstitution?"

     Our evolving national military strategy presents force planners with
a  quandary of  major  proportions: Will  the  reserve components  be  an
integral   part  of   a  ready,   rapid  response   force  structure,   a
reconstitutable deep  reserve, or  some combination thereof?  Chapter 4.G
offers two readings to assist the force planner in understanding where we
have been  and where we might  be going. Most issues  relating to reserve
components  have been  framed, wrongly  in our  opinion, by  two factors:
first, the perceived failure of the Army's Roundout Brigades; and second,
the  notion  that  reserves  are  a  "cheap  fix"  to  looming  budgetary
restrictions. The complexity of issues is most often lost by referring to
reserve forces as  an entity unto themselves  when, in reality, they  are
(or should  be) an integral  part of each  service's total  force package
including   elements  that   function   in  ground,   air  and   maritime
environments. Service planners should  ask themselves what combination of
active and reserve forces will provide the greatest capability to support
our  new  national  military   strategy  within  declining  manpower  and
budgetary criteria.

     Reserve  forces offer modern planners  the ability to  create a more
efficient, effective total force structure. The choices, however, are not
easy. Should we plan  to maintain capability  (expensive) or retain
structure (modern equipment  or  trained  personnel)?  Where  do  the
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reserves  fit  in  a sequen tial or flexible readiness  force structure? Will
Congress  allow a new force structure based on  a comprehensive active force
not linked  to public opinion and Congressional approval?

     In Chapter 4.G.1,  Robert L.  Goldich provides a  discussion of  the
issues  surrounding the decision  to recall reserve  forces during Desert
Shield/Desert  Storm.  His  discussion of  the  pros  and  cons of  heavy
reliance on reserve components  deserves close attention, particularly as
it relates to the  debate over the  maximum conflict the services  should
plan to fight without reserve support. Another key issue is the degree to
which  the services,  in particular  the Army,  have become  dependent on
their reserves. By  tracing this heavy reliance back to  the early 1970s,
he reminds the reader of the necessary linkage the reserve forces provide
between an All  Volunteer Force and the  American public. Understandably,
the first major recall of reservists since the Vietnam War was, at first,
considerably  restrained. As the buildup progressed, so did the number of
reserves required to support the active forces until, in mid-January, the
President authorized  a partial mobilization that  could have encompassed
up to one million  Ready Reservists. The problems encountered  first with
the recall, and then the training and deployment of the Roundout Brigades
"may  strongly suggest  that a  combination  of military,  political, and
institutional factors, whatever their validity or justification, may keep
these  roundout  units  from  being  immediately  available.  .  .,"  has
significant implications for our future force composition.

     In Chapter 4.G.2, Captain  John M. Kirby, USNR, argues  the Cold War
prototype  is no  longer a  valid planning  model for  a Total  Force and
maintains reserve force planning and force mix decisions must be keyed to
the new  national military strategy, force  restructuring (downsizing and
reorganization),  joint  operations, and  budgetary  restrictions.  In an
attempt  to   simplify  these  planning  dilemmas,   he  defines  reserve
functional areas as 1) Peacetime Direct Support; 2) Contingency Response;
and  lastly, 3) Strategic  Reserve and relates  voluntary and involuntary
recall (accessibility) to the Navy spectrum  of conflict. By so doing, he
places  first  priority  on those  forces  that  can  support the  active
component in  daily peacetime  operations. He  suggests priorities  for a
fundamental  policy  change  necessary  for  this support  role  and  the
necessity for education  of the  active force regarding  the utility  and
flexibility offered by strong reserve components.

                                Conclusion

     The end of  the Cold  War, the aftermath  of the Gulf  War, and  the
budget  summit restrictions, leave the force planner of the 1990s looking
into the 21st century with an immense challenge. No platform or system is
sacrosanct, no particular f orce balance is guaranteed, and traditional roles
and missi ons have yet to be reapportioned. As our authors suggest, this
requires the U.S. military services to fundamentally rethink themselves.
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                              Chapter 4.B.2
                                  * * *
               After the Gulf War: The Marine Corps and the
                      New National Military Strategy

        Colonel Mackubin T. Owens, Jr., U.S. Marine Corps Reserve

     On August 2, 1990,  in a speech largely ignored by  the press due to
Iraq's invasion of  Kuwait on the same day, President  Bush initiated the
public  process of developing a new  national military strategy. Speaking
at the Aspen Institute, the  president stated that both the U.S.  role in
the  world and  the  nation's military  capabilities  had to  be  totally
reexamined. He  then outlined a strategy based on a smaller U.S. military
force  and oriented toward  major contingency operations  rather than the
threat of a Europe centered global war against the U.S.S.R. Over the next
several  months high  government  officials, including  the Secretary  of
Defense and Chairman  of the Joint  Chiefs of Staff, continued  to refine
and enlarge the issues raised by the President. {1}

                       Strategy: The Critical Link

     Strategy  is the link between ends  and means, the overall scheme by
which the nation plans to protect its interests against threats given the
resources available.  {2} In  this  equation, two  elements have  clearly
changed over the past year. The Soviet Union is no longer perceived to be
the threat  it once was, especially  given the recent dissolution  of the
Warsaw Pact as a military alliance. And by 1996, real spending on defense
is projected to be 25 percent less than it is now. Indeed, at 3.6 percent
of GNP, defense will be at its lowest proportion of GNP since 1939.

     The  new  strategy is  based  on  deterrence, forward  presence  and
enhanced power projection to offset  reduced forward deployment, and  the
capability  to rapidly reconstitute forces  in the event  of a reemerging
Soviet global threat. The  new strategy envisions a "base  force" roughly
25 percent smaller than
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the  current force,  and  four  "force  packages:"    Atlantic,  Pacific,
Contingencies,  and  Strategic forces.  {3}  These  force packages  might
provide a framework  for a  redesigned Unified Command  Plan (UCP)  built
around  four "super  CINCs,"one for  each force,  in which  other current
Unified Commands  would become  supporting, e.g. CINC  Transportation, or
subunified, e.g. European and Central Commands.

     The  new  strategy  clearly  places  much  more  emphasis  on  power
projection  than  our Cold  War strategy  which  was based  on deterrence
through forward  defense of  Western Europe  and  Korea (supplemented  by
rapid reinforcement), and collective security through military alliances,
the  most  important  of   which  was  NATO.  Small,   flexible,  rapidly
transportable general  purpose forces provide  the cornerstone of  such a
strategy.

         The Marine Corps' Role in the Emerging Strategic Scheme

     Where  does the Marine Corps fit into the emerging national military
strategy?  The  flexibility  of  naval  expeditionary  forces,  including
strategically mobile, combined arms Marine AirGround Task Forces (MAGTFs)
possessing  a formidable forcible entry capability, would seem to place a
premium on  Marine forces,  particularly in contingency  operations. This
combination  of flexibility  and  staying power  was demonstrated  during
Desert Shield/Desert Storm.

     But important questions must be answered if we are to truly optimize
the Marine Corps'  contribution to  the nation's security.  The two  most
critical  questions  concern whether  Marine  forces  should be  oriented
toward contingency operations  in general or maintain  a more constrained
maritime focus; and the relative distribution of Marine forces between an
amphibious  capability  and a  maritime  prepositioning  role. How  these
questions are  answered will have  a major  impact on  both future  force
structure and organization within the Marine Corps.

                 Marines and the Expeditionary Capability

     From  the standpoint of  the Marine Corps, one  of the most critical
issues may very well be the role of its forces in contingency operations.
In  most  discussions  of the  various  force  packages  outlined in  the
emerging national military strategy, notably testimony by the Chairman of
the  Joint Chiefs of Staff,  and by the  Vice-Chairman, Admiral Jeremiah,
Marine  forces are apportioned to both the Pacific and Atlantic packages,
but are "borrowed" in the case of the contingency force package.

     What  should be  the role of  the Marine  Corps in  something like a
"Contingency Command?" Does the Marine Corps have a major "expeditionary"
role to play, or should it concede to the Army's XVIII Airborne  Corps  and
supporting Air  Force  tactical  fighter  wings the "expeditionary" mission
and concentrate on the amphibious mission?

     The Army and Air Force have clearly viewed the potential creation of
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a Contingency Command as a means to retain force structure in the wake of
the Warsaw Pact's demise. Over the last 40 years, the major planning case
for the Army and  the Air Force's Tactical Air  Command (TAC) has been  a
war in Europe. The participation of both services in "expeditionary" type
scenarios  was limited  by their  force commitment  to the  NATO planning
case.

     The Army sees a Contingency  Command as an opportunity to  develop a
major expeditionary role. Recent  testimony by Admiral Jeremiah indicates
that  four Army  divisions are  apportioned  to the  contingency package,
creating essentially a "contingency corps" as its strike element:

     Because the emphasis in contingency  response is on timeliness,  the
     forces  are versatile,  primarily light, and  drawn from  the Active
     Components.  . . . The Army contributes airborne, air assault, light
     infantry, and supporting forces. {4}

Such  a contingency corps  would be designed  to include a  fully capable
Corps  Support Command (COSCOM)  able to support  the corps for  up to 60
days,  thus helping  to alleviate  the Army's  dependence on  its reserve
component, especially in  the area  of combat service  support (CSS).  Of
course its viability would depend on acquiring  additional strategic lift
assets.

     The  Air  Force is  responding to  the  proposed establishment  of a
Contingency Command by  creating a  new composite wing  designed to  more
easily package forces for  the requirements of power projection.  The Air
Force has also begun to  emphasize missions in support of the  Army, viz.
close air support and strategic airlift.

                Readiness and the Expeditionary Capability

     For the Marines, the  most important consequence of these  responses
by the other Services to a Contingency Command lies in the interpretation
of  "readiness."  The 1952  legislation that  confirmed the  three active
division/  wing Marine Corps envisioned the Marines as the nation's force
in  readiness. The conference report accompanying the legislation read in
part:

     The  purpose of  insuring  a  ready  Marine  Corps  of  four  combat
     divisions and  four aircraft wings is not to provide either the land
     forces  or the air forces necessary for the effective prosecution of
     war. Rather, its purpose is to provide a balanced force in readiness
     for  a  naval campaign  and,  at the  same  time, a  ground  and air
     striking   force  ready   to  suppress   or  contain   international
     disturbances  short  of  largescale war.  .  .  .  [F]ar from  being
     duplicative or  competitive, such  a force  would better enable  the
     Army and Air force  to concentrate on their major  responsibility of
     preparing for all out war: {5}

In contradistinction to  this understanding  of the Marine  Corps as  the
nation's force  in readiness to be employed in "small wars" or to provide
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time for the  Army  and  Air Force  to  mobilize  for  a  major war,  the
concept underlying a Contingency Command is "variable readiness," applying
to all Services.

     The 1952  legislation notwithstanding,  this is not  the first  time
that  the Pentagon  has attempted  to establish  a CONUS  based, flexible
central reserve, capable  of rapid global deployment.  In 1961, President
Kennedy  enunciated the  strategy of  "flexible response."  This strategy
envisioned, among  other initiatives, the creation  of specially tailored
expeditionary  forces  which  could be  dispatched  quickly  by  means of
intercontinental, highspeed, large payload, widebodied  aircraft and fast
deployment logistics ships to any trouble spot throughout the globe. {6}

     In order to implement  this part of flexible response,  Secretary of
Defense  Robert McNamara created an  organization that later became known
as Strike Command. Its mission was to "furnish rapidly deployable, combat
ready  forces in an emergency  situation calling for  response on a scale
less than all  out nuclear war." {7} The backbone of Strike Command was a
100,000 man Strategic  Army Corps  (STRAC) supported by  some 50,000  Air
Force TAC personnel. No Marines were included.

     The concept, however, never came fully to fruition mainly because of
the Vietnam War and delays in the development of strategic lift programs.
By the time the funding for the necessary strategic lift was presented to
Congress, anti-intervention sentiment  within the legislative branch  led
to its defeat. The subsequent reemphasis on NATO and the need to reassure
allies in Asia  led force planners  to focus on forward  deployed forces.
Those forces were maintained at the cost of a centrally located strategic
reserve. {8}

            Force "Sequencing": Comparative Advantage At Work

     The  history  of  conventional   force  planning  during  the  1960s
illustrates  the difficulty  of  designing a  strike  force of  the  sort
envisioned by  the new military strategy. Of course, this in itself is no
reason to  argue against an enhanced expeditionary  capability within the
Services. However, the real  question is: what combination of  forces can
best provide this capability?

     To  answer  this  question, it  is  useful  to  invoke the  economic
concepts  of "comparative advantage,"  which underlies specialization and
the division of labor, and complementarity. When comparative advantage is
at work, efficiency  is enhanced  because an actor  specializes in  those
tasks  or goods for  which he is  the low cost  producer. Complementarity
refers to  the effect of specialization,  in which all part  of the whole
work together in the most efficient way.

     The  same  principles apply  in the  area  of force  planning. Every
Service has strengths and  weaknesses: the former should be  exploited to
the  fullest; the  latter should  be  minimized. By  invoking comparative
advantage  when we  plan  and employ  forces,  we enhance  efficiency  by
allowing each Service to specialize  in  that area  where the  opportunity
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costs are  lowest. The concept of  "sequencing" is comparative advantage
and complementarity at work in the  area of force planning and employment,
because it maximizes the  capabilities of different types of forces at
different points across the spectrum of  intervention, from stability
operations and  presence to full scale sustained operations on land.

     In a  1983 study for the  National Defense University, Col  David A.
Quinlan describes the framework that is now called sequencing:

     "rapid deployment  forces" is not  a synonym for  projection forces;
     RDFs  are but one part of the  combat power projection system of the
     United States.  The whole system  comprises four  different sets  of
     forces  which can be categorized as rapid deployment, rapid or light
     reinforcement, deliberate or heavy reinforcement, and sustainability
     forces. Although the dividing  lines among them are not  distinct in
     some cases,  basic  functional differences  do  exist. Many  of  the
     forces that have  been labeled  RDF, for example  actually have  the
     function of reinforcement. {9}

In this scheme, rapid deployment forces are the cutting edge of the total
projection system and are characterized by organizational flexibility and
strategic mobility.  RDFs emphasize  speed of deployment  over mass.  Yet
these  forces must possess sufficient tactical mobility and fire power to
defeat heavier opponents, and be capable of independent combat operations
of up to 60 days within 50 to 100 miles of a seaport.

     Col. Quinlan  argues that RDFs  consist primarily of  carrier battle
groups, MAGTFs, expeditionary Air Force  tactical fighter wings, and Army
airborne  and air  assault divisions.  Rapid reinforcement  forces (RRFs)
include Maritime  Prepositioning Forces  and other divisions  inserted by
followon  shipping.  Deliberate  reinforcement  forces  (DRFs) comprising
heavy divisions (armored  and mechanized) and sustainment forces would be
employed  only  in  a  major  intervention  along  the  lines  of  Desert
Shield/Desert Storm.

     This is exactly the  framework employed in the recent  Department of
the Navy briefing, "Seapower and Global Leadership: Maritime Concepts for
the 90s and Beyond."  {10} "Joint Force Sequencing" (Figure  1) optimizes
complementary Service capabilities in  a manner perfectly compatible with
the concept of comparative advantage.

        The Marine Corps and the Army: Complementary Capabilities

     The concept of sequencing helps us to see that Marine Corps and Army
forces  are not so much in competition  for an expeditionary "mission" as
they  are  complementary  contributors  of forces  for  an  expeditionary
capability. An Air Force  supported Army contingency corps can  take care
of some global contingencies, but certainly  not all of them. It would be
most  effective in  a  scenario  involving  a  theater  where  bases  and
overflight rights already exist, e.g. Panama. Seaborne contingency forces
are  necessary  to  deal  with   emergencies  in  which  these  favorable
conditions do not exist.
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                  Figure 1. Joint Force Sequencing

     But what  is to stop the Army  from developing a seaborne capability
of its own?  Some have suggested  that the success  of MPS during  Desert
Shield provides an opening for the  Army to become more expeditionary  at
the  expense  of  the  Marines.  Of course,  MPS  is  not  part  of rapid
deployment as understood  in the  Quinlan model or  "Seapower and  Global
Leadership;" it  is part of  rapid reinforcement. But is  it not possible
for  the Army to place Prepositioned Overseas Materiel Configured to Unit
Sets  (POMCUS) for  an armored division,  or at least  an armored cavalry
regiment (ACR), aboard maritime prepositioned ships?

     Advocates  of  seabasing   POMCUS  afloat  in  support  of  an  Army
contingency corps argue that the combination  of an ACR, a brigade of the
82nd  Airborne Division and  an expeditionary Air  Force tactical fighter
wing would provide  a Contingency Command  with a complete  expeditionary
capability, less  amphibious operations and a  sustainable forcible entry
capability.  Such   a  task  organization  would   provide  combat  power
comparable to an MPS MEB, conceivably placing them in competition for the
same mission.
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     But  the opportunity  cost of  such a  redundant force  structure is
high,  not only to  the Army, which  would have to  fund this scheme with
declining resources, but to the Defense Department as a whole. The nation
cannot afford such an inefficient allocation of resources for security.

     Sequencing renders such  a proposal unnecessary. It  allows the Army
and  the Marines  to specialize  in those  parts of  the force  structure
spectrum where they  possess  comparative advantage:  for  the  former,
providing  light airborne and heavy formations; for the latter, medium
seaborne forc es. If the nation 15 serious about the  new military strategy,
it certainly must expand  strategic lift,  especially  sealift. But
sequencing wo uld  lead planners to  focus on procuring fast sealift  assets
for the Army, rather than on creating what is essentially a redundant Army
MPS capability.

     Where then do  the Marines  fit in the  contingency force  structure
envisioned by  the new military strategy? Sequencing  and the comparative
advantage of the Marine  Corps in providing a rapid  sustainable seaborne
deployment  and reinforcement  capability  should combine  to assure  the
Marines an important  role in  a Contingency  Command. Most  importantly,
this  capability already  exists  within the  current framework  of naval
expeditionary  forces.  The  Marine  Corps might  think  seriously  about
establishing  a third FMF as part of  a Contingency Command. At least one
MEF should be apportioned to such a command.

                   Maintaining An Amphibious Capability

     Since  before World  War II,  the Marine  Corps has  been structured
primarily  for amphibious  operations.  Unfortunately, the  absence of  a
major amphibious  assault  since  Inchon  in 1950  and  the  commensurate
decline in amphibious shipping have caused some critics to argue that the
Marine Corps is an expensive anachronism.

     In  1976,  Martin  Binkin  and  Jeffrey  Record   of  the  Brookings
Institution  suggested  that  the Marine  Corps  was  too  wedded to  the
amphibious mission, and that it should be reduced in size and oriented on
other  tasks as  well as  amphibious assaults.  {11} More  recently, John
Collins of the Congressional  Research Service has suggested  that "there
are either too  many Marines or  too few  amphibious ships," and  Richard
Halloran, the respected defense correspondent for the New York Times, has
proposed that the Marine Corps be abolished altogether. {12}

     Of course  the fact  that a  major amphibious  assault has not  been
conducted since 1950  does not  in itself argue  against maintaining  the
capability. After all there has not been a major fleet action since World
War II, and nuclear weapons have not been employed since 1945, but no one
has seriously suggested abolishing our surface  fleet or nuclear arsenal.
Indeed, the critics' reasoning may be backwards: just as the existence of
nuclear  arsenals has  deterred  the use  of  nuclear weapons,  the  very
existence  of  a  large scale  amphibious  capability  may  have made  it
unnecessary to actually conduct a  major amphibious assault. And although
Desert Storm  did  not witness  an  amphibious assault,  the  significant
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threat posed by  Marines off Kuwait  City tied down  ten to twelve  Iraqi
divisions that could not be used to counter the allied envelopment to the
west.

     A far  more significant  concern is  the decrease in  the number  of
amphibious  ships. Through  the  1980s, the  Navy/Marine  Corps goal  was
sufficient   amphibious  shipping  to  simultaneously  lift  the  assault
echelons of a MEF and a MEB. The ambitious shipbuilding goals established
early in the  Reagan administration  were never met.  The current  Marine
Corps force structure is  based on six MEBs: (three  amphibious and three
MPS).

     But two factors have  caused the Marine Corps and Navy  to reexamine
the  balance between  amphibious and  MPS MEBs:  the reduction  of Marine
Corps end strength  to 159,000 as called  for by the Base  Force; and the
pending block obsolescence of the amphibious fleet (38 ships constituting
50% of today's vehicle lift and 30% of the troop/cargo lift) between 1996
and 2010. The former means the Marine Corps will  be able to support only
five versus six  active MEBs. The  latter means that  there will only  be
sufficient amphibious  shipping for two and  a half MEBs by  1997, and if
current  trends  continue, only  two amphibious  MEBs  by the  early 21st
century.

     With the decline  of the amphibious fleet,  the success of MPS,  and
the absence of a major  amphibious assault in over 40 years, some ask why
the Marine Corps fights to maintain an amphibious capability at all.  The
1990  DON  Integrated Amphibious  Requirements  Study  by  OP74 and  HQMC
provides an answer:

     There  are various  lift options  for deploying  Marines. Amphibious
     ships  provide  the  only  employment  option  with  forcible  entry
     capability.  . . The ability to conduct vertical and surface assault
     either  sequentially or  simultaneously is  an essential  element of
     maneuver warfare initiated from the sea. {13}

No other U.S.  force possesses the sustainable forcible  entry capability
of an amphibious force.

     A  naval  expeditionary  force  with  an  amphibious  capability  is
absolutely necessary if the U.S. is to defend its interests in a changing
strategic environment.  The concept of sequencing  depends on maintaining
such flexible naval expeditionary forces, with the means for conducting a
sustainable forcible entry  against a  hostile shore. Once  again, in  an
uncertain world, the  U.S. cannot always count on existing bases to build
up its forces as in the case of Panama and the Arabian peninsula.

     While budgetary constraints  are the primary driver  in reducing the
amphibious  fleet, planners  have  to recognize  that  cuts in  the  U.S.
amphibious capability create a  major risk. For instance, the  OP74 study
cited above  develops three  mission levels and  corresponding amphibious
mission capabilities: Regional  War, which calls for  sustained effort in
one theater and minimum capability in remaining.theaters; Contingency II,
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which  provides a  two ocean  ready crisis  response; and  Contingency I,
which  maintains a  two ocean  presence and  provides for  limited crisis
response. {14}

     If current trends  continue and the  Navy is  able to maintain  only
enough  amphibious  ships  for  two  MEBs,  the  Marine  Corps  would  be
restricted to the mission level established  by Contingency I. While this
might enable U.S. amphibious forces to deal with the most likely threats,
these forces would  be  insufficient  for a  contingency  along  the  lines
of  Desert Shield/Desert Storm.

     Can  U.S. planners afford the  risk associated with  an inability to
respond with amphibious forces to anything greater than a limited crisis?
Only if  they believe that  largescale contingencies  are a thing  of the
past,  and   if  they  believe  that  substantial   basing  or  logistics
infrastructure will always be available. But it is imprudent  to count on
the existence of such favorable conditions.

     The  Naval Service  should  make a  strong  case for  "hedging"  its
amphibious  force  structure,  arguing that  naval  expeditionary  forces
provide a capability that can be matched nowhere  else within the defense
establishment.  While  MPS  has  an  important  role  to  play  in  power
projection,  its real  strength  is as  a  complement to,  rather  than a
replacement for  an amphibious capability. The existing  balance of three
amphibious and three  MPS MEBs should be maintained, even  at the cost of
reducing other programs. This  is the minimum force structure  capable of
providing a two ocean contingency response.

                   Future Marine Corps Force Structure

     Fleet  Marine Forces  as part  of a  naval expeditionary  capability
provide  the  nation with  a substantial  tool  for responding  to crises
across the entire spectrum of conflict. At the low end of the spectrum of
conflict,  these forces  have  an advantage  in  performing the  presence
mission  on a sustained basis  because they can  operate independently of
the  political  good will  of other  countries.  Higher on  the spectrum,
MAGTFS, because they are seaborne, are  able to bring to bear far greater
firepower  and tactical  mobility  in  response  to  a  crisis  than  air
transported,  light Army forces  can. It is  in the national  interest to
maintain  these forces  at the  highest level  possible within  budgetary
constraints.

     But  budgetary constraints have already had a major impact on future
Marine Corps  force structure: reduced end strength  and a decline in the
amphibious fleet. In order to minimize the impact of such reductions, the
Marine Corps must ensure that the remaining force be, in the words of the
Assistant  Commandant of the  Marine Corps, a  "responsive, versatile and
flexible force  capable of  multiple deployment  options." {15} A  Marine
Corps of  either 21 or  24 infantry battalions and  limited by amphibious
lift for only  two MEBs  must still be  able to  deploy as a  MEB and  be
employed as a MEF.
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     What the  Marine Corps loses in  numbers must be offset  by improved
capabilities. Recognizing that technologies are available that can create
a revolution in amphibious warfare, the Marine Corps has already begun to
acquire these enhanced capabilities.

     The key to  successful amphibious  operations in the  future is  the
ability  to launch  from "over  the horizon."  Previously, an  amphibious
force  relied  on  extensive  firepower  to suppress  and  destroy  enemy
defensive positions while  the landing  force approached the  beach at  a
speed of only six to eight knots. Clearly the firepower possessed by even
most  Third World military forces  would make such  an amphibious assault
extremely  risky. For amphibious operations to succeed in the future, the
amphibious force must be able to act faster than the enemy can react.

     Faster  amphibious ships and improved landing craft/vertical assault
craft enable naval  expeditionary forces to effectively  conduct over the
horizon (OTH) operations. An OTH-capable amphibious force, employing such
innovations  as the  40 knot  air cushion  landing craft  (LCAC)  and the
tiltrotor  MV-22 Osprey,  can choose  the time  and place  of a  landing,
taking  advantage of enemy uncertainty  about the actual  location of the
landing beach and  ensuring that there is little or  no opposition to the
landing force.

     What does all  this mean for future Marine Corps  force structure? A
truly  expeditionary  Marine  Corps   must  maintain  a  balance  between
deployability  and  significant  combat   power.  The  Marine  Corps  has
successfully  resisted attempts  to  push it  to  the extremes  of  force
structure:  on the  one hand  a more  deployable  light force  that lacks
staying  power,  or on  the other,  a  heavy force  that  duplicates Army
capabilities.

     Thus it  has procured both the Light  Armored Vehicle (LAV) and such
heavy pieces of  equipment as the MIAI tank and  the M198 155mm howitzer.
The result is  a truly flexible expeditionary force structure that can be
task organized as heavy or as light as the situation demands.

     Nowhere is the Marines' emphasis on an expeditionary force structure
more apparent  than in  the area of  aviation. The  V/STOL AV-8B  Harrier
provides  an expeditionary  aviation  capability unmatched  by any  other
aircraft: the  Harrier  can operate  from  almost any  unobstructed  flat
surface  to give  timely  air  support  to  the  ground  combat  element.
Furthermore, the Marine Corps currently plans to replace all conventional
take off and landing (CTOL) aircraft with V/STOL by 2010. This all V/STOL
force, consisting of  a supersonic followon  to the Harrier,  helicopters
and Ospreys, would be truly expeditionary.

     Plans  aside,  whether  the Marine  Corps  is  able  to acquire  the
equipment necessary to ensure a greater capability within a smaller force
remains  to  be  seen.  For  instance,  although  strongly  supported  in
Congress, the Osprey program is opposed by the Office of the Secretary of
Defense  (OSD). The  cancellation of  the MV-22, along  with difficulties
associated with  developing and fielding  an advanced Harrier,  call into
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question the Marines' ability to achieve an all V/STOL force by 2010.

     Budgetary  problems  affect  the rest  of  the  force  as well.  For
example, no  matter what  happens with  Osprey, the  Marine  Corps has  a
critical problem with  medium helicopter  lift that must  be rectified soon.
This will be expensive. So will making the  transition from the M-60A1 tank
to  the M- 1A1, but Desert Storm  made it clear that the Marines  must have
a modern heavy  armor capability.  Procurement of  an advanced  amphibious
assault vehicle  is a high, albeit costly, funding priority. Shortfalls must
also be addressed in  the areas  of artillery, anti-armor  capability and
air defense, not to mention amphibious shipping.

     The  Marine Corps  describes itself  as the  nation's "expeditionary
force in readiness."  In an  era of severely  constrained resources,  the
Marine Corps provides the  nation with a remarkable value,  especially in
light  of  the changes  wrought by  the  new national  military strategy.
Indeed, this new strategy  would seem to increase the potential return on
the  nation's investment in naval expeditionary forces in general and the
Marine Corps in particular.

     While  all the Services  should seek to  improve their expeditionary
capabilities,   budgetary   constraints  strongly   militate   against  a
duplication of force structure. As General Gray has remarked on more than
one occasion, the  nation cannot afford two  Armies or two Marine  Corps.
The concepts of comparative advantage and  complementarity as realized in
sequencing  offer  the  solution  to  the  problem  of duplicative  force
structure: each Service  must specialize in providing those  forces which
have the lowest opportunity cost for the nation. The U.S. cannot afford a
wasteful competition between an expeditionary capability already existing
within the Navy/Marine Corps team on the one hand, and a reincarnation of
a 1960s era Army/Air Force "Strike Command" on the other.

     The  new  national  military  strategy places  a  premium  on  naval
expeditionary forces in general and amphibious  forces in particular. The
United States after all, is a maritime nation with maritime interests. In
view of the changing  strategic environment and shifting threats  to U.S.
interests,  Marines remain the most  effective means for projecting naval
power  ashore  in  order to  ensure  that  those  interests are  properly
defended.
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                              Chapter 4.C.3
                                  * * *
                       Excerpts from the Future of
                 Tactical Fighter Forces in the Air Force

                              Robert F. Hale

     Although my testimony today addresses many issues pertaining to Air
Force tactical fighters, it focuses primarily on affordability, that  is,
the ability  of the Air Force  to meet its numerical  needs for aircraft.
The testimony reaches three broad conclusions:

     o  Under  the budget plan the  Administration is proposing, the  Air
     Force should be able to meet its numerical requirements for tactical
     aircraft through 1999;

     o  However, a decision to pursue the Advanced Tactical Fighter makes
     it likely  that, starting  in the  next decade,  the Air  Force will
     either  fall short  of aircraft  or will  require added  funding for
     tactical aircraft; and

     o    To  minimize  long  term  problems,  the Administration  should
     consider buying aircraft other than the Advanced Tactical Fighter or
     buying  fewer  of the  new  fighter;  perhaps  most  important,  the
     Administration must limit the costs of the Multirole Fighter.

                          Key Types of Aircraft

     Air  Force tactical  fighter forces  are designed  to destroy  enemy
aircraft in  the  air and  to  attack  targets on  the  ground.  Tactical
fighters  are organized  into  wings, each  of  which contains  about  72
operational aircraft. Currently, the  Air Force has the equivalent  of 35
tactical fighter wings.  To accommodate budget constraints and to reflect
reduced security  threats, DoD plans  to reduce  that number to  about 26
wings by 1995.

_________________________________________________________________________

     Statement of  Robert F. Hale, Assistant  Director, National Security
Division,  Congressional   Budget  Office  before  the   Subcommittee  on
Conventional Forces  and Alliance  Defense, Committee on  Armed Services,
United States Senate, April 22, 1991.
________________________
     Published by the Congress of the United States, Congressional Budget
Office, Washington, D.C.
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     Of the seven types of aircraft that make up the Air Force's tactical
fighter  forces, this  testimony  focuses  on  the  four  that  are  most
important to the debate: two existing aircraft and two new planes.

Existing Aircraft. Two aircraft, the F-15 and the F-16, are the mainstays
of today's tactical fighter fleet.

F-15 Eagle.  The F-15 Eagle is currently the  Air Force's top of the line
fighter.  Developed in  the late  1960s, it  first entered  production in
1973. To date, a total of 1,074 F-15 aircraft have been purchased.

     The  F-15 aircraft is a  twin engine, supersonic  fighter capable of
attacking enemy aircraft that  are outside of a  pilot's visual range.  A
variation  of  the  F-15,  the  F-15E  Strike  Eagle,  has  sophisticated
capabilities for attacking targets on the ground: advanced avionics, long
flight  ranges, and substantial capability to attack targets at night and
in bad weather.

     Because the Administration intends to replace the F-15 aircraft with
the  Advanced Tactical  Fighter, it  plans no  further purchases  of F-15
planes.  The Strike Eagle, the latest  version that was purchased, had an
average procurement cost of about $45 million apiece. (All costs in  this
testimony are expressed in constant 1992 dollars of budget authority.)

F-16  Falcon. Compared  with  the F-15,  the  F-16 Falcon  is  relatively
cheaper and less capable. All  F-16 aircraft are designed to attack  both
enemy aircraft  in the air and  targets on the ground.  The F-16 aircraft
attacks  targets in the air with a shortrange missile or a gun, giving it
less  range than  the F-15  in air  to air  combat. The  Falcon has  less
complex avionics, and less sophisticated ground attack capabilities, than
those of the Strike Eagle.

     The Falcon is also  considerably less expensive than the  Eagle. The
F-16 aircraft costs an average  of about $20 million to  procure compared
with $45 million for the E model of the F-15. Under Administration plans,
the last  F-16 aircraft will be  purchased in 1993. By  then, about 2,200
Falcon aircraft will have been bought.

New Aircraft. Under  the Administration's plans,  the Air Force  tactical
fighter  fleet will  eventually  consist primarily  of two  aircraft: the
Advanced Tactical Fighter and the Multirole Fighter.

Advanced  Tactical  Fighter.  The  Advanced Tactical  Fighter  is  a  new
generation of aircraft. The plane is designed to have stealth capability,
that is, be very difficult to detect using a variety of sensors including
radar  and infrared  or  heat detectors.  ATF  development will  probably
emphasize  limits  on  the  plane's  detectability  by  radar.  To  limit
detectability  by  radar,  the   aircraft  would  be  shaped   to  direct
refl ections of radar beams away from enemy radars; the use of special
materials and coatings would also  limit reflections. Designers will  also
attempt to  limit detectability by  infrared sensors by,  among other
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things, decreasing  the heat  emitted from  the plane's engines. Efforts
would also be  made to limit the plane's own  electronic emissions.

     The  Advanced  Tactical  Fighter  will  also  have  the  ability  to
accelerate to, and cruise at, supersonic speeds without having to rely on
the extra power of  an afterburner. This capability, which the  Air Force
terms "supercruise," greatly increases  the time the aircraft can  fly at
supersonic  speeds by  minimizing  reliance on  afterburners, which  make
inefficient  use  of fuel.  The  supercruise technology  would  also help
increase  the  ATF's  range and  might  enable  the plane  to  carry more
weapons.  Finally, compared  with previous  generations of  aircraft, the
Advanced Tactical Fighter will have more highly integrated avionics, thus
providing  more  information and  in a  manner  that reduces  the pilot's
workload.

     Eventually,  the Advanced  Tactical  Fighter will  replace the  F-15
aircraft as the top of  the line fighter designed to attack  enemy planes
in  the air.  A  variation of  the Advanced  Tactical Fighter  might also
eventually  replace today's F-15E and F-111  aircraft, which are designed
to  accomplish long  range  bombing missions.  Alternatively, these  long
range bombers might  be replaced  with the AX  aircraft, an attack  plane
that the Administration will reportedly propose buying for the Navy.

     The  initial stages  of  developing  the  ATF aircraft  are  largely
complete. If the Congress approves, the ATF program will enter full scale
development, the final  step before it goes  into production in  the last
quarter of this year. Under current plans, production will begin in 1997.
The  first operational squadron of ATF aircraft (consisting of 24 planes)
would be fielded around the year 2000.

     The ATF  program would  be costly.  According to  current estimates,
funding  for development  will  total $16.1  billion.  If the  Air  Force
carries out its current plan to  buy 750 Advanced Tactical Fighters, each
would cost  an average of  about $73 million  to buy. These  estimates of
costs for  development and  procurement have  increased over  last year's
levels by  about 16 percent  and 17 percent,  respectively. Much of  this
increase probably results from  changes that achieve a more  gradual pace
of development and production than was envisioned a year ago.

The  Multirole Fighter.  Just  this year,  the  Air Force  announced  its
intention to  develop a new Multirole Fighter (MRF), a followon to the F-
16 aircraft. Presumably, this aircraft would require a number of years to
develop and would enter production sometime early in the next century.

     Because it is a new program, much  less is known about the cost  and
design of the Multirole  Fighter than the Advanced Tactical  Fighter. The
Air Force,  however, probably would  want the new  plane to have  stealth
capabilities.

In addition, as it has done in the ATF program, the Air Force may wish to
incorporate other improvements in capability over the F-16 aircraft, such
as increases in  range and ability  to carry munitions,  maneuverability,
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speed, and accuracy in delivering weapons.

     What might a Multirole Fighter cost? An Air Force briefing indicates
that  the  service  intends  to  try to  make  the  Multirole  Fighter as
affordable as possible. That intention would, however,  conflict with the
Air Force's desire  to achieve improvements  in capability. History  also
suggests that,  if the Air  Force develops an  entirely new plane  as its
Multirole Fighter, then the  plane will cost substantially more  than the
F-16  aircraft. Since  World  War II,  each  new generation  of  tactical
fighter aircraft has cost  at least 80 percent more than its predecessor.
Indeed, many new generations have cost two to three times more.

     Alternatively, the  Air Force  could create  a Multirole  Fighter by
improving  the existing  F-16 aircraft.  If history is  a guide,  such an
aircraft  would  be substantially  cheaper  than an  entirely  new plane;
modifications  to existing aircraft have  generally not added  as much to
costs. At  the same time, there  is a tradeoff: a  modified F-16 aircraft
would have less capability than an entirely new aircraft.

              Tactical Fighters and Threats to U.S. Security

     In deciding whether or not to buy new fighters, and how many to buy,
the Administration and the Congress must consider the future threats that
these aircraft will confront. Unfortunately, the nature of these  threats
is highly uncertain.

Threats  from the Soviet Union. In View  of its current state of turmoil,
the Soviet Union could remain a  major threat to U.S. security. There are
cogent arguments on both sides of the issue. But if the Soviet Union were
to  remain a major  threat, the Administration  argues that it  needs the
improved capability that  the Advanced Tactical Fighter  would provide in
order to ensure that U.S. aircraft remain superior to those of the Soviet
Union.  According to  the Administration, the  Soviet Union  has deployed
three  new aircraft, the  Mig-31, the  Mig-29, and  the Su-27,  since the
United  States initially  fielded the  F-15 aircraft.  The Administration
also  expects the Soviet Union  to field two  new Soviet fighter aircraft
early  in the next. century, though some analysts believe Soviet economic
problems may slow  or prevent this continued modernization.  Finally, the
Administration  has indicated  concern about  improvements in  Soviet air
defenses. These improved  defenses argue for the  stealth capability that
the Advanced Tactical Fighter would provide. . .

Threats  from Other Nations. It  is also possible  that domestic concerns
and  economic problems  might  cause  the  Soviet  Union  to  direct  its
attention inward, thus lessening  the threat it poses to  U.S. interests.
This  trend would drastically reduce  the threats posed  to U.S. tactical
air forces because  the capabilities of potential adversaries  other than
the  Soviet Union are much  more modest. Comparisons  based on the number
and  quality of tactical aircraft  suggest that the  United States enjoys
overwhelming  advantages  in  tactical  aircraft  over  a wide  range  of
potential adversaries, such as  Cuba, North Korea, and the  prewar forces
of Iraq. Even after the planned reduction in U.S. forces to 26 wings, the
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U.S. advantage would range from a low of four to one to a high of sixteen
to one.

     Moreover, other factors not captured in these numbers may favor U.S.
tactical  air forces in conflicts  against nations other  than the Soviet
Union.  Air defenses  in other  nations are  less capable.  U.S. military
personnel  are almost certainly better  trained than those  in most other
nations.  Moreover,  at least  when  inexperienced  hands operate  Soviet
weapons,  recent  experience  in the  Persian  Gulf  suggests  that their
capability is less than what the Administration would have predicted.

     Thus, against nations other than the Soviet Union, the United States
might not need  the major  improvements in capability  that the  Advanced
Tactical Fighter or  a substantially more capable Multirole Fighter would
provide. Indeed, some military  analysts would argue that, if  the Soviet
Union is not the  key threat, the Air  Force needs to focus on  enhancing
its  ability  to attack  ground targets  rather  than buying  an Advanced
Tactical Fighter that is designed primarily to attack enemy aircraft.

     After  assessing  likely  future  threats,  the  Administration  has
apparently  decided   to  purchase  more  capable   aircraft  while  also
attempting  to maintain  26  air wings  in  the  years beyond  1995.  The
Administration should have no trouble maintaining its desired force level
in the 1990s, but the outlook is much less rosy in the longer term.

               Meeting Numerical Requirements for 1992-1999

     In 1992  through 1997, the Administration plans  to buy only 72 F-16
aircraft  and  8 Advanced  Tactical Fighters.  This level  of procurement
averaging 13 planes a year is  extremely low by historical standards  and
well  below the 150  aircraft that the  Air Force believes  are needed to
sustain  the fleet  (see Figure  1). Funding  for procuring  new aircraft
should total roughly $4.5 billion. {1}

     The  Administration does  plan  substantial funding  to develop  new
aircraft  between 1992 and 1997. Development for  the ATF would receive a
total  of $10.1  billion in  1992 dollars.  Development of  the Multirole
Fighter would absorb $0.5 billion.  Inventories  and Requirements. Making
the  reduction from 35  wings to 26 wings should offset planned low rates
of procurement. Thus, the Air Force should  easily  meet its  numerical
requirements  for tactical  aircraft through 1999, the first year when all
aircraft purchased between 1992 and 1997 will be in the fleet (see Figure
2).
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   Figure 1. Air Force Procurement of Fighter/Attack Aircraft 1965-1997

Figure 2. Req uirements and Inventories for Air Force Tactical Fighter Wings
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     Requirements for tactical aircraft  fall sharply during this period,
from about 3,700 aircraft in  1990 to about 2,600 aircraft by  1994. They
would   presumably  remain  at  the  level  of  2,600  through  1999.  To
accommodate  these  sharply  reduced  requirements, the  Air  Force  will
actually have to retire a number of aircraft before they reach the end of
their service lives, defined  as the time the aircraft  suffer structural
fatigue. During the  period from 1992 to  1994, if decreases  in aircraft
inventories  are consistent  with planned  force reductions,  about 1,600
aircraft will be retired. Yet only about 150 of these aircraft would have
reached the  end of their  service lives during this  period. These early
retirements mean that, during the remainder of the 1990s, few retirements
would be  dictated by  service  lives, which  average  28 years  for  the
various types of aircraft in the fleet today.

     CBO's  estimates of  aircraft requirements  are based  on  Air Force
estimates that  about 100  planes  are needed  to maintain  one wing  (72
operational  aircraft  are  required for  a  wing  in  addition to  other
aircraft  that are  involved  in  overhaul,  training, and  other  uses).
Requirements in 1994 and later years  assume that the Air Force maintains
26  wings. Requirements for certain  types of tactical  aircraft, such as
fighter  interceptors,  are not  included in  CBO's estimates  because of
uncertainty about the size of future requirements.

Average Age.  The Air Force would  not only meet its  numerical goals for
aircraft through 1999;  it would also meet its goal  for average aircraft
age, at  least through 1997. The service goal to retire aircraft after 22
years of service and so maintain a fleet that  on average is no more than
11 years old  calls for retirement before the end  of the plane's service
life, which  is dictated  by structural fatigue.  The Air Force  seeks to
retire  aircraft before they wear  out because the  service believes that
retaining aircraft much  longer than 22  years would  cause planes to  be
less modern  than the aircraft they  might have to fight.  As the service
terms  it,  an older  fleet  would be  "obsolescent  in the  face  of the
threat."

     Assuming the  Administration's planned  buys of aircraft,  and CBO's
estimate of the number of retirements, the average age of the Air Force's
inventory of tactical aircraft declines through 1994 from about ten years
in  1991 to  less than nine  years in  1994 reflecting  the retirement of
older aircraft (see Figure AI in the Appendix to this testimony). Average
age then rises sharply during all the remaining years through 1999.

     Despite this increase, average  age exceeds the Air Force's  goal of
11  years only slightly  in 1997. By  1999, however, average  age reaches
more than 13 years,  2 years above the  Air Force goal. This  aging fleet
suggests a problem  that is captured more fully in  CBO's analysis of the
long term outlook for meeting numerical aircraft requirements.

             Meeting Numerical Requirements in the Long Term

     The Administration will  have difficulty maintaining  a force of  26
wings in  the long term. Two  factors have the greatest  influence on the
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long term size  of inventories of  tactical aircraft: how much  money the
service can spend on the planes and how much each plane costs.

Available Levels of Funding. It  is impossible to know for sure  how much
funding will be available  to buy tactical aircraft in the  next century.
To illustrate a possible  level of funding consistent with  past history,
CBO  calculated  a  basecase  estimate assuming  that  tactical  aircraft
receive the same average share  of total Air Force funding  (5.2 percent)
as  they received  in the  years since  1965. This  average  includes two
periods  when tactical aircraft received  a larger than  average share of
the Air  Force budget and one  period when the aircraft  received a below
average  share  (see   Figure  3).   We  applied  the   5.2  percent   to
Administration estimates of available Air Force funding in 1995, the year
when all  the budgetary reductions required under  the Budget Enforcement
Act of 1990 will be carried out. The resulting level of available funding
($4.3 billion) is about six  times the average level of funding  that the
Administration plans to devote to buying new tactical fighters during the
years from 1992 through 1997.

Aircraft  Costs. Aircraft costs are also important in estimating how many
tactical aircraft the Air Force can  maintain over the long term. For its
base

                              Figrue 3
             Percentage of Air Force Budgets for Procurement
                  of Fighter/Attack Aircraft, 1965-1992
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case estimate,  CBO used the Air Force's current estimate for the average
cost to procure an  Advanced Tactical Fighter, about $73 million. At this
price, the Advanced Tactical  Fighter would cost substantially  more than
most other Air Force tactical fighters (see Figure 4).

 Figure 4. Aircraft Procurement Unit Costs versus First Procurement Year

     No Air  Force estimate is  available for the  cost of  the Multirole
Fighter. In its base case, CBO assumes that each Multirole Fighter  would
cost  about  $35  million.  Because  the   Administration  plans  to  end
production of the F-16  aircraft, CBO assumed that the  Multirole Fighter
would be  an entirely new aircraft  rather than a derivative  of the F-16
aircraft. We arrived at our estimate of $35 million by increasing current
F-16 costs by  80 percent, the least amount of  growth experienced at any
time since 1950 when moving from one generation of aircraft to the next.
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Other Assumptions. In its base case, CBO also made other assumptions that
are key to  estimating long term inventories.  To be consistent with  Air
Force plans and goals, we assumed that about 21 percent  of future forces
are made  up of  Advanced Tactical Fighters.  Another 12  percent of  the
inventory, which consists of long range bombers, is assumed to consist of
a plane costing the same as the Advanced Tactical Fighter. Thus, about 33
percent of  future tactical forces  are assumed to  be made up  of highly
capable aircraft; the remaining force is composed  of Multirole Fighters.
Consistent  with the  Air Force  goal, tactical  aircraft are  assumed to
remain in service for 22 years. Annual losses  from peacetime accidents
(attrition) are assumed to amount to about 1 percent a year.

     Based on these assumptions,  CBO estimated the number of  wings that
the Air  Force would  be able  to maintain  in the year  2025. While  few
reading or listening to  this testimony will be concerned  with Air Force
tactical aircraft  by the year  2025, keep in  mind that it  is the first
year  when the choices discussed  in this testimony  today will determine
all of the aircraft in the Air Force inventory. Indeed,  their impact may
be felt sooner, perhaps by the end of the next decade.

Shortfalls Under Long  Term Projections. If  funding levels and  aircraft
prices remain at the  levels CBO assumed in  its base case, then the  Air
Force would  be able to maintain only about 18 wings of tactical aircraft
in the long term (see Table 1).  This level would be about 8 fewer  wings
than the Air  Force plans to have in 1995 and  17 fewer wings than it has
now.  Clearly, at  the prices the  Air Force  may have to  pay for future
tactical aircraft,  historical budget shares applied to  a constant total
Air Force budget do not provide enough funds to equip 26 wings.

________________________________________________________________________
           TABLE 1.  AVAILABLE WINGS UNDER VARIOUS ASSUMPTIONS
________________________________________________________________________

     Assumptions                                  Available Wings in 2025
________________________________________________________________________
Base Case                                                   18

          More Favorable Assumptions

Base Case but Share of Funds Grows {a}                      20

Base Case but Average Age at Retirement Is 28 Years         22

Base Case but Multirole Fighter Costs Less {b}              21

Base Case but Air Force Accepts Smaller Share
 of Most Capable Planes                                     20

          Less Favorable Assumptions

Base Case but Share of Funds Declines {c}                   16
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Base Case but ATF Costs More {d}                            15

Base Case but ATF Costs Substantially More {e}              12

________________________________________________________________________
SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office.

a. Average 1975 to 1991 share.
b. Approximate contractor estimate ($25 million).
c. Average 1982 to 1991 share.
d. F-15 A/B models to F-4 ($100 million).
e. F-15 (all models) to F-4 ($135 million).

     Increased Funding. Of course, it is possible that the Air Force will
get more money. Sustained real growth of about 2 percent a year above the
1995 level of funding for tactical aircraft would permit the Air Force to
maintain 26  wings if all the  other assumptions in the  base case remain
unchanged.

     While  this  annual growth  may seem  modest,  the growth  in actual
dollars is  substantial. Annual  growth of  2 percent  a year implies  an
increase of about  45 percent  in average funding  for tactical  aircraft
during the next several decades from $4.3 billion  to about $6.3 billion.
It  may  be risky  to  assume any  sustained  growth in  defense budgets,
particularly  in a period when threats to U.S. security have declined and
may continue to decline.

     More  Favorable Assumptions. Even if the whole Air Force budget does
not increase, tactical fighter  aircraft might receive a larger  share of
the Air  Force budget. If  the long term share  grew to 5.8  percent (the
average for the years 1975 to 1991), rather than the  5.2 percent assumed
in the  base case, then the  Air Force could  maintain 20 wings  over the
long  run (see Table 1).  If funds do  not grow, but the  Air Force keeps
planes until  they  wear out  at  about 28  years rather  than  replacing
aircraft  after 22  years to maintain  a modern  fleet, then  the service
could maintain 22 wings.

     The Air Force might also hold down the cost of the Multirole Fighter
below levels  assumed in the  base case.  The base case  assumes that  an
entirely  new aircraft is designed as  a Multirole Fighter. The Air Force
could modify existing F-16  aircraft rather than developing a  new plane.
Estimates   by  the  contractor   suggest  that  one   plausible  set  of
modifications to the F-16  aircraft, including a change  to the shape  of
the wings to hold more fuel  and modest improvements to the engine, might
increase its cost to around $25 million. If  this modified F-16 aircraft,
designated the Falcon 21 by the contractor who builds F-16 planes becomes
the Multirole  Fighter and costs  only $25 million  apiece, then the  Air
Force could maintain 21 wings over the long term.

     The Air Force could also purchase less expensive planes for its long
range  bombing mission,  or simply  decrease the  number of  more capable
planes it has  in its inventory. If the share of  tactical forces made up
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of  the most  capable planes  fell  to 21  percent, the  Air Force  could
maintain about 20 wings in its future forces.

     Unfavorable   Assumptions.   Unfortunately,  while   some  favorable
assumptions suggest less of a problem, one can also point  to unfavorable
ones that may be just as plausible. In future years, the Air Force may be
investing  heavily in  satellites and  other spacebased  assets. Tactical
aircraft could receive a smaller share of the Air Force's budget, perhaps
only 4.6 percent (the average for the years 1982 to 1991) rather than the
level of 5.2 percent assumed under the base case. With a smaller share of
the  budget, the Air Force  can maintain only  16 wings in  the long term
(see Table 1).

     The number  of wings the Air Force could maintain would also fall if
the costs of the Advanced Tactical Fighter increase above planned Levels.
It would  be prudent  to  assume some  cost growth  for several  reasons.
Estimated costs have increased in the last year. Also, the cost growth of
the Advanced Tactical Fighter is low by historical standards.

     At its currently estimated price of $73 million apiece, the Advanced
Tactical Fighter will cost 90  percent more than the average cost  of all
the versions of  the F-15 aircraft  (see Table A-1  in the Appendix).  In
several  cases since  1950,  however, the  percentage increases  in costs
associated with shifting from one generation of aircraft to the next have
been much  larger than 90 percent.  If the cost of  the Advanced Tactical
Fighter grows to about $100 million apiece (consistent with the growth in
cost experienced  between the A/B  version of  the F-15 aircraft  and its
predecessor  the F-4), then the Air Force  would be able to maintain only
15 wings  in the long  term. If the Advanced  Tactical Fighter eventually
costs  about $135  million apiece  (matching growth  in cost  between the
average version of the F-15 aircraft and the F-4), the Air Force would be
able to maintain only 12 wings.

26 Wings:  A Risky Bet.  In sum, in order  to maintain 26  wings over the
long  run, the  Air Force would  have to  achieve sustained  increases in
funding  for tactical aircraft. Alternatively, it would have to realize a
combination of  the favorable  assumptions that the  testimony discusses,
for example,  extending service lives  to 28  years and holding  down the
cost of the Multirole Fighter and hope that their benefits are not offset
by other, unfavorable assumptions.

     Perhaps as likely as these favorable outcomes are unfavorable events
that could  produce a drastic reduction  in the size of  the tactical Air
Force.  Assume, for  example, that  tactical aircraft  receive a  smaller
share of the Air Force budget or that they maintain their share while the
entire Air Force budget continues to decline in the years beyond 1995. If
this outcome is combined  with substantial increases in the  costs of the
Advanced Tactical Fighter  (to a level of  $135 million apiece),  the Air
Force  would be able to maintain only about  11 wings. Such a small fleet
of tactical aircraftless than  one third the size of today's  fleet would
probably be unable to carry out future missions such as those required in
the Persian Gulf war.
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           Solutions That Meet Long Term Numerical Requirements

     Because of the potential for reductions, perhaps drastic reductions,
in the long term size of the tactical Air Force, the Congress  might want
to examine alternative policies.  The alternatives in this  testimony are
designed to permit the Administration to maintain approximately  26 wings
without  increases  in  funding.  The alternatives  would  also  minimize
reductions  in the number Of Air Force  wings in the event of unfavorable
trends in funding or the cost of new aircraft.

Continue Producing Current Fighters. The Air Force could forgo  producing
the Advanced Tactical Fighter and instead continue to produce F-15 and F-16
aircraft. This approach would  have important effects in the  long run as
well as the near term.

     Long Term Effects. In the long term, this  approach would permit the
Air Force to  maintain about 26  wings of tactical aircraft.  This result
assumes that about one third  of the 26 wings are F-15  aircraft (for the
sake  of making  its estimates,  CBO assumed  that the new  F-15 aircraft
costs  about  $50  million,  modestly  more  than  today's  Strike  Eagle
version). The  other two thirds of  the fleet are assumed  to be modestly
improved versions  of the F-16  aircraft (the Falcon 21)  that cost about
$25 million apiece.

     Such a force would not have  as much stealth capability as the fleet
of tactical aircraft that the Air Force plans. Nor would a combination of
F-15  and improved  F-16  aircraft  have  the  same  avionics  and  other
capability that would be inherent in a fleet containing Advanced Tactical
Fighters. Finally, the F-15 fleet, especially those  aircraft produced in
1973,  may  have  come close  to  exhausting  its  potential for  further
improvements in capability.

     On  the other  hand, a fleet  of F-15  and F-16  aircraft might make
sense if the Soviet Union was no  longer a major threat to U.S.  security
or  if Soviet economic woes  make extensive modernization  of its fighter
aircraft unlikely.  Moreover, modified  versions of current  fighters may
well be  adequate to handle air  threats posed by nations  other than the
Soviet Union.  Because  it buys  more  of the  F-15E Strike  Eagle,  this
approach would also permit the Air Force to replace its aging fleet of F-
111  long range  bombers,  thus preserving  a  capability that  could  be
especially important in  conflicts against nations other  than the Soviet
Union.  Finally,  in  contrast  to  the  Administration's  program,  this
approach  would keep production lines for Air Force fighter aircraft open
in 1994 and 1995.

     Near Term  Changes. Pursuing  this approach would  require important
changes in the Administration's plan for tactical  aircraft in 1992-1997.
Under this  approach, the ATF program  would have to be ended  in 1992. A
program  to make  modest  modifications in  the  F-16 aircraft  would  be
instituted at a cost in the 1992-1997 period approximately equal  to what
the  Administration planned  to spend  to develop a  new aircraft  as the
Multirole Fighter.  In  addition,  procurement  of both  F-15E  and  F-16
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aircraft would  continue at low levels,  resulting in the purchase  of an
additional 72 F-15E aircraft and 96 F-16  aircraft during the period from
1992 to 1997. (Table 2 summarizes these changes.)

     Compared  with  the  Administration's  plan,  this  approach  should
require  almost the  same amount  of total  funding during  the 1992-1997
period. The savings from canceling the ATF program offset the added costs
of  Buying small numbers of additional F-15E and F-16 aircraft, producing
total savings of $0.3 billion over  the period. Savings in 1992 and 1993,
totaling about $1.2 billion, are partially offset by added costs of about
$0.9 billion in the last four years of the plan.
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________________________________________________________________________
TABLE 2. NEAR TERM CHANGES UNDER ALTERNATIVES COMPARED WITH
THE ADMINISTRATION'S PLAN
________________________________________________________________________

                     Additional Aircraft          Savings/Costs (-/+)
Alternatives        Purchased  in  1992-1997      (In  billions  of  1992
dollars)
________________________________________________________________________
                         F-15      F-16      1992      1993      1992-
1997

Continue Procuring
Current Fighters         72         96       -.04      -.08      -.03

Buy Only Upgraded
Versions of F-16
Aircraft                  0        104       -.05      -.06       0.6

Silver Bullet Force
with Low Cost
Multirole Fighters {a}    0         96        0.0       0.1       4.4

________________________________________________________________________
SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office estimates.

a. Additional funds needed if Advanced Tactical Fighter program continues
on schedule.

Buy Only  Upgraded Versions of  the F-16.  A second approach  would again
cancel  the ATF program but  would incorporate many  of the technological
improvements  developed for  the ATF  aircraft  into some  F-16 aircraft.
These radically modified  F-16 aircraft, designated by the contractors as
the  Falcon 21++,  would  include the  new  engine and  avionics  package
intended for the Advanced Tactical Fighter as well as other improvements.
The  Falcon  21++  would, of  course,  cost  significantly  more than  an
existing F-16  aircraft, perhaps as much  as 70 percent of  the Air Force
estimate of  the cost  of  the Advanced  Tactical Fighter,  or about  $50
million apiece. This option also assumes that the Air Force  buys a plane
(perhaps a  variation of  the Falcon  21++ or  the  Navy's, AX  aircraft)
costing the  same as the Advanced Tactical Fighter for its new long range
bomber.

     Long Term Effects. In the  long run, the Air Force could  maintain a
fleet of 24  wings to  26 wings under  this option. The  Air Force  could
maintain 24  wings if  about 21  percent of those  wings are  Falcon 21++
aircraft,  12 percent  (those used  as long  range bombers)  have a  cost
comparable  to that of  the Advanced Tactical  Fighter, and  the other 67
percent consist  of less extensively  modified F-16 aircraft  (the Falcon
21). To maintain 26 wings  under this approach, the Air Force  would have
to  accept  a force  in  which  a smaller  fraction,  about one  quarter,
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consists of the expensive types of  aircraft, either the Falcon 21++ or a
new long range bomber.

     This  approach would  reduce  the  capability  of  a  future  fleet,
including  its capability  to evade  enemy detectors.  Details about  the
degree  of  stealth  and  performance  of  planned  aircraft  are  highly
classified.  However, the  Falcon 21++  aircraft would  not have  as much
stealth  capability as the Advanced Tactical Fighter. The shape and other
design features of an aircraft determine its   degree  of  stealth,  and
these  features  can  be  m odified  more extensively on  new  aircraft  than
on  an exis ting  one.  Nor,  in  all likelihood, would all  the aircraft
in this alternative  fleet have  the range of a fleet that included Advanced
Tactical Fighters.

     This  alternative fleet would,  however, possess  substantially more
stealth  capability  than  the  Air Force's  current  fleet  of  tactical
aircraft. This improvement might  be acceptable if the primary  threat to
U.S. security consists of  tactical aircraft from nations other  than the
Soviet Union. Moreover, this  approach includes funds for development  of
the advanced  engines and  avionics that would  be used  on the  Advanced
Tactical Fighter, which provides a hedge against Soviet advances.

     Near  Term  Changes. Like  the  previous  approach,  this one  would
require  cancellation  of the  ATF development  program  in 1992.  In its
place, the  Administration would pursue  development of the  Falcon 21++,
the radical improvement to the F-16 aircraft, and the Falcon 21, the more
modest F-16  enhancement. This alternative would  also continue purchases
of an additional 104 F-16 aircraft of various versions.

     Total  costs  under  this   alternative  in  1992  to   1997  should
approximately equal  those of the Administration's  plan, requiring added
costs of perhaps $0.6 billion over the six years. Modest annual near term
savings of about $0.5  billion in 1992 and 1993 would  be offset by costs
of $1.7  billion in the remaining four years of  the plan. Costs in 1992-
1997 would be lower and savings higher if production of the existing F-16
aircraft were ended while the Falcon 21++ is being developed.

Silver  Bullet Force with Low Cost Multirole Fighters. The Congress could
decide that, because  of uncertainty  about future threats,  it wants  to
proceed now with full scale development of the Advanced Tactical Fighter.
If  increased funds  are not  available when  the time  comes to  buy the
Advanced Tactical Fighter, the  Congress could elect  to buy only a  very
few of  these highly  capable  fighters. This  small  force of  the  most
capable  fighters,  "silver  bullets",  would be  used  against  the most
capable adversaries.

     Long Term  Effects If such a silver bullet force  is to consist of a
full 26 wings,  then the Multirole  Fighter must not  cost too much  more
than  today's F-16  aircraft.  The  cost  of  the  Multirole  Fighter  is
particularly important under  this approach because the plane  would make
up most of  the fleet. Assume, for  example, that only 10  percent of the
future  fleet of  tactical fighters  and long  range bombers  consists of
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Advanced  Tactical Fighters. The  other 90  percent consists  of modified
versions of  the F-16  (the  Falcon 21),  which  cost about  $25  million
apiece. Under these assumptions,  the Air Force could, over the long run,
maintain a fleet of 26  wings. (The estimate of 26 wings assumes that the
cost of the Advanced Tactical Fighter grows from the current Air
Force estimate of $73 million to about $100 million apiece because of the
higher costs associated with a smaller buy of the planes.)

     Thus,  under this approach, the Air Force could maintain its planned
size of  26 wings. The  approach should  also minimize the  chances of  a
drastic decline in the size of the Air  Force in the event of unfavorable
trends in funding or ATF costs.  Moreover, this approach creates an  open
production  line for  Advanced Tactical  Fighters that  could be  used to
produce more of these capable fighters in the event that  threats to U.S.
security demand more capability.

     Would  such  a silver  bullet  force meet  security  needs? Perhaps,
particularly if  threats to U.S.  security stem primarily  from countries
other  than  the Soviet  Union. Indeed,  this  approach would  mirror the
current situation with the F-117 aircraft. The Air Force has only a small
fleet of these  fighters with stealth  capability. Yet it used  them with
great success  to attack targets in the Persian Gulf that might have been
difficult to destroy with aircraft having less stealth capability.

     The  benefits of this approach will be fully realized, however, only
if the cost of the Multirole Fighter is held down under CBO's assumptions
to around  $25 million apiece.  If the cost  of this aircraft  grows, the
number of  Air Force wings would shrink well below 26, even if the number
of highly capable  aircraft is  limited. The history  of growth in  costs
suggests  that a  Multirole Fighter  costing $25  million apiece  is only
likely to  be  realized if  it  is a  derivative  of an  existing  plane,
presumably, in this  case, the F-16.  The development of an  entirely new
aircraft, as  the Air  Force apparently  plans,  has in  the past  always
resulted in much larger increases in cost.

     Near  Term  Changes. Thus,  if the  Congress  wants to  maintain the
option  of pursuing  this approach,  it would  probably have  to continue
production  of the existing F-16 aircraft and develop a modestly modified
version of the F-16 as a low cost Multirole Fighter. Continuing purchases
of F-16  aircraft at annual  rates of  24 aircraft in  1994 through  1997
would result in the purchase of 96 additional F-16 aircraft compared with
the  Administration's plans. Added funds  of about $4.4  billion in 1992-
1997 would be needed to pay for these extra planes.

     To offset these added  costs, the Congress could reduce  funding for
the ATF development program. If cuts  in ATF development funds must fully
offset the added  costs, then total ATF  funds in the years  1992 to 1997
would have to  be reduced by about 35 percent.  Funding reductions to the
program would be much higher than  that in later years of the period,  up
to about 50 percent in 1995 through 1997.



204

     This funding cut  would delay  ATF deployment for  at least  several
years. Such  a delay may be  reasonable in view of  uncertainty about the
nature of future  Soviet threats. Indeed,  a delay would provide  time to
ascertain how that threat is developing. A delay would, however, extend a
development program that is already long by historical standards and would
add to the t otal  cost  of  developing  the Advanced  Tactical  Fighter.
Thus,  the Congress could d ecide to maintain the pace of the ATF development
program and o ffset the added costs of this option through reductions in the
other programs of the Air Force or the other services.

                                Conclusion

     If  the Air  Force pursues its  current plan  to develop  and buy an
Advanced  Tactical Fighter  and  a new  Multirole  Fighter, the  tactical
aircraft  program stands  a good  chance of  eventually either  requiring
sustained increases in funding  or falling well short of  maintaining the
26  wings now planned. Although these problems  will not be evident until
the next century, the decision the Congress will make this year about the
Advanced  Tactical Fighter  will be  important in  shaping the  long term
outlook. Because of  the importance  of this decision,  the Congress  may
wish to  consider alternatives such  as a small,  silver bullet force  of
Advanced Tactical Fighters or the purchase of upgraded versions of the F-
16 aircraft.

     Also key  to shaping long  term trends for tactical  aircraft is the
decision that the  Administration and the Congress will  make in the next
several years regarding continued production of the F-16 aircraft. If the
history of aircraft cost changes is a guide, continued production of F-16
planes will be necessary if the Air Force is to achieve a  relatively low
cost  Multirole Fighter. The Administration  must hold down  the costs of
the Multirole  Fighter if  it  hopes to  maintain 26  Air Force  tactical
fighter  wings  in  the next  century  without  substantial  increases in
funding.
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                       Appendix A. Table and Figure
_______________________________________________________________________
TABLE A-1.  RATIOS OF AIRCRAFT COSTS
________________________________________________________________________
                                        Percentage Growth
Aircraft                                  in Unit Costs
_____________________________________________________________________

ATF (Using Current Air Force
  Estimate) to F-15 Average {a}                90

F-16 Average to F-4 Average {a}                80

F-4C to F-100 {b,c}                            80

F-111 to F-105 {b}                            190

F-15A/B to F-4 Average {a}                    205

F-15 Average to F-4 Average {a}               260

________________________________________________________________________
SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office estimates.

a. Compares procurement unit costs in 1992 dollars.
b. Compares flyaway costs in 1992 dollars.
c. Some analysts  argue the F-86 is a more appropriate  choice for the F-
4's predecessor. The F-4's costs were 400 percent higher than the F-86.

          Figure A-1. Average Age of Tactical Aircraft 1990-1999
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                                  Notes

     1.  Data  publicly available  on the Administration's  plans do  not
include  procurement costs for  the Advanced Tactical  fighters. CBO used
Air Force data to produce a phased estimate of those costs.
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                              Chapter 4.C.4
                                  * * *
  Navy Carrier-Based Fighter and Attack Aircraft in the FY1992 Budget:
                           Issues for Congress

                             Ronald O'Rourke

                    Introduction and Issue Definition

     The Administration's proposed FY1992  defense budget and FY1992-1997
six year defense plan (SYDP) contain key proposals for future procurement
of U.S. Navy  carrier-based fighter and attack aircraft.  These proposals
represent  a  first  step  in  the  Administration's  effort  to  restore
coherence  to  naval  aviation  procurement  planning,  which  fell  into
disarray over a twelvemonth  period that culminated this past  January in
the cancellation of the A-12 attack plane development contract.

     Congress' decisions on procurement of fighter and attack aircraft in
FY1992  and  beyond  will  have  important implications  for  the  Navy's
carrier-based power  projection capability and the carrier-based aircraft
industrial base. This report, which follows  an earlier CRS report on the
cancellation  of   the  A-12   development  contract,  {1}   reviews  the
Administration's proposed FY1992-FY1997  procurement strategy for carrier
based  fighter and attack  aircraft and identifies  four potential issues
for Congress that arise out of this proposed strategy.

            The Administration's Proposed Procurement Strategy

The Key Proposals. The Administration's procurement strategy for carrier-
based fighter and attack aircraft contains several key proposals:

_________________________________________________________________________

     Ronald O'Rourke is a Specialist in National Defense Foreign  Affairs
and  National Defense  Division for  the Congressional  Research Service,
Library of Congress.

_________________________
     Reprinted from Navy Carrier Based Fighter and Attack Aircraft in the
FY1992  Budget:  Issues for  Congress,  March 13,1991.  Published  by the
Congressional Research Service, The Library of Congress, Washington, D.C.
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     o    Begin development of  the AX, a new,  all-weather medium attack
     plane to replace the canceled A-12;

     o  Extend the service life of the  Grumman A-6E Intruder all-weather
     medium attack plane  fleet, so that  it can remain in  service until
     the  advent of  the  AX by  including  120 additional  A-6Es  in the
     ongoing  program  installing new  wings  on  older A-6Es  (the  A-6E
     "rewinging" program); {2}

     o   Continue  procurement of  the McDonnell Douglas  F/A1SCID Hornet
     fighterattack plane  (or "strike-fighter") at a  low sustaining rate
     through FYl996;

     o    Develop the F/A-18E/F,  an upgraded version of  the Hornet, and
     then  shift  F/A-18 procurement  to  the E/F  model  starting around
     FY1996;

     o   Terminate  development of  the  NATF, the  Navy  version of  the
     Advanced Tactical  Fighter (ATF) now  under development for  the Air
     Force; and

     o   Terminate F-14D remanufacturing, the program begun in FY1990 for
     remanufacturing  existing Grumman  F-14A Tomcat  fighters into  more
     capable F-14Ds (in lieu of procuring additional new F-14Ds).

            The Administration's Problem: Three Mission Areas,
                             Limited Funding

     In devising  a proposed FY1992 budget  and FY1992-FY1997 procurement
plan for  carrier-based aircraft,  the problem facing  the Administration
was  to find  a procurement  strategy that  would adequately  sustain and
modernize {3} the Navy's carrier-based fighter and attack aircraft fleets
within  strict funding  constraints. Three  somewhat  overlapping carrier
airwing missions are  at issue:  (1) the dedicated  fighter mission,  {4}
currently  performed by the  F-14; (2) the  hybrid fighterattack (strike-
fighter) mission, {5} currently performed by the F/A-18; and (3) the all-
weather medium attack mission, {6} currently performed by the A-6E.

     For a  summary of the  three carrier airwing  mission areas and  the
various aircraft  development and procurement  options for each,  see the
appendix at the end of this report.

                          The Options Available

     As  shown in  table 1,  in the  wake of  the A-12  cancellation, the
Administration had  five basic airframe designs  available for sustaining
and modernizing  these three mission areas:  (1) the NATF; (2)  the F-14;
(3)  the F/A-18; (4)  the A-6;  (5) and  the AX. As  shown in  the table,
multiple  procurement and  development options  exist for  these airframe
designs. {7}
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                          The Options Not Chosen

     Table 1 clarifies how the Administration's proposed procurement
strategy involved choosing some development and procurement options
rather than others.

Table 1: Options for Sustaining and Modernizing the Dedicated Fighter,
Fighter-Attack, and All-Weather Medium Attack Missions Areas

                         Carrier airwing mission areas:

               Dedicated           Fighter-attack        All-weather
          fighter missions       (strike-fighter)       medium attack
               options             mission options     mission options

Available
airframe
designs:

NATF           Develop and         Develop and         Develop and
               procure NATF        procure strike-     procure all-
                                   fighter NATF        weather attack
                                                       NATF

F-14           Continue            Develop and         Develop and
                                                       procure
               remanufacturing     procure F-14D       Attack Super
               F-14s into F-14Ds   Quickstrike         Tomcat 21

               Resume procurement  Develop and
               of new F-14Ds       procure Super
                                   Tomcat

                                   Develop and
                                   procure Advanced
                                   Strike Fighter
                                   (ASF) 21

F/A-18                             Continue            Develop and
                                                       procure
                                   procurement of      all-weather
                                   F/A-18C/D {a}       F/A-18E/F

                                   Develop and
                                   procure
                                   F/A-18E/F {a}

A-6                                                    Rewing additional
                                                       A-6Es {a}

                                                       Resume
                                                       procurement
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                                                       of new A-6Es

                                                       Develop and
                                                       procure
                                                       Advanced A-6

AX                                                     Develop and
                                                       procure AX {a}

a. Funded in Administration's plan.

     As can be seen from the table, the Administration has chosen an
overall procurement strategy that does not invest in sustaining or
modernizing the dedicated fighter mission. Under the Administration's
proposed strategy, the dedicated fighter mission would be phased out over
time as the existing force of F-14s disappears due to old age and
accidents.

     Specific potential aircraft development and procurement options not
chosen include the following:

     o   Develop and Procure the NATF as a fighter, strike-fighter, or
     all-weather attack plane;

     o  Continue F-14 remanufacturing;

     o   Resume F-14D procurement after a hiatus in FY1991.

     o  Develop and procure F-14D Quickstrike: a somewhat augmented air
     to ground capability for the F-14D that would make the F-14D into
     more of a strike fighter, either for backfitting into existing F-
     14Ds or forwardfitting into any additional F-14Ds that might be
     procured.

     o  Develop and procure Super Tomcat 21, an F-14 variant that would
     involve more extensive modifications to the basic F-14 design and
     further improve its air to ground capabilities.

     o  Develop and procure Attack Super Tomcat 21, an airplane similar
     to Super Tomcat 21 except that air to air features would be
     deemphasized, leaving a plane that was more optimized for the all-
     weather air to ground mission.

     o  Develop and procure Advanced Strike Fighter (ASF) 21, a very
     advanced F-14 variant that would involve the incorporation of
     substantial NATF technology into the basic F-14 design.

     o  Develop and procure all-weather F/A-18E/F, a version of the F/A-
     18E/F that includes an all-weather attack capability;

     o   Resume procurement of the A-6E after a hiatus in FY1989-FY1991;
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     o  Develop and procure the Advanced A-6, an upgraded A-6 similar to
     the A-6F design considered in the late 1980s, but with a more
     capable engine.

                      The Administration's Rationale

     In supporting its proposed procurement strategy, the Administration
makes four basic arguments:

Stealth is necessary. Noting the successes in Operation Desert Storm of
the Air Force's stealthy F-117A light attack plane, the Administration
argues that a high degree of stealth {8} will be critical for the future
survivability of attack planes, and that this degree of stealthiness
cannot be achieved with existing airplane designs. In part because of
this, the Administration argues, a new airplane design the AX is
necessary to adequately sustain and modernize the Navy's carrier-based
all-weather medium attack capability.  

The F-14 is too expensive. The Administration argues that although
procurement of new F-14s might be desirable, the F-14 is an expensive plane
that simply cannot be affor ded, given constraints on funding for procurement
of carrier-based aircraft.

The F/A-18 can perform more of the outer air battle. The Administration
argues that the F/A-18 in the future will be able to perform more of the
outer air battle, the mission of long range air defense of the
battlegroup that has been the primary domain of the F-14.

Industrial base implications acceptable. The Administration takes
industrial base considerations into account in designing its proposed
defense budget and this implies that the industrial base implications of
its proposed carrier-based aircraft procurement strategy are acceptable,
given the strategic situation, budget limitations, and competing defense
funding priorities.

                           Issues for Congress

     The Administration's proposed procurement strategy for carrier-based
fighter and attack aircraft raises at least four potential issues for
Congress.

             New Plane for All-Weather Medium Attack Mission

     Is an entirely new airplane design, the AX, the best option for
     modernizing the Navy's all-weather medium attack fleet?

     One potential issue for Congress is whether an entirely new airplane
design, the AX, is the best option for modernizing the Navy's all-weather
medium attack fleet. In assessing the available options, several
interrelated factors come into play, including stealth and survivability,
overall capability, cost, technical risk, and date of availability.
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Stealth and survivability. As noted earlier, the Administration argues
that a new airplane design the AX is necessary to adequately sustain and
modernize the Navy's carrier-based all-weather medium attack capability
in part because it believes that a high degree of stealth will be
necessary to insure the future survivability of U.S. attack aircraft, and
because existing carrier-based aircraft designs cannot be made as
stealthy as a new aircraft designed with stealth in mind from the outset.

     In support of the value of a high degree of stealth in ensuring the
survivability of U.S. aircraft in future attack operations, the
Administration has Pointed out that none of the Air Force's F-117A
stealth attack planes were shot down or even damaged by enemy fire in
Operation Desert Storm, even though the F-117As flew a high proportion of
the most dangerous attack missions against well defended targets.

     Many types of older, not very stealthy aircraft, however, flew tens
of thousands of sorties in Operation Desert Storm, and loss rates for
these aircraft, while not zero, were low. Iraq's air defense system,
which consisted of a network of Soviet and Western equipment, much of it
modern, was reputed to be formidable. Yet during the first day of
Operation Desert Storm, when this system was still fairly intact, older
design U.S. and allied planes flew hundreds of combat sorties with only
one aircraft lost. {9}

     Stealthiness clearly is an important contributor to aircraft
survivability, but it is not the sole contributor. Attack speed,
electronic countermeasures equipment (either in the aircraft or on
supporting aircraft), physical protection against enemy fire (such as
armoring, self sealing fuel tanks, and redundancy of critical systems),
standoff weapons, and prior defense suppression by unmanned cruise
missiles also play a role. {10}

     The issue is whether a satisfactory level of survivability can be
achieved for an attack plane by combining a lower degree of stealthiness
with other contributors to survivability. If so, then it might be
possible to adequately sustain and modernize the all-weather medium
attack mission through procurement of the Attack Super Tomcat 21, the
all-weather F/A-18E/F, the Advanced A-6, or perhaps even the A-6E.

     Some observers have speculated that the Navy may want a new stealthy
attack plane in part so that the Navy can continue to compete effectively
for roles, missions, and funding with the Air Force, which already has
two types of stealth attack planes either in its inventory or under
construction (the F-117A and the B2 bomber). The Administration s support
for stealthy aircraft has already been noted. {11}

     The Air Force, however, reportedly has only 56 F-117As in its
inventory, and only 15 B-2 bombers have been funded through FY1991, with
prospects for achieving the planned force of 75 B-2s far from certain. In
light of this, interservice competition focusing on stealth aircraft
might not be a major reason for Navy support for the AX.
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Required capability. The issue of required capability is central, because
it might be possible to define the required capability in a way that
rules out some or all of the potential alternatives for the AX. Required
capability will also affect program cost, technical risk, and date of
availability.

     The A-12 was designed to meet a set of capability requirements
established in the early 1980s, when Navy planning focused on the Soviet
military threat and the possibility of a NATO/Warsaw Pact conflict. In
the post Cold War era, what should be the required capability for the
Navy's future carrier-based all-weather attack plane? For example, how
far should the plane be able to fly with a given amount of weapons?

     In the post Cold War era, the issue of required capabilities is
complex. On the one hand, the Soviet military threat has receded, and the
possibility of an East/West conflict is deemed more remote. On the other
hand, responding to non-Soviet threats to U.S. interests in the post Cold
War era may involve use of carrier-based attack aircraft against
adversaries with access to increasingly advanced weapons and technology.
The all-weather attack plane that is chosen may remain in service past
the year 2020. Decisionmakers therefore need to address long term
uncertainty surrounding potential Soviet and non-Soviet threats to U.S.
interests.

Cost. The various options available for modernizing the all-weather
attack mission have differing development, procurement, and operation and
support (O&S) costs. With respect to development costs, which are
significant in the short run but less significant in the long run, the
options involving existing aircraft Attack Super Tomcat 21, all-weather
F/A-18E/F, and Advanced A-6 will likely cost less than designing an
entirely new aircraft.

     With respect to procurement and O&S costs, which are more
significant than development costs in the long run, how the AX might
compare to the options involving existing aircraft is less clear. The AX
could be designed to have a procurement or O&S cost no greater than some
or all of the alternatives based on existing aircraft. The Attack Super
Tomcat 21 and all-weather F/A-18E/F options, however, would avoid adding
an additional basic aircraft type to the airwing, increasing commonality
within the airwing and thus potentially reducing airwing O&S costs.

     Adding an all-weather attack capability to the F/A-18E/F would
increase the development cost for the F/A-18E/F by a relatively small
fraction, {12} but would increase, substantially the number of all-
weather attack aircraft in the carrier's airwing. Reduced sortie rates
due to bad weather during Operation Desert Storm have provided evidence
that an all-weather attack capability can prove important in sustaining
an air campaign at maximum intensity in cases where the weather can
change from day to day or week to week. This raises the issue of why the
Administration plan funds the development of the F/A-18E/F, but not the
fractionally more expensive all-weather F/A-18E/F. Some observers have
speculated that the Administration avoided the all-weather F/A-18E/F
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option because it might come to be seen as a less expensive substitute
for the AX program, but there is no hard evidence to support this
speculation.

Technical risk. Developing the AX would involve some degree of technical
risk. Supporters of the AX can argue that the substantial development
work already done on the A-12, as well as the experience gained from
problems in developing the A-12, will enable the Navy to limit and
properly manage the technical risk associated with developing the AX.
Opponents of the AX can argue that even if the risk associated with
developing the AX appears manageable, the delay resulting from the A-12
cancellation leaves less margin for new development problems, and that
working with an existing airframe design would further reduce the amount of
techn ical risk involved, thus reducing the chances of further development
problems.

Date of availability. How long is it prudent for the United States to
wait for a more capable carrier-based all-weather attack plane? The Navy
has testified that the AX would enter service in 2001. Other estimates
have ranged out to 2005. One's estimate of when the plane will enter
service is related to the issue of technical risk and of the ability of
the Navy to avoid problems encountered with the A-12 program. The all-
weather attack options based on existing aircraft are likely to be
available earlier than the AX, although the difference might not be that
great if the AX could become available in 2001.

     A secondary issue is how the date of availability affects the number
of additional rewingings for the A-6E fleet. If an existing airplane
design is used to modernize the all-weather attack fleet, can the
proposed number of additional A-6E rewingings be reduced? If so, then the
savings associated with the avoided rewinging jobs can be factored into
the overall costs of choosing an option based on an existing aircraft
design rather than the AX.

                   F/A-18 and F-14 Capability and Cost

     Is it preferable to procure F/A-18s rather than F-14s?

     A second potential issue for Congress is whether an F/A-18 based
procurement strategy is preferable to an F-14 based strategy. It need not
come down to a choice between these two airframes: F-14s and F-18s can be
procured simultaneously, as the Navy did from the start of F-18
procurement in FY1979 through the end of F-14 procurement in FY1990. But
with limited funding available for development and procurement of
carrier-based aircraft fighter and attack aircraft and potentially an
additional attack aircraft program (the AX) to fund,available funding may
be sufficient to procure only one of these two types of planes at
efficient rates.

     Prior to the submission of the Administration's proposed FY1992
budget, the Navy reportedly pressed hard for a procurement strategy
involving the F-14 rather than the F/A-18. The F/A-18 based procurement
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strategy was reportedly favored by the Office of the Secretary of Defense
(OSD), and in particular by the Program Analysis & Evaluation (PA&E)
office within OSD. {13}

     It is not clear how the Navy and OSD came to reportedly opposite
views on the F-14 vs. F/A-18 issue. It was reported that studies
conducted by the Navy concluded the F-14 (or the A-6) would be more cost
effective in the missions studied than the F/A-18. {14} But no detailed
public information is available on either the Navy's analysis or any OSD
analysis of the issue. With little information available, Congress' ability
to evaluate the Administration's announced decision in favor of the F/A-18
based procurement strategy is hampered.

     In private, supporters of the F-14 sometimes suggest that OSD and
PA&E are biased in favor of the F/A-18 because the F/A-18 is a product of
a lightweight fighter program in the 1970s that was strongly supported by
OSD and the PA&E office. {15} F-14 supporters also sometimes suggest that
the Secretary of Defense decided against resuming F-14 procurement not
because of the plane's relative cost effectiveness but because this
action would reverse the decision he made two years ago, soon after
taking office, to end F-14 procurement, thus establishing a precedent for
reversing other controversial program decisions made by the Secretary.

     Similarly, in private, advocates of the F/A-18 sometimes suggest
that the Navy is biased in favor of the F-14 because the F-14 has been in
service with the Navy longer than the F/A-18 and because the F-14 is a
twoseat plane. (The F/A-18 comes in both one and twoseat versions, but
most of those in service with the Navy are oneseaters.) This, they
suggest, has produced a situation in which former F-14 flyers are more
numerous than former F/A-18 flyers in the decisionmaking ranks of the
naval aviation bureaucracy.

Capability. A thorough analysis of the relative abilities of the F-14 and
F/ A-18 to perform the required missions would have to take into account
many performances factors. These include maximum speed, range/payload
capability, and radar power, which F-14 supporters emphasize, and
maneuverability, availability rate, and radar cross section, which F/A-18
supporters emphasize. In conducting an analysis of relative mission
performance, attention would have to be paid to whether the missions
examined reflect the Navy's true needs and whether they are not
structured in a way that arbitrarily focuses on the strengths of one
airplane or the weaknesses of the other

Cost. A thorough analysis of the relative costs of F-14 and F/A-18, based
procurement strategies would have to take into account development,
procurement, and O&S costs. With regard to development costs; F-14
supporters argue that an F-14 based procurement strategy might be
substantially less expensive than an F/A-18 based strategy, because the
proposed F/A-18E/F program involves lengthening the F/A-18's fuselage and
enlarging its wing, while an F-14 upgrade program would probably not
require airframe changes of this magnitude.
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     With regard to procurement cost, calculations often begin with unit
flyaway cost. {16} Given the empty weights of the F-14 and F-18, and
assuming equal procurement rates, the unit flyaway cost of the F-14 might
be about one third higher than that of the F-18. Assuming equal
procurement rates, however, might not be correct: The procurement rate
would be a function to some degree of the total number of aircraft to be
procured, and this figure in turn would be affected by, among other
things, the number of aircraft required to perform the mission, the
availability rate of embarked aircraft, the aircraft's repair pipeline
rate, the peacetime attrition (accident) rate of the aircraft, and the
service life of the aircraft. {17} These factors are not identical for
the F-14 and F/A-18. The procurement rate of the aircraft might also be
affected by the potential for use by the Marine Corps, the Air Force, or
foreign countries.

     Aside from unit flyaway cost, the additional costs that are added in
to make total unit procurement cost can be substantial, and they are not
necessarily proportionate to relative flyaway cost. The added in
procurement costs for a new variant of an airplane, moreover, may not
necessarily be equal to the added in procurement costs for prior variants
of that airplane. The total procurement costs for F-14 and F/A-18 based
procurement strategies thus might not necessarily reflect past
procurement costs for these two airframes.

     O&S costs similarly would be a function of several factors. These
include aircraft reliability, the cost of repairs when they are needed,
whether one aviator or two is required to operate the plane, the amount
of training required, and whether the airplane is also purchased for use
by the Marine Corps, the Air Force, or foreign countries.

                     F/A-18 and the Outer Air Battle

     Can the F/A-18 in the future take on a sufficiently greater share of
     the outer air battle, the mission of longrange air defense of the
     battlegroup that has been the primary domain of the FL 4?

     A third potential issue for Congress is whether the F/A-18 in the
future can take on a sufficiently greater share of the outer air battle,
the mission of longrange air defense of the battlegroup that has been the
primary domain of the F-14. This issue is important because it strongly
affects the question of whether it is necessary to fund a program, be it
the NATF, F-14 remanufacturing, F-14D procurement, or some combination,
to modernize the dedicated fighter mission. The F-14 and the longrange
Phoenix air to air missile, which only the F-14 can fire, were designed
with the outer air battle foremost in mind, and the F-14 has been the
Navy's premier aircraft for performing this mission.

     The Administration has defended the decision in favor of the F/A-18
based procurement strategy in part by arguing that the F/A-18 in the
future will be able to perform an increasing share of the outer air
battle mission. The implication of the Administration's argument is that
as older F-14s begin to leave service starting around the turn of the
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century, the F/A-18 fleet will take on more of this mission. The shift of
this mission to the F/A18 fleet would be completed when the final F-14
leaves service, perhaps around the year 2015.

     The Administration's determination that the F/A-18 in the future
will be able to perform a major part of the outer air battle mission may
be linked to the Advanced Air to Air Missile (AAAM), the new longrange
air to air missile now under development as the successor to Phoenix.
AAAM is being designed so that it can be fired not only by the F-14, but
by other types of aircraft as well, including the F/A-18. Armed with the
AAAM, the F/A-18 would have the ability to engage multiple airborne
targets simultaneously with longrange air to air missiles, a capability
that only the F-14 now has. {18}

     F/A-18 supporters argue that the increased range planned for the E/F
variant will better enable the plane to carry out longrange air defense
of the battlegroup. They also argue that the improved radar planned for
the F/A-18E/F will enable the F/A-18 to exploit the long range of AAAM.
And one report has suggested that F-14s and F/A-18s could be operated
together in the outer air battle mission, with the more powerful radars
on the F-14s providing extended range target detection and tracking for
the AAAM armed F/A-18s. {19}

     F-14 supporters question whether the F/A-18E/F, even with its
increased range, will have enough endurance to perform the longrange
combat air patrol (CAP) mission traditionally carried out by the F-14,
which involves flying out to a distant patrol station, loitering on that
station for a period of time while retaining a reserve capability for
highspeed intercept and maneuvering, and then returning to ship with fuel
to spare. They also question whether the new radar on the F/A-18E/F will
exploit the full range of the AAAM. And lastly, they argue that the
concept of using the radar on one airplane to provide target detection
and tracking and midcourse guidance for an air to air missile launched by
another airplane would be technically very difficult to realize,
particularly for complex engagements involving multiple aircraft on both
sides.

     With the focus of U.S. military planning shifting away from a
possible conflict with the Soviets and more toward potential conflicts in
the Third World, Congress may want to examine not only the ability of the
F/A-18E/F to perform the outer air battle mission, but also the
importance of this mission relative to closer in air to air combat. The
outer air battle has been primarily associated with the Soviet military
threat and the scenario of an attack against a U.S. battlegroup by waves
of Soviet airplanes using air to surface anti-ship missiles with ranges of
200 miles or more. Only the Soviet Union is thought capable of conducting
a masswave air attack at such very long standoff distances. The surface to
air missiles currently carried by Third World aircraft generally have much
shorter ranges. And in conf licts in the Third World, where U.S. naval forces
often operate close to shore, and in areas where there can be a mix of
civilian and military aircraft and a mix of neutral and hostile actors
closerin air to air engagements may predominate, and the use of a longrange



218

missile like Phoenix or AAAM might be inappropriate.

          Grumman and the Carrier-Based Aircraft Industrial Base

     What would be the implications for the carrier-based aircraft
     industrial base if Grumman, the manufacturer of the F-14 fighter and
     other carrier-based aircraft, cannot sustain its elf as a designer
     and manufacturer of carrier-based combat planes?

     A fourth potential issue for Congress concerns the implications of
the Administration's proposed procurement strategy for the carrier-based
aircraft industrial base. Only two U.S. companies, Grumman and McDonnell
Douglas, have substantial recent experience as designers and
manufacturers of carrier-based combat planes. {20}

     The Administration's decision not to resume procurement of new F-
14Ds (or A-6Es or EA-6B Prowler electronic warfare planes), combined with
its decision to terminate F-14 remanufacturing and (after FY 1993)
procurement of new E2C Hawkeye airborne early warning planes, threatens
Grumman's continued survivability as a designer and manufacturer of
carrier-based combat planes. According to Grumman representatives, if the
Administration's proposed procurement strategy is adopted, some of the
company's production capability will likely be closed and many of its
engineers may well be forced to leave the company by the end of 1991. The
company, according to the representatives, eventually would not be
available as a potential prime contractor for the AX program, for which
the first development funding is to be requested for FY 1993, or for the
Super Tomcat 21 or Attack Super Tomcat 21. {21}

     The United States has other manufacturers of combat airplanes, but
Grumman supporters and some others argue that the knowledge of how to
design and manufacture an airplane so that it is suitable for use on an
aircraft carrier is arcane and cannot be easily picked up by a company
lacking substantial recent experience in the area. If this is the case,
then the loss of Grumman as a designer and manufacturer of carrier-based
combat planes might leave McDonnell Douglas as the only company that the
Navy could turn to as a primary contractor for future carrierbased
aircraft such as the AX. Questions that Congress may want to explore
include the following:

     o   If the Administration's proposed procurement strategy is
     approved, at what pace would Grumman's capability to be a designer
     and manufacturer of carrierbased combat airplanes erode, and at what
     point would it be lost?

     o   What are the options for preserving Grumman as a designer/
     manufacturer of carrierbased combat planes, and what would they
     cost?

     o   How difficult would it be, and what would it cost, to qualify a
     major U.S. aircraft firm other than Grumman as a designer and
     manufacturer of carrierbased combat airplanes? Could this be done in
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     time for the AX program?

     o   What are the implications for the AX program, and future
     carrier-based aircraft development and procurement in general, if
     the Navy is reduced to a single primary contractor for carrierbased
     combat airplanes and can no longer use competition among competing
     firms as a means of attempting to stimulate design innovation and
     minimize procurement prices?

     o   The Administration has testified that reconstitutability, the
     ability to regenerate a larger military force structure in the
     future if world events warrant it, is a key underlying component of
     the new FY 1992-FY 1997 defense plan. What affect would the loss of
     Grumman as a designer and manufacturer of carrierbased combat planes
     have on the ability of the Navy to regenerate a larger naval
     aviation force structure in the future should events warrant it?

     o   The Administration recently announced that it would not seek
     immediate payment of over $1 billion that it believes the former A-
     12 primary contractors, McDonnell Douglas and General Dynamicsowe
     the federal Government. In defending this decision, the
     Administration cited the financial pressures these two firms now
     face, and the importance of these two firms to the U.S. defense
     industrial base. Compared to these two firms, how important is
     Grumman to the U.S. defense industrial base?

             Appendix: Mission Areas and Procurement Options

     With three overlapping mission areas, several development and
procurement options, many factors to consider in weighing the merits of
each option, and limited available funding, deciding on an overall
procurement strategy for carrierbased fighter and attack aircraft is a
complex problem. Two questions characterize the overall problem.
The first question is: Of the three mission areas, which should be
sustained and modernized? Table 2 below summarizes the choices available
on this question.

     The second question is: For the missions that are to be sustained
and modernized, which are the best procurement options? Tables 3, 4, and
5 summarize the choices available on this question.

     These two questions are interrelated: A tentative choice on a
procurement option for a given mission area can, for cost or other
reasons, force a reexamination of a tentative choice on which of the
three mission areas to sustain and modernize.

     It should also be noted that decisions on which mission area or
areas to sustain and modernize can be influenced not only by the relative
advantages and disadvantages of the development and procurement options
listed for these missions, but by two other factors: (1) the planned
number of aircraft carriers, which affects the number of carrier airwings
to sustain and modernize; and (2) the potential for the general mission



220

involved to be performed by something other than carrierbased aircraft,
such as cruise missiles or landbased aircraft.

     Some of the entries of tables 4 and 5 refer to the relative empty
weights of certain airplanes. As noted earlier in the report, relative
empty weight is a rough indicator of relative airplane flyaway cost.
Flyaway cost is in turn a major component of total airplane procurement
cost.

TABLE 2: POSSIBLE COMBINATIONS OF MISSION AREAS TO SUSTAIN AND MODERNIZE

Mission Areas:

           Fighter-   All-
           attack     Weather
Dedicated  (strike-   medium
Fighter    fighter)   attack            Remarks:

                              Invests in all 3 mission areas, but need
   *          *          *    not require 3 airframe designs; could be
                              pursued with one airframe (e.g., F-14) or
                              two (e.g. F-14 and F/A-18)

                              Proposed Administration Strategy; phases
                              out dedicated fighter mission. Strike-
              *          *    fighter would perform growing share of

                              air-to-air duties, including outer air
                              battle.

                              Phases out less optimized but more
                              flexible
   *                     *    strike-fighter in favor of more optimized
                              but less flexible fighter and attack
                              planes.

                              Phases out all-weather medium attack
                              mission.
   *          *               Strike-fighter would perform growing share
                              of air-to-ground duties, but without all-
                              weather capability.

                              Would phase out air-to-ground capabilities
   *                          of carrier airwing.

                              Phases out optimized fighter and attack
                              planes in favor of less optimized but more
              *               flexible strike-fighter. Could be pursued
                              with either F-14 or F/A-18.

                         *    Would phase out air-to-air capability of
                              carrier airwing.
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                              Lowest investment cost, but would phase
                              out
                              both air-to-air and air-to-ground
                              capabilities of carrier airwing.

TABLE 3: PROCUREMENT OPTIONS FOR SUSTAINING AND MODERNIZING DEDICATED
           FIGHTER MISSION

Option:        Remarks:

Develop        Promises a more capable fighter than the F-14D. Would
and procure    likely require substantial redesign of an Air Force ATF
NATF           prototype (either the Lockheed/Boeing/General Dynamics
               YF-22, or the Northrop/McDonnell Douglas YF-23). Might
               enter service between 2000 and 2005. Substantial
               development costs. Procurement costs unclear.

Continue       Could be done by Grumman or Navy airplane repair depot
remanu-        or both. Could keep open part of Grumman F-14 production
facturing      line. Would modernize dedicated fighter fleet but not
F-14As         extend fleet service life (F-14 remanufacturing adds no
into           service life). First deliveries in FY1993 or FY1994.
F-14Ds         Minimal or zero development costs. Unit procurement cost
               would depend in part on procurement rate, but might be
               about 60%-70% as expensive as new F-14D.

Resume         Would keep open Grumman F-14 production line. First
procuring      deliveries around FY1994. Minimal or zero development
F-14Ds         costs. Unit procurement cost would depend in part on
               procurement rate.

TABLE 4: PROCUREMENT OPTIONS FOR SUSTAINING AND MODERNIZING FIGHTER-
ATTACK            (STRIKE-FIGHTER) MISSION

Options:       Remarks:

Develop and    Could produce a more capable strike-fighter than the
procure        other options. Might enter service between 2000 and
strike-        2005. Development cost very substantial unless NATF
fighter NATF   already developed. Procurement costs unclear.

Develop and    Would augment somewhat existing limited air-to-ground
procure        capability of F-14D. Work would be done by Grumman.
F-14 Quick-    Could be procured either as backfit for existing F-14Ds,
Strike         or as forward-fit for any new F-14Ds. First delivery in
               FY1992 or FY1994. Relatively low development costs; low
               procurement costs.

Develop and    Would involve somewhat extensive modifications to basic
procure        F-14 design to further improve its air-to-ground
Super          capabilities. Work would be done by Grumman. Would enter
Tomcat 21      service in latter 1990s. Development costs substantial,
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               but much less, supporters argue, than for F/A-18E/F.

Develop and    Would involve very extensive modifications to basic F-14
procure        design to incorporate substantial NATF technology. Work
Advanced       would be done by Grumman. Would enter service after 2000.
Strike-        Development costs would be very substantial. Unit
Fighter        procurement cost relative to F-14D Quickstrike or Super
(ASF)21        Tomcat 21 unclear.

Continue       Part of proposed Administration plan. Work would be done
procurement    by McDonnell Douglas. Would extend life of strike-fighter
of F/A-        fleet but not modernize it. Planes would enter service in
18C/D          FY1994. Development costs minimal or zero. Unit
               procurement
               costs would depend in part on procurement rate; plane
               would
               have empty weight about one quarter less than that of
               F-14D Quickstrike.

Develop and    Part of proposed Administration plan. Would involve
procure        extensive modification of basic F/A-18 to increase
F/A-18E/F      range/payload. Work would be done by McDonnell Douglas.
               Planes would enter service around FY1998. Development
               costs would be substantial. Unit procurement cost would
               depend in part on procurement rate; plane would have
               empty weight about one quarter less than that of Super
               Tomcat 21.

TABLE 5: PROCUREMENT OPTIONS FOR SUSTAINING AND MODERNIZING ALL-WEATHER
                MEDIUM ATTACK MISSION

Options:       Remarks:

Develop and    Might enter service between 2000 and 2005. Development
procure all-   cost very substantial, unless NATF or strike-fighter NATF
weather        already developed. Procurement costs unclear.
atk. NATF

Develop and    Work would be done by Grumman. Would enter service in
procure        latter 1990s. Development costs substantial, but much
Attack         less, supporter argue, than for AX or for upgrading
Super          F/A-18C/D into all-weather F/A-18E/F; likely much
Tomcat 21      greater, however, than for upgrading F/A-18E/F into all-
               weather
               F/A-18E/F. Unit procurement cost similar to Super Tomcat
               21; would depend in part on procurement rate; plane empty
               weight about one third more than that of all-weather
               F/A-18E/F.

Develop and    Work would be done by McDonnell Douglas. Would enter
procure        service around FY1999-FY2000. Development cost somewhat
all-weather    higher than for F/A-18E/F; would depend in part on
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F/A-18E/F      procurement rate; plane empty weight about one quarter
               less than that of Attack Super Tomcat 21.

Rewing         Part of proposed Administration plan. Rewingings have
additional     largely been done by Grumman. Would extend service life
A-6Es          of all-weather attack fleet but not modernize it. Minimal
               or zero development costs. Procurement cost is several
               million dollars per plane.

Resume         Work would be done by Grumman. Would extend service life
procurement    of all-weather attack fleet but not modernize it. First
of new         deliveries in FY1993 or FY1994. Minimal or zero
A-6Es          development costs. Unit procurement cost would depend in
               part on procurement rate.

Develop and    Work would be done by Grumman. Similar to A-6F discussed
procure        in late 1980s, but with more capable engine. Would enter
Advanced       service in mid to latter 1990s. Development costs
A-6            substantial, but much less, supporters argue, than for
               AX, Attack Super Tomcat 21 or for upgrading F/A-18C/D
               into all-weather F/A-18E/F.

Develop and    Part of proposed Administration plan. Not yet defined,
procure AX     but likely to be most capable all-weather attack option.
               Navy has testified would enter service in 2001. Can
               exploit development work done for A-12, but development
               cost likely more than for other options. Procurement cost
               unclear; would depend in part on procurement rate.
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                                  Notes

     1.  A-12 Contract Cancellation: Alternative Paths for Naval
Aviation. CRS Report 9188 F, by Ronald O'Rourke. 6 p. (January 17, 1991).

     2.  Many older A-6Es are prohibited from highstress maneuvering
while in flight because their original wings nave accumulated too much
stress fatigue over time. A-6Es with stress fatigue in their wings
eventually must be completely grounded. Replacing the old wings with new
ones enables these older A-6Es to resume high stress maneuvers and
lengthens their service life.

     3.  Sustain is used here to mean maintaining a certain aircraft
inventory level within a given mission area. Modernize is used here to
refer to introducing newer and more capable aircraft technology into that
mission area, either through upgrades of existing aircraft or procurement
of new, more capable aircraft.

     4.  The dedicated fighter mission, also sometimes referred to as the
air to air or fleet air defense mission, involves defending the carrier
and the other ships in the battlegroup against air attack, especially at
longer ranges. Fighter aircraft intercept incoming enemy aircraft and
shoot them down before they get close enough to fire their anti-ship
missiles or other munitions.

     5.  Strike-fighters are "swing" assets in the carrier airwing that
assist in both the fighter and attack missions.

     6.  The all-weather medium attack mission, sometimes referred to as
the all-weather air-to-ground mission, involves attacking targets on land
or on the surface of the water in both good and bad weather conditions.
The Navy calls this the all weather medium attack mission because the
Navy in the past has also operated heavier bombers and lighter attack
planes from its carriers. The word medium thus implies a certain
range/payload capability for the plane.

     7.  The AX will likely have a secondary air-to-air missile
capability, but available information suggests that the AX will be
optimized for the all-weather attack mission, like the A-12, and that the
plane will not have the dogfighting maneuverability characteristic of
fighters and strike-fighters. The AX is therefore listed only in the all-
weather medium attack column of table 1.

     8.  Discussions of aircraft stealthiness usually focus on the
plane's radar cross section. But stealthiness, more formally known as low
observability, also involves reducing the plane's detectability in other
respects, such as its infrared signature or electromagnetic emissions.

     9.  It should also be noted, however, that U.S. military planners
may have had access to technical information on the Soviet and European
air defense systems in the Iraqi military prior to the onset of
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hostilities. If so, U.S. military forces could have altered U.S.
equipment and plans to exploit this knowledge. Access to this kind of
technical information is not guaranteed in future conflicts.

     10.  With regard to the final two of these items, Operation Desert
Storm reportedly featured the successful use of the Navy's Tomahawk
conventional land attack cruise missile and the Navy's new, air launched
Standoff Land Attack Missile (SLAM). The performance of these and other
advanced weapons in operation Desert Storm has already prompted some
observers to argue in general that funding for the modernization of U.S.
tactical air forces should be applied more to developing and procuring
modern weapons than to developing and procuring new generation aircraft.

     11.  In addition, supporters of the B2 have argued, among other
things, that with inflight refueling, B2s based in a few locations could
cover targets anywhere in the world. They have also argued that a small
number of B2s could have carried out the 1986 U.S. strike against targets
in Libyaan operation that employed aircraft from Navy aircraft carriers,
plus additional landbased aircraft, at a much lower cost.

     12.  Discussions with McDonnell Douglas representatives, January
18,1991.

     13.  "F-14 Fighter Poised to Come Back From the Grave." Navy News &
Undersea Technology, Feb. 4, 1991: 1, 3; Schoenfeld, Bruce. "DoD Intends
to Rescind $1.6 Billion From Navy's Aviation Procurement Account." Inside
the Navy, Jan. 28, 1991: 1, 8; "Flying High in the Gulf F-14 Program
Crashes in the Pentagon."Navy News & Undersea Technology, Jan. 28, 1991:
12; Schoenfeld, Bruce. "Key Pentagon Offices Said to Favor Hornet
Followon Instead of New F-14Ds." Inside the Navy, Dec. 24, 1990: 1, 1.1;
"Cheney Kills F-14 for Fiscal Year 1992 and Beyond." Navy News & Undersea
Technology, Dec. 24, 1991: 1, 3; Wilson, George C. "Resumed Production of
F-14 Urged." Washington Post, Dec. 14, 1991: A-6.

     14.  Schoenfeld, Bruce. "Key Studies Say F/A-18 Is Least Survivable,
Cost Effective of Carrier Aircraft." Inside the Navy, Jan. 21, 1991: 12.

     15.  Some F-14 supporters also suggest that OSD might be biased
against the F-14 because the F-14 was born out of a Navy rebellion
against the TFX program, an initiative started by Secretary of Defense
Robert McNamara in the 1960s to provide a common airplane for the Navy
and the Air Force.

     16.  Unit flyaway cost is the basic cost of an airplane. When costs
for other items, such as test and support equipment, are added in, the
sum becomes the plane's unit procurement cost, which is the cost that
appears in the budget.

     17.  The availability rate of embarked aircraft determines how many
aircraft need to he embarked on average to maintain a given number of
operable aircraft while at sea. The aircraft's repair pipeline rate
determines how many additional aircraft need to be in the ashore repair
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depots to support a given number of embarked aircraft. The peacetime
attrition (accident) rate of the aircraft determines how many additional
aircraft must be procured to support a given aircraft fleet size over a
period of several years. The service life of the aircraft determines how
many additional aircraft must he procured over a period of many years as
samekind replacements for those that are retired due to old age.

     18.  The Advanced Medium Range Air to Air Missile (AMRAAM) now
entering service supports multiple simultaneous engagements, but as its
name suggests, this is a medium rather than long range missile.

     19.  "F/A-18s to take over more of outer air battle role." Aerospace
Daily. Feb. 13, 1991: 263-264.

     20.  Grumman is the manufacturer of four types of carrierbased
airplanes now in use: the F-14, the A-6E, the EA-6B Prowler electronic
warfare plane, and the E2C Hawkeye airborne early warning plane.
McDonnell Douglas manufactures a fifth kind now in use the F/A-18. Two
other companies have manufactured carrier based planes in the more
distant past Lockheed, manufacturer of the 53 Viking, the Navy's current
antisubmarine warfare plane, and LTV, manufacturer of the A7 Corsair
attack plane now being phased out of use aboard carriers. The S-3 was
designed in the late 1960s and last produced in the late 1970s, while the
A7 was designed in the early 1960s and last produced in the early 1980s.
Sources for S-3 and A7 design and production dates: Morison, Samuel L.,
and John S. Rowe, eds. The Ships and Aircraft of the U.S. Fleet.
Annapolis, Naval Institute Press, 1975 (10th ed.). p. 173-174; and
Polmar, Norman. The Ships and Aircraft of the U.S. Fleet. Annapolis,
Naval Institute Press, 1987 (14th ed.). p. 404, 408.

     21.  Discussion with Grumman representatives, Feb. 14, 1991.
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                              Chapter 4.C.5
                                  * * *
                        The Last Great Air Battle

             Vice Admiral J. Metcalf III, U.S. Navy (Retired)

     It may be premature to declare that the initial stage of Operation
Desert Storm was the last great air battle to be fought primarily by
airplanes. Watching the war on television and marveling at the
technological prowess of the newest in combat aircraft can lead to just
the opposite conclusion. It is too easy to overlook the significance of
the first U.S. cruise missile fired in anger and thus fail to realize
that a revolution in warfighting is under way.

     The revolution is a possible replacement for the manned bomber in
future conflict. Why is man still aiming the weapons of war, like a
spearcarrier in a Roman legion, when the technology to replace him
clearly exists? The man in the loop was powerfully demonstrated to the
world by the Desert Storm's air commander, who with obvious pride
narrated videotapes of laser guided bombs going through windows and
plunging through roof tops. The issue is why is a man still required to
bring his airplane to the target, risking his machine and himself, just
to line up the sights?

     The first cruise missile that crashed into Baghdad arrived with all
the stealth of its $100 million manned counterpart, the F-117 stealth
fighter. Is there some technical obstacle to building a cruise missile
that will fly through designated windows or boresight a roof? Actually,
the cruise missile that can match the best manned system already exists
or is on the drawing board. Many of the cruise missiles that flew to
their targets in Desert Storm were superior to manned aircraft, judged by
the criteria that count: hit the target; leave no downed friendlies
behind to become prisoners.

     In the matrix of missions flown against Iraq, relatively few cruise
missiles were employed. Why? The direct answer is that only small numbers
of conventionally armed cruise missiles were available. The real answer
is much more complex.

________________________________________________________________________
Admiral Metcalf retired as Assistant Chief of Naval Operations for
Surface Warfare (OP-03). He commanded U.S. forces during Operation Urgent
Fury in Grenada.

______________________
     Reprinted from Proceedings by permission, March 1991. Copyright @
1991, U.S. Naval Institute.
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     Before Desert Storm the cruise missile was an orphan, weakly
supported by the people who state requirements, the operational
commanders. For the most part, it was a matter of confidence; war
planners are unwilling to trust the outcome of future battles to the
unknown and untested. These factors translated into low research and
development and procurement budgets for cruise missiles.

     There are good reasons to denigrate the cruise missile systems of
today. The Navy's Tomahawk is part of what,at best, can be termed an
awkward warfighting system that has many perceived and real shortcomings.
In the perceived category, the accuracy of the cruise missile is still
questioned even though tests have demonstrated the missile's ability to
make a field goal from 600 plus miles, hitting within yards of the
target. The most significant shortfall in today's Tomahawk system is
mission planning. It is awkward, overly complex, and unresponsive, and it
cannot meet the battlefield's flexibility requirements. A cruisemissile
mission can take months to plan if the requisite terrestrial mapping is
not available. Even under best case conditions, it may still require
days. Neither a battlefield nor an afloat planning system exists. Current
guidance systems can target only known, fixed locations. A search and
destroy capability does not exist. Some consider the 1,000 pound warhead
too small, even if it can thread a needle.

     All of these warfighting shortfalls can and will be fixed. It is a
matter of priority and attitude. The most formidable obstacles fall into
the realm of change and mythology. Many who fly airplanes view the cruise
missile as a threat. Navy carrier aviation proponents react like their
great uncles, the big-gun battleship advocates of the 1930s. In the Air
Force, pilots do not see a need for cruise missiles because they believe
they can do anything with a manned system that can be done with a
missile. There was, is, and will be enormous resistance to change.

     In the realm of mythology, the strongest opponents are Pentagon
analysts who have decided that the cruise missile is very expensive. But
expensive compared to what? The Tomahawk is usually compared to an iron
bomb; $2 million versus $55,000. The comparison excludes the launching
platform the airplane, its equally expensive support system, and people.
The Navy or Air Force attack aircraft or bomber requires pilots and
maintenance crews people who must be paid, trained, and housed. Several
thousand cruise missiles might require no more than a dozen technicians.
Furthermore, cruise missiles do not require air bases with commissaries
and government quarters.

     The argument is often framed in an adversarial "us against them"
relationship, the missile against the manned aircraft, rather than a
systems comparison. The computer technocrat in airconditioned splendor is
matched against the whitescarf, stick and throttle community of warriors.
The hard fact is that military judgment on weapons should be made on the
basis of ordnance on target and targets destroyed, against the cost in
dollars and l ives. The mystique of Top Gun is great, but so was the romance
of the horse cavalry.
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     The strength of the airplane is that it can deliver large amounts of
ordnance. The strength of the missile is that it is precision ordnance,
which can hit the target without risking prisoners or casualties.
Enhancing either system to do the other's job is a waste of resources.
Stated another way, spending money to automate the airplane to do the job
of the cruise missile in an era of reduced spending means less ordnance
on target.
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                              Chapter 4.C.6
                                  * * *
                          National Space Policy

                               George Bush

Introduction. This document contains national policy, guidelines, and
implementing actions with respect to the conduct of United States space
programs and related activities.

     United States space activities are conducted by three separate and
distinct sectors: two strongly interacting governmental sectors (Civil
and National Security) and a separate, nongovernmental Commercial Sector.
Close coordination, cooperation, and technology and information exchange
will be maintained among these sectors to avoid unnecessary duplication
and promote attainment of United States space goals.

Goals and Principles. A fundamental objective guiding United States space
activities has been, and continues to be, space leadership. Leadership in
an increasingly competitive international environment, does not require
United States preeminence in all areas and disciplines of space
enterprise. It does require United States preeminence in the key areas of
space activity critical to achieving our national security, scientific,
technical, economic, and foreign policy goals.

     The overall goals of United States space activities are: (1) to
strengthen the security of the United States; (2) to obtain scientific,
technological and economic benefits for the general population and to
improve the quality of life on Earth through space related activities;
(3) to encourage continuing United States private sector investment in
space and related activities; (4) to promote international cooperative
activities taking into account United States national security, foreign
policy, scientific, and economic interests; (5) to cooperate with other
nations in maintaining the freedom of space for all activities that
enhance the security and welfare of mankind; and, as a longrange goal,
(6) to expand human presence and activity beyond Earth orbit into the
solar system.

________________________________________________________________________
     Reprinted from National Space Policy, issued November 2, 1989 by
President George Bush.
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     United States space activities shall be conducted in accordance with
the following principles:

     o   The United States is committed to the exploration and use of
     outer space by all nations for peaceful purposes and for the benefit
     of all mankind. "Peaceful purposes" allow for activities in pursuit
     of national security goals.

     o   The United States will pursue activities in space in support of
     its inherent right of self defense and its defense commitments to
     its allies.

     o   The United States rejects any claims to sovereignty by any
     nation over outer space or celestial bodies, or any portion thereof,
     and rejects any limitations on the fundamental right of sovereign
     nations to acquire data from space.

     o   The United States considers the space systems of any nation to
     be national property with the right of passage through and
     operations in space without interference. Purposeful interference
     with space systems shall be viewed as an infringement on sovereign
     rights.

     o   The United States shall encourage and not preclude the
     commercial use and exploitation of space technologies and systems
     for national economic benefit. These commercial activities must be
     consistent with national security interests, and international and
     domestic legal obligations.

     o   The United States will, as a matter of policy, pursue its
     commercial space objectives without the use of direct Federal
     subsidies.

     o   The United States shall encourage other countries to engage in
     free and fair trade in commercial space goods and services.

     o   The United States will conduct international cooperative space
     related activities that are expected to achieve sufficient
     scientific, political, economic, or national security benefits for
     the nation. The United States will seek mutually beneficial
     international participation in space and space related programs.

Civil Space Policy. The United States civil space sector activities shall
contribute significantly to enhancing the Nation's science, technology,
economy, pride, sense of well being and direction, as well as United
States world prestige and leadership. Civil sector activities shall
comprise a balanced strategy of research, development, operations, and
technology for science, exploration, and appropriate applications.

     The objectives of the United States civil space activities shall be
(1) to expand knowledge of the Earth, its environment, the solar system,
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and the universe; (2) to create new opportunities for use of the space
environment through the conduct of appropriate research and
experimentation in advanced technology and systems; (3) to develop space
technology for civil applications and, wherever appropriate, make such
technology available to the commercial sector; (4) to preserve the United
States preeminence in critical aspects of space science, applications,
technology, and manned space flight; (5) to establish a permanently
manned presence in space; and (6) to engage in international cooperative
efforts that further United States overall space goals.

Commercial Space Policy. The United States government shall not preclude
or deter the continuing development of a separate nongovernmental
Commercial Space Sector. Expanding private sector investment in space by
the market driven Commercial Sector generates economic benefits for the
Nation and supports governmental Space Sectors with an increasing range
of space goods and services. Governmental Space Sectors shall purchase
commercially available space goods and services to the fullest extent
feasible and shall not conduct activities with potential commercial
applications that preclude or deter Commercial Sector space activities
except for national security or public safety reasons. Commercial Sector
space activities shall be supervised or regulated only to the extent
required by law, national security, international obligations, and public
safety.

National Security Space Policy. The United States will conduct those
activities in space that are necessary to national defense. Space
activities will contribute to national security objectives by (1)
deterring, or if necessary, defending against enemy attack; (2) assuring
that forces of hostile nations cannot prevent our own use of space; (3)
negating, if necessary, hostile space systems; and (4) enhancing
operations of United States and Allied forces. Consistent with treaty
obligations, the national security space program shall support such
functions as command and control, communications, navigation,
environmental monitoring, warning, surveillance, and force application
(including research and development programs which support these
functions).

Inter-sector Policies. This section contains policies applicable to, and
binding on, the national security and civil space sectors.

     The United States Government will maintain and coordinate separate
national security and civil operational space systems where differing
needs of the sectors dictate.

     Survivability and endurance of national security space systems,
including all necessary system elements, will be pursued commensurate
with the planned use in crisis and conflict, with the threat, and with
the availability of other assets to perform the mission.

     Government sectors shall encourage to the maximum extent feasible,
the development and use of United States private sector space
capabilities.
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     A continuing capability to remotely sense the Earth from space is
important to the achievement of United States space goals. To ensure that
the necessary capability exists, the United States government will: (a)
ensure the continuity of LANDSAT-type remote sensing.data; (b) discuss
remote sensing issues and activities with foreign governments operating
or regulating the private operation of remote sensing systems; (c)
continue government research and development for future advanced remote
sensing technologies or systems; and (d) encourage the development of
commercial systems, which image the Earth from space, competitive with, or
superior to, foreign operated civil or commercial systems.

     Assured access to space, sufficient to achieve all United States
space goals, is a key element of national space policy. United States
space transportation systems must provide a balanced, robust, and
flexible capability with sufficient resiliency to allow continued
operations despite failures in any single system. The United States
government will continue research and development on component
technologies in support of future transportation systems. The goals of
United States space transportation policy are: (1) to achieve and
maintain safe and reliable access to, transportation in, and return from,
space; (2) to exploit the unique attributes of manned and unmanned launch
and recovery systems; (3) to encourage to the maximum extent feasible,
the development and use of United States private sector space
transportation capabilities; and (4) to reduce the costs of space
transportation and related services.

     Communications advancements are critical to all United States space
sectors. To ensure necessary capabilities exist, the United States
government will continue research and development efforts for future
advanced space communications technologies.

     The United States will consider and, as appropriate, formulate
policy positions on arms control measures governing activities in space,
and will conclude agreements on such measures only if they are equitable,
effectively verifiable, and enhance the security of the United States and
our allies.

     All space sectors will seek to minimize the creation of space
debris. Design and operations of space tests, experiments and systems
will strive to minimize or reduce accumulation of space debris consistent
with mission requirements and cost effectiveness. The United States
government will encourage other space faring nations to adopt policies
and practices aimed at debris minimization.

Implementing Procedures. Normal interagency procedures will be employed
wherever possible to coordinate the policies enunciated in this
directive.

     Executive Order No. 12675 established the National Space Council to
provide a coordinated process for developing a national space policy and
strategy and for monitoring its implementation.
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     The Vice President serves as the Chairman of the Council, and as the
President's principal advisor on national space policy and strategy.
Other members of the Council are the Secretaries of State, Treasury,
Defense, Commerce, and Transportation; the Chief of Staff to the
President, the Director of the Office of Management and Budget, the
Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs, the Assistant
to the President for Science and Technology, the Director of Central
Intelligence, and the Administrator of the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration. The Chairman, from time to time, invites the Chairman of the
Joint Chi efs of Staff, the heads of executive agencies and other senior
officials to participate in meetings of the Council.

                                 * * * *

                Policy Guidelines and Implementing Actions

     The following Policy Guidelines and Implementing Actions provide a
framework through which the policies in this directive shall be carried
out. Agencies will use these sections as guidance on priorities,
including preparation, review, and execution of budgets for space
activities, within the overall resource and policy guidance provided by
the President. Affected Government agencies shall ensure that their
current policies are consistent with this directive and, where necessary,
shall establish policies to implement these practices.

Civil Space Sector Guidelines.

     Introduction. In conjunction with other agencies: NASA will continue
the lead role within the Federal Government for advancing space science,
exploration, and appropriate applications through the conduct of
activities for research, technology, development and related operations;
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration will gather data, conduct
research, and make predictions about the Earth's environment; DOT will
license and promote commercial launch operations which support civil
sector operations.

     Space Science. NASA, with the collaboration of other appropriate
agencies, will conduct a balanced program to support scientific research,
exploration, and experimentation to expand understanding of: (1)
astrophysical phenomena and the origin and evolution of the universe; (2)
the Earth, its environment and its dynamic relationship with the Sun; (3)
the origin and evolution of the solar system; (4) fundamental physical,
chemical, and biological processes; (5) the effects of the space
environment on human beings; and (6) the factors governing the origin and
spread of life in the universe.

     Space Exploration. In order to investigate phenomena and objects
both within and beyond the solar system, NASA will conduct a balanced
program of manned and unmanned exploration.

     o   Human Exploration. To implement the longrange goal of expanding
     human presence and activity beyond Earth orbit into the solar
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     system, NASA will continue the systematic development of
     technologies necessary to enable and support a range of future
     manned missions. This technology program (Pathfinder) will be
     oriented toward a Presidential decision on a focused program of
     manned exploration of the solar system.

     o  Unmanned Exploration. NASA  will continue to pursue a  program of
     unmanned exploration where such exploration can most efficiently and
     effectively satisfy national space objectives by among other things:
     achieving scientific objectives where human  presence is undesirable
     or  unnecessary; exploring realms where  the risks or  costs of life
     support are unacceptable; and providing data vital to support future
     manned missions.

     Permanent Manned Presence.  NASA will develop  the Space Station  to
achieve permanently manned operational capability by the mid 1990s. Space
Station  Freedom will:  (1) Contribute  to United  States preeminence  in
critical aspects of manned spaceflight; (2) provide support and stability
to  scientific  and  technological  investigations;  (3)   provide  early
benefits,  particularly in the  materials and life  sciences; (4) promote
private  sector experimentation  preparatory  to  independent  commercial
activity; (5) allow evolution in keeping with the needs of  Station users
and the long term  goals of the United States;  (6) provide opportunities
for  commercial sector  participation; and (7)  contribute to  the longer
term goal of  expanding human  presence and activity  beyond Earth  orbit
into the solar system.

     Manned Spaceflight Preeminence. Approved programs such as efforts to
improve and safely operate  the Space Transportation System (STS)  and to
develop, deploy, and use the Space Station, are intended to ensure United
States preeminence in critical aspects of manned spaceflight.

     Space  Applications.  NASA  and   other  agencies  will  pursue  the
identification and  development of appropriate applications  flowing from
their  activities.   Agencies  will   seek  to  promote   private  sector
development and implementation of applications.

     o   Such applications will  create new capabilities,  or improve the
     quality or efficiency of  continuing activities, including long term
     scientific observations.

     o   NASA  will seek  to ensure  its capability  to conduct  selected
     critical missions  through an appropriate  mix of assured  access to
     space, on orbit sparing, advanced automation techniques, redundance,
     and other suitable measures.

     o     Agencies  may  enter  cooperative   research  and  development
     agreements  on space applications with  firms seeking to advance the
     relevant state of  the art consistent with  United States Government
     space objectives.

     o  Management  of Federal  civil operational remote  sensing is  the
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     responsibility  of the  Department  of Commerce.  The Department  of
     Commerce will:  (a) consolidate Federal needs  for civil operational
     remote sensing products  to be met  tither by the private  sector or
     the Federal government; (b) identify needed civil operational system
     research and  development objectives;  and (c) in  coordination with
     other departments or agencies, provide for the regulation of private
     sector operational remote sensing systems.

     Civil   Government   Space    Transportation.   The   unique   Space
Transportation System (STS) capability to  provide manned access to space
will be exploited in those areas that offer the greatest national return,
including contributing  to United States preeminence  in critical aspects
of   manned  spaceflight.  The  STS  fleet  will  maintain  the  Nation's
capability and will be used to support critical programs requiring manned
presence  and other  * unique  STS capabilities.  In support  of national
space transportation  goals, NASA  will establish sustainable  STS flight
rates to provide for planning and budgeting of Government space programs.
NASA  will   pursue   appropriate   enhancements   to   STS   operational
capabilities,  upper stages,  and systems  for deploying,  servicing, and
retrieving spacecraft as national and user requirements are defined.

     International Cooperation.  The United States will  foster increased
international cooperation  in civil space activities  by seeking mutually
beneficial international  participation in civil space  and space related
programs. The National Space Council  shall be responsible for  oversight
of civil space  cooperation with  the Soviet Union.  No such  cooperative
activity shall be initiated  until an appropriate interagency review  has
been completed.  United States  cooperation in international  civil space
activities will:

     o    United  States participation in  international space  ventures,
     whether public  or private,  must be  consistent with United  States
     technology   transfer  laws,   regulations,  Executive   Orders  and
     presidential directives.

     o    Support the  public, nondiscriminatory direct  readout of  data
     from  Federal  civil systems  to  foreign  ground stations  and  the
     provision of data to foreign users under specified conditions.

     o   Be conducted in such a way as to protect the commercial value of
     intellectual   property   developed  with   Federal   support.  Such
     cooperation will  not preclude or deter  commercial space activities
     by  the United States private sector, except as required by national
     security or public safety.

Commercial  Space  Sector  Guidelines.   NASA,  and  the  Departments  of
Commerce, Defense, and Transportation  will work cooperatively to develop
and  implement specific measures to  foster the growth  of private sector
commercial use of  space. A high level focus for  commercial space issues
has been created through establishment of the National Space Council.

     To stimulate private sector  investment, ownership, and operation of
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space assets, the United States Government will facilitate private sector
access  to appropriate  U.S. space  related hardware and  facilities, and
encourage  the private  sector  to undertake  commercial space  ventures.
Governmental Space Sectors shall:

     o   Utilize commercially available goods and services to the fullest
     extent feasible,  and  avoid  actions that  may  preclude  or  deter
     commercial space  sector activities  except as required  by national
     security or public safety. A space good  or service is  "commercially
    available" if it is currently offered commercially, or if it could be
    supplied commercially in response to  a government  service
     procurement request.  "Feasible" means that such  goods or  services
     meet mission  requirements in  a      cost effective manner;

     o   Enter into appropriate  cooperative agreements to  encourage and
     advance private  sector basic research,  development, and operations
     while protecting  the commercial value of  the intellectual property
     developed;

     o   Provide  for the use  of appropriate Government  facilities on a
     reimbursable basis;

     o  Identify,  and eliminate or  propose for elimination,  applicable
     portions of  United States  laws and regulations  that unnecessarily
     impede commercial space sector activities;

     o  Encourage  free and  fair trade in  commercial space  activities.
     Consistent with  the goals,  principles, and  policies set  forth in
     this directive, the United States Trade Representative will consult,
     or, as appropriate, negotiate with other countries to encourage free
     and  fair trade  in commercial  space  activities. In  entering into
     space  related technology  development and transfer  agreements with
     other countries,  Executive Departments and agencies  will take into
     consideration whether such countries practice and encourage free and
     fair trade in commercial space activities;

     o  Provide  for the  timely transfer of  Government developed  space
     technology to the private sector in such a manner as  to protect its
     commercial value, consistent with national security;

     o   Price Government provided goods and services consistent with OMB
     Circular A25.

National Security Space Sector Guidelines

     General:

     o   The  Department  of Defense  (DOD)  will develop,  operate,  and
     maintain an assured mission capability through an appropriate mix of
     robust satellite control, assured access to space, on orbit sparing,
     proliferation, reconstitution or other means.
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     o   The national security space program,  including dissemination of
     data,  shall be  conducted in  accordance with Executive  Orders and
     applicable  directives  for  the  protection  of  national  security
     information and  commensurate with  both the missions  performed and
     the security measures necessary to protect related space activities.

     o   DOD  will  ensure  that  the  national  security  space  program
     incorporates the  support  requirements  of  the  Strategic  Defense
     Initiative.

     Space Support:

     o   The  national  security space  sector may  use  both manned  and
     unmanned  launch   systems  as   determined   by  specific   mission
     requirements. Payloads will be  distributed among launch systems and
     launch sites to minimize the impact
     of loss  of any  single  launch system  or  launch site  on  mission
     performance.  The  DOD  will  procure unmanned  launch  vehicles  or
     services  and maintain launch capability  on both the  East and West
     coasts.  DOD will  also continue  to enhance  the robustness  of its
     satellite control capability through an appropriate mix of satellite
     autonomy and  survivable command  and control, processing,  and data
     dissemination systems.

     o    DOD will study  concepts and  technologies which would  support
     future contingency launch capabilities.

     Force Enhancement: The national  security space sector will develop,
operate,  and maintain space systems and  develop plans and architectures
to meet the requirements of operational land, sea, and air forces through
all levels of conflict commensurate with their intended use.

     Space Control:

     o     The DOD  will develop,  operate, and  maintain enduring  space
     systems to ensure its  freedom of action in space. This  requires an
     integrated   combination   of  anti-satellite,   survivability,  and
     surveillance capabilities.

     o   Anti-satellite (ASAT) Capability. The United States will develop
     and deploy a comprehensive capability  with programs as required and
     with initial operations capability at the earliest possible date.

     o     DOD  space programs  will  pursue a  survivability enhancement
     program with  long term  planning for  future requirements.  The DOD
     must provide  for the  survivability of selected,  critical national
     security space assets  (including associated terrestrial components)
     to  a degree commensurate with the  value and utility of the support
     they  provide to  national  level decision  functions, and  military
     operational forces across the spectrum of conflict.
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     o   The United States will develop and maintain an integrated attack
     warning,  notification,  verification,   and  contingency   reaction
     capability  which can  effectively detect  and react  to threats  to
     United States space systems.

     Force Application. The DOD will, consistent with treaty obligations,
conduct research, development, and planning to be prepared to acquire and
deploy space systems should national security conditions dictate.

Intersector  Guidelines. The following paragraphs identify selected, high
priority  crosssector  efforts and  responsibilities  to  implement plans
supporting major United States space policy objectives:

     Space Transportation Guidelines.

     o    The United States national space transportation capability will
     be  based  on   a  mix   of  vehicles,  consisting   of  the   Space
     Transportation System (STS), unmanned launch vehicles (ULVs), and in
     space  transportation  systems. The  elements  of this  mix  will be
     defined to support the mission needs of national
     security  and  civil  government  sectors  of  United  States  space
     activities in the most cost effective manner.

     o  As determined by specific mission requirements, national security
     space sector  will use the STS and  ULVs. In coordination with NASA,
     the  DOD will assure the  Shuttle's utility to  national defense and
     will  integrate missions  into the  Shuttle system.  Launch priority
     will  be provided for  national security missions  as implemented by
     NASADOD agreements. Launches necessary to preserve and protect human
     life in  space shall have  the highest priority  except in  times of
     national security emergency.

     o    The  STS  will  continue  to be  managed  and  operated  in  an
     institutional  arrangement  consistent  with  the  current  NASA/DOD
     Memorandum of Understanding. Responsibility  will remain in NASA for
     operational control of  the STS for  civil missions, and in  the DOD
     for operational control of the  STS for national security  missions.
     Mission management is the responsibility of the mission agency.

     o    United States  commercial  launch  operations are  an  integral
     element  of a robust national space launch capability. NASA will not
     maintain an expendable launch vehicle (ELV) adjunct to the STS. NASA
     will  provide launch  services for  commercial and  foreign payloads
     only  where those  payloads must  be mantended,  require  the unique
     capabilities  of the  STS, or  it is  determined that  launching the
     payloads  on the STS is  important for national  security or foreign
     policy  purposes.  Commercial  and  foreign  payloads  will  not  be
     launched on  government owned  or operated  ELV  systems except  for
     national security or foreign policy reasons.

     o  Civil Government  agencies will encourage, to the  maximum extent
     feasible, a  domestic commercial launch industry  by contracting for
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     necessary ELV launch  services directly from  the private sector  or
     with DOD.

     o   NASA and the DOD  will continue to cooperate  in the development
     and use of military and civil space transportation systems and avoid
     unnecessary duplication  of activities. They will  pursue new launch
     and launch  support concepts aimed at  improving cost effectiveness,
     responsiveness,      capability,     reliability,      availability,
     maintainability,  and  flexibility.  Such  cooperation  between  the
     national  security  and  civil  sectors will  ensure  efficient  and
     effective use of national resources.

     Guidelines  for  the Federal  Encouragement  of Commercial  Unmanned
Launch Vehicles (ULVs):

     o  The United  States Government fully endorses and  will facilitate
     the  commercialization of  United  States  unmanned launch  vehicles
     (ULVs).

     o  The Department of Transportation  (DOT) is the lead agency within
     the   Federal   Government   for   developing,   coordinating,   and
     articulating Federal  policy and  regulatory guidance pertaining  to
     United States commercial launch activities in consultation with DOD,
     State, NASA, and other concerned agencies. All Executive departments
     and agencies shall assist
     the DOT  in carrying out its  responsibilities, as set  forth in the
     Commercial Space Launch Act and Executive Order 12465.

     o    The United States  Government encourages the use  of its launch
     and launch  related facilities  for United States  commercial launch
     operations.

     o      The  United  States Government  will  have  priority  use  of
     government facilities and support services to meet national security
     and critical mission requirements. The United States Government will
     make  all  reasonable  efforts  to minimize  impacts  on  commercial
     operations.

     o       The  United   States  Government  will   not  subsidize  the
     commercialization of ULVs, but will price the use of its facilities,
     equipment,  and  services  with   the  goal  of  encouraging  viable
     commercial ULV  activities in  accordance with the  Commercial Space
     Launch Act.

     o     The  United  States  Government  will  encourage  free  market
     competition  within the  United  States private  sector. The  United
     States  Government   will  provide  equitable   treatment  for   all
     commercial  launch operators  for the  sale  or lease  of Government
     equipment and  facilities  consistent  with  its  economic,  foreign
     policy, and national security interests.

     o   NASA and DOD, for those unclassified and releasable capabilities
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     for  which they  have responsibility,  shall, to the  maximum extent
     feasible:

          o  Use  best efforts  to provide commercial  launch firms  with
          access,  on a reimbursable basis, to national launch and launch
          related facilities, equipment, tooling, and services to support
          commercial launch operations;

          o     Develop,  in  consultation  with   the  DOT,  contractual
          arrangements  covering access  by  commercial  launch firms  to
          national launch  and launch related property  and services they
          request in support of their operations;

          o  Provide technical advice and assistance to commercial launch
          firms  on  a reimbursable  basis  consistent  with the  pricing
          guidelines herein;

          o  Conduct, in coordination with DOT, appropriate environmental
          analyses necessary to ensure that  commercial launch operations
          conducted at  Federal launch facilities are  in compliance with
          the National Environmental Policy Act.

     Government  ULV Pricing Guidelines. The price charged for the use of
United  States Government  facilities,  equipment, and  service, will  be
based on the following principles:

     o   Price  all services (including those associated  with production
     and launch of commercial ULVs) based on the direct costs incurred by
     the United States Government. Reimbursement shall be credited to the
     appropriation  from  which the  cost of  providing such  property or
     service was paid;

     o   The United States Government will not seek to recover ULV design
     and development  costs or  investments associated with  any existing
     facilities  or  new  facilities   required  to  meet  United  States
     Government needs to which the U.S. Government retains title;

     o   Tooling, equipment,  and residual  ULV hardware on  hand at  the
     completion of the United States  Government's program will be priced
     on a basis that is in the best overall interest of the United States
     Government,  taking into  consideration  that these  sales will  not
     constitute a subsidy to the private sector operator.

     Commercial Launch Firm Requirements. Commercial launch firms shall:

     o   Maintain  all facilities  and equipment  leased from  the United
     States  Government to a level  of readiness and  repair specified by
     the United States Government;

     o    ULV  operators  shall  comply  with  all  requirements  of  the
     Commercial Space Launch  Act, all regulations issued under  the Act,
     and all terms, conditions  or restrictions of any license  issued or
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     transferred by the Secretary of Transportation under the Act.

     Technology Transfer Guidelines.

     o  The United States will work to stem the flow of advanced  western
     space technology to unauthorized destinations. Executive departments
     and  agencies  will  be  fully responsible  for  protecting  against
     adverse technology transfer in the conduct of their programs;

     o   Sales  of United  States space  hardware, software,  and related
     technologies  for use in  foreign space projects  will be consistent
     with   relevant   international   and   bilateral   agreements   and
     arrangements.

     Space Infrastructure. All Sectors  shall recognize the importance of
appropriate investments  in the facilities and  human resources necessary
to support United  States space objectives and maintain  investments that
are  consistent with  such objectives.  The National  Space  Council will
conduct a feasibility study of  alternate methods for encouraging private
sector  investment, including  capital  funding, of  United States  space
infrastructure  such as  ground  facilities, launcher  developments,  and
orbital assembly and test facilities.

     The  primary forum for negotiations on nuclear and space arms is the
Nuclear  and Space  Talks (NST)  with  the Soviet  Union  in Geneva.  The
instructions to the United States Delegation will be consistent with this
National  Space  Policy  directive, established  legal  obligations,  and
additional  guidance by the President. The United States will continue to
consult  with  its  Allies on  these  negotiations  and  ensure that  any
resulting  agreements enhance the security  of the United  States and its
Allies. Any discussions on  arms control relating to activities  in space
in forums other than NST must be consistent with, and subordinate to, the
foregoing activities and objectives.
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                              Chapter 4.D.1
                                  * * *
                            2010:  A New Navy

                              Michael Vlahos

     The U.S. Navy  likes to think in terms of  code truths and permanent
premises: sea power, "America  is a maritime nation," sea  control, power
protection.  But the  Navy as a  service is  a culture  within a culture.
Where American society goes, the Navy must also go.

     The United States is indeed a maritime nation, but it  has been more
maritime  when it  has also  been more  engaged in  the world.  When less
engaged, it  has distinctly been  a continental nation.  This is  not the
1850s, and we no longer have the world's largest merchant marine.  What's
more,  Americans  don't  really   respond  to  shibboleths  and  seaborne
commerce. The  Navy mission in the  postwar world was to  help create and
defend  a Free World. If Americans decide  that they don't want to police
the world  scene, then the  Navy must have  something more to  offer than
slogans  about protection of  trade, that is,  if the Navy  wants a major
defense mission. As the United States changes, the Navy is  going to have
to learn how to talk to Americans in a new way.

     Global  changes  unlock  American   reinterpretation  and  create  a
changing  frame of  national reference.  The Cold  War perception  of the
United States  as world  leader may fade.  Already a  new nationalism  is
emerging  in   American  politics.   Old  globalists  are   elitists  not
necessarily  in sync  with  an electorate  fretting  over domestic  ills.
Domestic problems long shunted aside by Cold War claims are now demanding
priority. That means  some major  rethinking of the  American agenda  and
implies  real  political realignment,  big  change.  Foreign and  defense
policy begins  at home, and  what happens here could  mean an end  of our
postwar  ethos: of every premise we had  about the U.S. mission and world
role.

________________________________________________________________________
     Dr. Vlahos  is  Director of  the  Center for  the  Study of  Foreign
Affairs at the U.S. Department of State.

______________________
     Reprinted by permission from  Proceedings, January 1991. Copyright @
1991, U.S. Naval Institute.
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     In turn, U.S. big change  will bring a new  reality and a new  Navy.
New national security truths will emerge. They may be very traditional in
spirit; they may  focus simply on defense  of the nation. Or  they may be
limited  to North American defense.  The Navy must  understand and accept
the nation's agenda if it is to have a trusted role in its defense.

     These  big picture  issues  affect traditional  service choices  and
needs In determining what ships to buy, what technology to test, and what
operations to imagine,  the Navy must  consider three dynamic  pressures,
which are converging now:

Change in American Society. The  transition period we are in  now already
is  radically revising U.S. relations with the  world, even though we (in
particular the  U.S. government) don't  yet see  it. There is  a shifting
American  mood. One  authoritative survey  of public  opinion, "Americans
Talk Security," reveals  a continuing shift away  from world commitments.
There is  also a conscious connecting of the decline of the Soviet threat
and the need  for American renewal. This awareness is clearly captured by
the way Americans now see Japan: as more of a national security challenge
than the Soviet Union. In addition, there is a distinct turning away from
foreign  bases  in  places where  the  United  States  is not  absolutely
welcome,  a  scaling   down  in  places  where  it   is,  and  a  visible
recalibrating of what the nation is willing to fight for.

     The American voter's  attitude seems,  in general, to  be that  U.S.
world  commitment was contingent  on a world  threat, which  is now gone.
With it,  the sense  of  a military  threat has  declined and  Americans'
feelings  about their  allies have  changed. These  allies are  no longer
dependents, and as economic  competitors they may be the  United States's
biggest  strategic challenge.  In this  new world,  Americans do  not yet
understand what their vital interests will be.

     So world change indeed  converges with change in the  United States.
American problems, as Americans  see them, are at home  drugs, education,
the environment, the economy, individual  and group rights. U.S.  foreign
policy  is driven by its domestic connections. And today, this connection
drives Americans  to think either  that the threat  is gone, so  they can
turn to  problems  here, or  that  the threat  from  abroad is  drugs  or
economic  competition,  so  the   nation  should  reorient  its  national
priorities  and spend less on  defense. In addition,  the new nationalism
takes both liberal  and conservative forms and is gaining  ground in both
parties. There is  a chance that  old postwar globalism  will come to  be
painted  as a  kind  of Washington  establishment  trilateralism; as  the
bankrupt old politics.

World Change. If world change and domestic politics make an uncomfortable
fit for the national security  establishment as a whole, the Navy  may do
well  regardless, now that it is again  the United States's first line of
defense. This depends  on where  the new threat  comes from, in  the
American political mind.  We should look  at world change  from this angle
as future threat driver.



245

     Considered  this  way, world  dynamics  are  creating several  juicy
problems  for U.S. security  downstream. A  successful Euro-confederation
will  bring lots  of competition  first. But,  for example in  2010, NATO
could be dead and buried and the former Soviet Union could have become an
economic  satrapy of  German money.  Japan may  have a  working strategic
defense  initiative,  gascooled   reactor  nuclear  submarines,   and  an
aerospace plane shuttling  between its earthport and  space station. With
their  superior production  technology, it's  possible that  the Japanese
could do these things first.

     Wayout developments? Hardly. Americans  are willing to entertain all
these concepts, but only  from their familiar postwar reference  frame as
collaborative efforts  where  the United  States (of  course!) takes  the
lead. Imagine, instead, the same developments, but from the vantage point
of a  world of equal but  separate world powers: the  European Community,
North America, and Japan. The United States's former allies and strategic
dependents would be its competitors, and the competition would be fierce.
The  American way  of life would  be on the  line. These may  be the true
national security terms of the next century.

     Americans  want  to  believe that  in  the  absence  of threat,  the
alliance built  by the same  threat will  continue. But it  can't and  it
won't. Some  global collegiality will, of course,  remain; Americans have
nothing against the Europeans  and Japanese, and everyone has  a stake in
global growth.  But the Navy needs  to think about what  happens when the
harmony goes.  How much  of a  national security  concern will  Japan and
Europe pose? How will the new competition  work into continuing arenas of
conflict  in the Third World?  Watching the slow,  guarded European (with
British exception) and Japanese responses brings out their very different
perspectives, interests, and needs when it comes to the Third World. Will
growing differences eventually separate Europe and Japan  from the United
States on Third World issues?

Technology Choices.  The Navy  needs to  concentrate on  technology paths
that  will give it the most leverage  in the new national defense regime.
Once the Navy fathoms what form  U.S. military posture is likely to take,
it must carve out  its missions based on where the United  States and the
rest of  the world are going.  Right now the Navy  has mentally exchanged
the Third  World for the  Soviet threat as  its primary  force rationale.
This is a natural alternative  for two reasons. First, there is  no other
in  sight; second, it encourages the Navy and the political establishment
to think  in terms of  familiar naval operations.  It lets the  Navy keep
building the fleet it's used to; the fleet it likes.

     We must be wary of this  thought process. The Third World threat, as
Iraq has  shown, may not  turn out to be  the kind of  foreign engagement
that simply s howcases the primacy of naval power. In fact, the challenge in
the Third World may  demand very different  platform concepts than  those
developed for the postwar p aradigm:  nuclear powered submarines and  carrier
battle groups for assaulting the Soviet Union.

     Technology gives the Navy options to assert itself in nontraditional
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areas that suddenly become  the new focus of national  security. Clearly,
Polaris did this in the  late 1950s. We must explore national  defense in
this new world  as a waiting  opportunity. It must  be accepted that  the
case for  a dozen  or so  big carriers  may  lose force  in the  American
political mind. The waning of the carrier battle group should not be seen
as  a judgment on the aircraft carrier's declining capability, but rather
as consequence of a changing American world view.

     If  it  is imaginative  and reflective,  the  Navy can  reassert its
centrality in a new  U.S. defense vision without being  forever dependent
on  the weapon  that brought  it such  success in  the old  paradigm. But
technology is the  Navy's opportunity only if  it builds on  world change
and the changing U.S. agenda,  not if it is used simply to defend the old
fleet.

                         The Navy and Big Change

     For the past two years, the Center for the Study  of Foreign Affairs
at  the Department  of State  has been  building a  framework for  better
understanding  how the United States responds to world change. The Center
reached  the  conclusion that  this country's  response  to the  world is
really conditioned by how it changes itself.

     The Center then went on to look at how the United States changes. It
identified five major  shifts in  American society, what  can be  labeled
"big change." Each of these shifts, or big change periods, represented in
effect a reinterpretation of  Americans' reality; not just how  they look
at  things, but  how they describe  themselves and how  they do business.
Each of these change periods involved major political realignment and the
rise of a new political establishment, a new party system. Those who made
the big change  also created their own language so  the new reality would
have its own frame of reference.

     The  United  States  is now  overdue  for  another  big change.  The
lingering claims  of the Cold  War have  postponed the sixth  through the
1980s.  World change  today will  unlock big  change in  American society
tomorrow. This  will also inevitably  mean big change for  the Navy. Navy
big  change has  tracked big  change  in American  society and  its party
system throughout U.S. history (see Table 1).
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              Table 1. The Navy and the American Paradigms

     The  historical record shows  that major shifts  in American society
are  quickly translated into new national security terms, new forces, and
a new fleet.

     In the 1790s, the  nation was struggling to survive. Its  agenda was
maintaining its physical integrity. The Navy was given only  a very small
role defending U.S.  interests abroad. The primary  national defense need
was addressed  by the Militia Act and elevated coastal defense over other
naval missions. Indeed, the Navy was  almost subsumed into this role as a
gunboat only force by the Jefferson administration. Capital ships implied
state  diplomacy inimical  to many  Americans, and  Hamilton's battleship
program was rejected in 1800.

     In  the  late 1820s  the United  States  became more  exuberant. The
public vision was  one of popular sovereignty. As every  man received the
right to vote, the democratic surge centered  around the figure of Andrew
Jackson. The  Navy's role in  the Wan of  1812 came  also to symbolize  a
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heroic new nationalism. The Navy's string of victories and Jackson's romp
over  the British  in 1815 promoted  a more confident  vision of national
security. The United States  was a stronger nation  than it had  thought.
Navy  battleships  were now  seen  as  a  symbol  of this  newfound  U.S.
strength.  Indeed, building battleships bigger and better than any in the
world was a great source  of Yankee pride for  the next four decades.  In
imagined war,  a mobilized  U.S. Navy  was expected to  be able  to break
through any blockade.

     During the Civil War,  the Navy dropped its oceancruising  focus and
transformed itself.  The U.S. Navy  was one of  the decisive  elements in
Union victory, and it achieved what amounted to a technology revolution at
sea. At war's end,  the U.S. Navy  was equal to  the world's largest,  and
its ships  were the  world's most  advanced. But  the Navy  did not  like
the primary vehicle developed for this coastal and river war: the monitor.
It wanted  to return  to its cruising  role. Ever  since the  first frigates
authorized  in 1797, the Navy in peacetime had represented U.S. interests
around  the world. The ships,  although now steamdriven,  had not changed
much  in  70  years.  After  the   war  the  nation  focused  inward,  on
reconstruction  and industrial  development. The  Navy accepted  this and
went back to what it liked: cruising.

     In  the  election  of 1896  the  last  pastoral  vision in  American
politics  populism went down to  defeat. The vision  that triumphed would
dominate U.S. politics for the  next 35 years, and it was  a progressive,
outward  looking  world view.  The Navy,  starting  with the  Great White
Fleet, fit  in easily at  the cutting edge of  this vision. The  Navy was
happy  with a  political agenda  that saw  the United  States as  a great
power, that planned  for national  security to more  actively defend  and
extend U.S. interests  worldwide. And the Navy was soon  given a splendid
tool, the battle fleet, to realize it.

     The Great Depression and World War II combined to create a  national
mission that  aimed at  nothing  less than  a  U.S. global  culture.  The
strategic posture  to promote  this was  called containment and  revolved
around a doctrine called  nuclear deterrence. The Navy was  not initially
well suited  to take the lead. It was, however, the perfect instrument to
prosecute containment's flip side: sustaining the vision of a Free World.
This implied  global operations and substantial  Navy forward deployment,
and only a truly global Navy could keep the peace. This the Navy did with
another  splendid weapon system: the attack aircraft carrier. Later, in a
master  stroke  of imagination,  the  nuclear  powered ballistic  missile
submarine gave the Navy the major piece of the nuclear deterrent mission.
The  United States was  committed to the  world, and the  Navy symbolized
this broader national agenda.

     The  Navy's performance  in the  political arena  throughout history
reveals much that is of relevance today.

After the Civil War:  Opportunity Lost. The United States's  inward focus
after 1865 was inevitable, and maybe the Navy could have done nothing.
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     But the Navy  discarded the important gains  it had made during  the
war.  It forgot  its  own decisive  role  in winning  a continental  land
campaign and it repressed the implications of technology change.

     The monitor was a coastal defense  ship at best, and who would blame
Navy  ethos for  wanting  to  go back  to  its  beautiful canvas  sheeted
frigates? But the American people  had, during the war, come to  identify
emotionally with the monitor type. It was a source of national pride as a
technology  achievement;  it fit  the national  mood  as the  best weapon
system for U.S. defense needs.

At the end of the war, the Navy could have taken the monitor concept on a
path of  battleship evolution,  which would  have given  the Navy a  head
start on the  next century and the next paradigm.  Instead, it languished
in decay.

Mahan's  Success: The Icy Kind. Alfred Thayer Mahan captured the national
imagination because he verbalized a vision of the United States's destiny
that no one yet had  put into words. When a sympathetic  political vision
came  into  power,  the  Navy  went  right   with  it.  Even  the  Wilson
administration, after initially cutting battleship construction, ended up
pushing "a Navy second  to none." Before  the Progressives, the Navy  was
idling  along  in  the   early  1890s  still  building   coastal  defense
battleships  and  cruisers.  The  new  national  agenda  was what  really
propelled  the Navy into an  ocean-capable strategic force.  This was the
Navy's easiest political  victory. The  keys to success  were a  powerful
mind (Mahan), politically minded officers (like William Sowden Sims), and
a booster president (Theodore Roosevelt).

Cold War Success: Doing It the Hard Way. Even the battle against the U.S.
Air Force in the late 1940s had the seeds of political triumph built  in.
The Navy had proven itself as a global force  in world war; it now had to
show that in  Cold War peace it could do the  same. After the loss of the
United States  (CVA58), it got the attack aircraft carrier. Then it built
its reputation as  upholder of  peace everywhere but  the Central  Front,
from Korea to Quemoy to Lebanon. In the 1960s it got into  the deterrence
business with the Polaris, just as the Air Force lost the B-70. The final
triumph  came in  the 1980s with  the Maritime  Strategy, where  the Navy
showed it could  assert a major  war role on  the Central Front.  Each of
these successes would have been impossible if the American people had not
actively sought global engagement.  It was helpful, in addition,  to have
some savvy officers on  political point, like Arleigh Burke, to  push the
decisive arguments.

                               Conclusions

World change has already set in train a shift in  U.S. national security.
The  Navy must  get  a  fix on  the  context of  change.  As  we enter  a
transition  between old and new  national security, the  Navy's stock may
rise and fall among  Americans and in Congress. We  began this transition
process with  the peace  dividend future,  and now we  are well  into the
"police the tin pot dictators" future. This is part of a larger coming to
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recognition of how this new.world will work and how Americans will relate
to it. Each step opens a dimension, lighting a corner in the spaces of an
emerging world  still much in shadow.  We must accept that  there is, for
now,  more shadow  than light. Right  now, for  example, it  is not clear
politically whether the Navy has fared  well or poorly in the latest Gulf
crisis.

     In  addition, the  Navy must not  make the mistake  of responding to
each  succeeding political fashion as  though it were  the enduring, post
Cold War current that  will shape the future Navy. The  Navy of 2010 will
be  recast by  the  sum of  pressures  on the  United  States during  the
transition. But  Navy leadership must not wait for the full exposure of a
new world. This  transition could take  a decade, and  the fleet of  2010
must be  planned in the  next few years.  This means doing  something the
Navy  hasn't done since  the late 1940s  and before that  the late 1890s:
rethink  itself.  One of  the greatest  challenges of  the 1990s  will be
describing  to Americans what the Navy  does, and to do that successfully
the Navy must actually have a legup  on where the United States is going.
This is not impossible,  witness the Mahanian revolution,  which actually
set the spirit of an age.

     It is up  to the Navy to come  up with a force packaging  that makes
sense  to Americans  in  this new  world.  This will  involve  technology
choices. The  Navy of 2010 will operate in a different world, defending a
different American agenda with less money.

     We know the big  constraints. Budget limitations will mean  that the
postwar fleet cannot be sustained. We just can't keep all the traditional
ship types at the same force levels. Overseas bases will be limited, even
though temporary access may  remain or even expand (say,  Singapore). But
the  distinction between bases and access should  be clear. So we have to
face the  prospect of a fleet  that is smaller and  perhaps less balanced
but  that must  also be  more far  ranging, with  longer legs  and higher
combat endurance.

     Fortunately, the Soviet recession also allows recession from a fleet
geared to  global war. And the  challenge to U.S. interests  in the Third
World is now clearly more demanding of the Navy than Cold War imagination
would  ever have  allowed. We  are shifting  from a  highly sophisticated
Soviet  problem to a surprisingly  sophisticated Third World problem. And
the  problem is  not  just in  weapons  sophistication but  in  political
complexity.  Iraq has been easy in terms of international cooperation and
support for the United States, so far. Future situations are likely to be
far murkier, and  the defense of U.S. interests may  depend on the United
States (and its Navy) alone. This means independent, fully capable battle
groups, carrier centered or not.

     Another  trend,   unfortunately,   is  the   increasing   historical
inefficiency of the carrier battle group. Inefficient because in order to
work properly it  pulls down too much by way of ships and assets. We need
ways to  project naval power that can go places big carrier groups can't.
What  will be  the new battleship  in 2010,  the working  backbone of the
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Navy,  the  future  equivalent of  the  74  gun  ship?  The  big  flattop
undoubtedly will remain,  but a  fleet built around  maybe eight  carrier
battle groups simply cannot cover our deployment needs.

     Contemporary  fleet escorts are  still called by  their old Mahanian
names  of cruiser  and destroyer,  even while  evolving  into specialized
anti-air and antisubmarine warfare escorts.  In them  may lie the  prototype
new  ship concept. This  is the next evolution  to which the Navy  must
turn. Could the Arleigh Burke  (DDG51 )class guided  missile destroyer, for
example, develop  into a  high  endurance, truly  battle  worthy power
projection platform? Or is  a different  ship concept, like  Captain Clark
Graham's flex ible ship, the so called "carrier of large objects," the  best
way to go? (Figure 1)

        Figure 1. Carrier of Larger Objects Multimission Variants
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     The  imperatives of change are driving  the Navy: threats, missions,
budgets, bases, deployments. The big  carrier is but a symbol of  how the
navy has  done  business for  fifty  years. And  today, the  business  is
changing.

                                   Note

     1.  See Proceedings, "There Is No Customer for Change," May 1990.
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                              Chapter 4.D.2
                                  * * *
              Excerpts from The Future of the U.S. Navy {1}

                             Ronald O'Rourke

     The U.S. Navy, like all U.S. military forces at the beginning of the
1990s, stands at perhaps its most significant crossroads in four decades.
The collapse of the  Warsaw Pact, together with changes  in Soviet policy
under  Gorbachev  and  more  incremental  but  cumulatively   significant
developments   in  the   Asia/Pacific   region,   have  transformed   the
international security  landscape and called  into question  many of  the
basic  assumptions that  have guided  U.S. planning  for naval  and other
military forces since the 1950s.

     U.S.  security planning  is now  widely viewed  as having  entered a
fundamentally new period, the post Cold War era. While the nature of this
nascent  post Cold  War era  is still  very unclear,  there is  a general
expectation  that for  the U.S. military  it will  feature (1)  a reduced
planning emphasis  on the Soviet  military threat and  the scenario of  a
major conflict involving the  defense of Central and Western  Europe, (2)
an   increased  planning  emphasis   on  non-Soviet,   non-NATO  military
operations, and (3) a substantially smaller defense budget. The U.S. Navy
and other U.S. military forces now confront the certainty in coming years
of  major  reductions  in force  size,  and the  added  possibility  of a
restructuring of service roles, missions, and force mixes.

     This paper  briefly reviews the experience  of the U.S. Navy  in the
1980s and then examines issues now confronting the U.S. Navy for the post
Cold War era of the 1990s and beyond.

________________________________________________________________________
     Ronald O'Rourke is a Specialist in National Defense (naval affairs).
He  works  for  the  Foreign  Affairs  and   National  Defense  Division,
Congressional Research Service, Library of Congress, Washington, DC.

________________________
     Reprinted from an original paper by permission of the author and the
sponsors  of the  conference, The  Road from  Ogdensburg: Fifty  Years of
Canada  U.S. Defense  Cooperation, St.  Lawrence University,  Canton, New
York, August 16-17,1990.



254

          Paradigm Lost: 600-Ship Navy and the Maritime Strategy

     The  experience of  the U.S. Navy  in the  1980s was  largely one of
recovery, growth  and  improvement.  The  fleet increased  in  size,  the
serious readiness problems of the 1970s were rectified or in  other cases
substantially reduced, and a variety of new platforms and systems entered
service. Most  important of all,  though frequently overlooked,  the Navy
recruited  higher quality people,  trained them  better, and  convinced a
larger percentage of them to stay in the Navy as a career.

     As  a result, the U.S. Navy of the 1980s was a much more capable and
self confident  force than the much  criticized U.S. fleet of  the mid to
late 1970s. The Navy's  budget peaked in real (i.e.,  inflation adjusted)
terms in  FY 1985  and began  declining thereafter,  but the  momentum of
programs  funded in prior  fiscal years enabled the  Navy to continue its
expansion into FY  1987. It was only  in the final two or  three years of
the  decade that budget constraints  compelled the Navy  to begin cutting
force  structure and reducing other  program goals in  a substantial way.
But even after the contraction  of the late 1980s, the Navy at the end of
the decade was still a considerably more capable force than it was at the
start.

     The 1980s buildup of the U.S. Navy or, as those with strong memories
of the  1970s sometimes  called it,  the U.S.  naval recovery effort  was
conceptually underpinned  by the mutually  reinforcing ideas of  the 600-
ship Navy and the  Navy's forward maritime strategy. These  two concepts,
which were  articulated primarily in connection with  the Soviet military
threat, together formed  a paradigm  that guided the  development of  the
U.S. Navy through much of  the decade. The 600-ship Navy was  defended as
the smallest force that could have a reasonably good chance of prevailing
in a  major war at sea  with the Soviets, while  the offensively oriented
maritime strategy was defended as the best way  to employ that force in a
conflict involving NATO and the Warsaw Pact. . .

     For most of the 1980s, the conceptual framework of the 600 ship Navy
and the  maritime strategy  remained intact.  But toward  the end  of the
decade,  just as  the Navy  was  beginning to  close  in on  many of  the
component goals of the 600  ship plan, the paradigm began to  come apart.
Faced  with  continued  real  declines  in defense  funding,  the  Reagan
Administration gradually  dropped its budgetary support  for key elements
in the  600 ship plan.  And in  1989, the sudden  revolutions in  Eastern
Europe combined  with ongoing  Soviet glasnost.  and perestroika to  call
into question the credibility of the NATO/Warsaw Pact conflict scenario.

     By the end of the 1980s, the framework  of the 600-ship Navy and the
maritime strategy  had largely collapsed. The 600-ship Navy objective was
increasingly viewed as a historic relic, and the maritime strategy was
mentioned less and  less frequently  in public Navy  statements and  Navy
testimony to Congress.

              Paradigm Found: Mobile, Flexible Naval Forces
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     As the paradigm of the 600 ship Navy and the maritime strategy began
to decline in the late 1980s, a new conceptual framework for the role  of
U.S.  naval forces  in the  1990s and  beyond began  to emerge.  This new
paradigm argues that U.S.  naval forces are mobile, flexible  forces that
are  particularly  well  suited for  the  kinds  of  non-Soviet, non-NATO
military operations that are likely  to typify U.S. uses of force  in the
post  Cold War  era. {2} Under  this concept,  the purpose  of U.S. naval
forces in the 1990s would  be to play a  major if not leading role  among
U.S. military forces  in deterring and responding militarily  to overseas
non-Soviet threats  to U.S. interests,  including nontraditional  threats
such as terrorism and international drug trafficking.

     Proponents of this  paradigm argue the  following: Naval forces  are
inherently mobile, and the vast majority of vital overseas U.S. interests
are  located  in littoral  areas to  which U.S.  naval forces  have ready
access.  To back up U.S. policy or  signal U.S. intent, U.S. naval forces
can readily move into or out of a given region  as necessary, or maintain
a  finely adjustable standing U.S.  presence in that  region, without the
permission  or cooperation of any nearby government. And U.S. naval power
projection   capabilities   in  the   form  of   carrier-based  aircraft,
conventional cruise  missiles, naval  guns, Marine expeditionary  forces,
and naval special  operations forces offer  U.S. leaders a wide  array of
military  options for  attacking  land targets  or otherwise  influencing
events  in these littoral areas. Proponents of this concept further argue
that  limited U.S. access to  overseas land bases  and potential problems
with  third  party overflight  rights will  make  it difficult  to employ
landbased U.S.  forces, the Army  and the Air Force  for non-Soviet, non-
NATO military contingencies.

     As evidence in support of the utility of naval forces in non-Soviet,
non-NATO military contingencies, proponents of the new paradigm point  to
the  historic  record:  In instances  where  U.S.  leaders  have employed
military force since World War  II, naval forces have been used  with the
most frequency.

     The  usefulness of  naval  forces in  non-Soviet, non-NATO  military
operations was by  no means overlooked by  the Navy in the  1980s. It was
mentioned  frequently   by  Navy   leaders  in  testimony   to  Congress,
particularly  in regard to  maintaining high levels  of readiness related
funding. And  in the  latter  1980s, the  Navy  undertook to  extend  the
concept  of  the  maritime  strategy  to  non-Soviet,  non-NATO  military
operations. But the  usefulness of  naval forces in  such operations  was
technically a secondary factor  in determining the size and  structure of
U.S. naval forces.

     Similarly,  the new concept by  no means overlooks  or dismisses the
Soviet military threat. But  in terms of describing and justifying a role
for  U.S. naval  forces, it  strongly emphasizes  the use  of U.S.  naval
forces in non-Soviet, non-NATO military operations.

     Perhaps the first major  step in the public articulation  of the new
paradigm was a  speech given by then Secretary of the  Navy James Webb at
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the  National Press  Club  on  January 13,  1988.  In  that speech,  Webb
suggested that the  United States  should reduce its  emphasis on  forces
intended  primarily for  the static  defense of land  areas, particularly
Western Europe, and rely more on maneuverable forces that can "deploy and
fight  wherever they are needed"  without access to  overseas land bases,
particularly naval forces. {3}

     Webb's  speech was followed that spring by the testimony to Congress
of  the new  Commandant of  the Marine  Corps, Gen.  Alfred M.  Gray, who
stressed the usefulness of the Marine Corps in contingencies other than a
NATO/Warsaw Pact conflict:

     While  we are fully prepared for the most challenging conflict, your
     Marine Corps must also stand ready for the most  likely conflict and
     that is in the third world. The reason the Nation has a Marine Corps
     is to project power into areas where we do not have forces stationed
     in peacetime. Our amphibious  capability, our seaborne mobility, and
     our expeditionary nature makes us uniquely suited for the task; this
     is the major contribution we provide the Nation. . . .{4}

     A year later, in  1989, the new conceptual framework  for U.S. naval
forces emerged more fully  developed in the annual statement  to Congress
of outgoing Secretary  of the  Navy William Ball.  Ball's statement  paid
attention  to the Soviet military  threat and to  NATO military strategy,
but also  focused on the  usefulness of naval forces  in non-Soviet, non-
NATO military operations, and in particular on the issue of overseas base
access:

     Another historic development affecting our capabilities to deal with
     these [regional] contingencies is  the erosion of our overseas  base
     network. The total number  of nations and dependencies in  which the
     United  States maintains base sites  has dropped from  nearly 100 in
     1947 to 38 today. Future negotiations may reduce our access further,
     and our recent  Persian Gulf experience shows how  sensitive nations
     can  be to foreign military  presence, and how  military options are
     likely  to be  constrained to  forces independent  of bases  ashore.
     These  developments  should  cause  us  to  reexamine  the  priority
     assigned  to forces which can operate independent of base access and
     overflight rights.

     Ball's  testimony  went  on  to  state that  U.S.  aircraft  carrier
battlegroups  and amphibious  ready  groups "are  not  dependent on  host
nation acquiescence  or permission."  As an apparent  consequence, Ball's
statement  concluded, at. the outset,  that "Continuing reductions in our
access  to  overseas  bases  will increase  dependence  on  our  seabased
forces." {5}

     By early  1990, the new paradigm  was firmly in place  in the Navy's
explanation of its roles and missions in the post Cold War era. Under the
subheadings The New Security Environment and Naval Forces: Still Critical
to U.S. Defense,  Secretary of the Navy H. Lawrence Garrett's annual
statement to Congress for the FY 1991 Navy and Marine Corps budget states:
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          For America, the crisis is  always an ocean away. If we  desire
     to retain our role of world leadership, we must preserve the ability
     to influence events  far from  our shores, an  ability exercised  by
     [U.S.] naval forces in response to  crises more than 25 times in the
     last  five  years.  As  access   to  overseas  bases  becomes   more
     restricted, as we are able to bring  troops home, the President must
     rely more  and more  on our  ability to operate  from the  seas. The
     Navy's sustained worldwide presence at  sea lends visible support to
     alliance cohesiveness,  regional stability, and the overall security
     framework  for progress  toward  U.S. foreign  policy objectives  of
     peace and freedom.

          Aircraft carrier  battle groups offer  a means, often  the only
     means, to  effect  a  regional balance  of  power at  the  scene  of
     conflict. Our deployed Marine Expeditionary Units are the only ready
     force available just off shore from  the troubled area. And when the
     issue  is resolved, these forces  can just as  easily be redeployed,
     assuming new roles in distant areas of the world. In an era of rapid
     and unpredictable changes, this feature is more important than ever.
     The  forces  are  on  station  today  in  international  waters  and
     airspace.  Using the best of  America's technology, these forces can
     bring  combat power  to  bear, or  send  clear signals  of  resolve,
     reassurance,  or friendship. .  . . America,  if she is  to remain a
     world  power, will always have  a special need  for ready, flexible,
     mobile maritime  forces that can  preserve our Nation's  position of
     strength  around the  globe, acting  wherever called  upon to  bring
     order to unstable and threatening situations. {6}

                 The Unresolved Issue of Force Structure

     Thus,  at  the  start of  the  1990s  and  the  post Cold  War  era,
supporters of strong U.S. naval forces have a new, albeit not necessarily
universally  accepted, paradigm  at hand for  describing and  defending a
role for  U.S.  naval forces.  In  its current  form, however,  this  new
concept  leaves  unanswered the  key issue  of  force structure.  The old
paradigm  included  the  600-ship  Navy  plan, which  provided  a  fairly
detailed outline  of the size and  structure (and thus to  a large degree
the  funding  requirements) of  U.S.  naval  forces.  The new  conceptual
framework,  however,  currently does  not  address  the  issue  of  force
structure in detail.

     If a 600-ship Navy is no longer the agreed upon goal, then how big a
Navy does the United States need?  What should be the composition of U.S.
naval forces? And perhaps most  important of all, what is to be the basis
for determining U.S. naval force structure requirements?

     What role should potential non-Soviet, non-NATO military  operations
now play in determining the size and structure of U.S.  naval forces? And
if  they are  to play  a more  prominent role,  just what are  the likely
cumulative frequency and scale of these operations? Few would argue with.
the general  proposition that U.S. naval  forces can be of  value in non-
Soviet, non-NATO  military operations.  But the cumulative  frequency and
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scale of  these contingencies, and the  role that should  play in setting
U.S.  naval  force  structure  requirements,  are  issues  that  Pentagon
officials,  defense analysts,  and  Congress are  only  now beginning  to
address in de tail. In this sense, the new  paradigm for  the  role  of U.S.
naval  forces doesn't  answer  the question  of what kind  of naval forces
the United States  needs for the post Cold War era so  much as it sets the
stage for a  debate in Congress and elsewhere on this issue.

               Making a Case: The Competition for Resources

     The  Navy and  the Marine  Corps, of  course, aren't  the only  U.S.
military services working to establish new planning concepts for the post
Cold War era. The  Army and Air Force are also at work  in this area. . .
The Army, emphasizing the value of mobile Army forces for use in military
operations outside Europe, now speaks of itself as a "Strategic Force for
the 1990s and Beyond," while the  Air Force now emphasizes a similar non-
Eurocentric theme under the phrase "Global Reach/Global Power". . .

     The efforts of  the various  services to establish  their new,  non-
Soviet, non-NATO paradigms are important, because they will influence the
outcome  of the competition now underway between the services to maintain
maximum  levels  of  funding within  a  decreasing  U.S.  defense budget.
Military  officers  usually aren't  keen to  put it  in these  terms, and
prefer to speak of how the various services play complementary roles, but
the  fact remains  that  the end  of the  Cold  War era  and  the virtual
certainty of  a steadily declining defense budget have made for a classic
interservice competition for missions and resources.

     From  the perspective  of  U.S. naval  forces,  there are  two  main
components to this competition. The first pits Navy carrierbased aircraft
against  Air  Force landbased  aircraft for  primacy  in U.S.  air combat
operations in  the Third  World, while the  second pits the  Marine Corps
against mobile Army  forces for the relative roles in  U.S. ground combat
operations in the Third World. {7}  The Defense Policy panel of the House
Armed Services Committee has  already held hearings focusing specifically
on these  two debates.  The views of  defense policymakers  on these  two
competitions will  affect, at the margin at least, the size and structure
of the Navy in the 1990s and beyond.

     In making their case for being protected as  a high defense spending
priority as the defense budget is cut, the Navy and Marine Corps have two
advantages. The first is that the Navy and Marine Corps  are the services
that  traditionally have  been most  closely associated  with nonEuropean
uses  of  U.S. military  force. The  second is  that  there is  a general
expectation that U.S. overseas basing and overflight rights will contract
in the future, and seabased forces. have generally been less dependent on
overseas bases and less encumbered by the need for overflight rights than
landbased  forces to  project power  overseas. As  shown in  the passages
quoted  earlier, Navy and Marine Corps officials are now emphasizing both
these arguments in their testimony to Congress.

     At  the same  time, however,  the Navy  and  Marine Corps  have some



259

obstacles to overcome in  making their case for  special protection in  a
time of  declining defense budgets.  The first  is a perception  that the
Navy/Marine Corps share of the budget increased during the Reagan buildup
and  that  the  Navy  and  Marine  Corps  consequently  can  more  easily
accommodate  a cut  in  their  budgets  than  the  other  services.  This
perception is incorrect: The trend line of the Navy/Marine Corps share of
the defense budget remained  essentially flat during this period,  or, if
anything, can be interpreted as having declined slightly. {8} But it is a
persistent  perception, and  one  that  works  against  Navy  efforts  to
position itself  as a component that needs to be protected as the defense
budget is reduced.

     A second  obstacle faced by  the Navy  and the Marine  Corps is  the
overall U.S. defense planning  and decisionmaking process, which involves
so  many participants  with competing  interests that  across the  board,
proportional strategies  for  reducing the  budget,  which favor  no  one
component of the military markedly over another, can easily emerge as the
only options with anything approaching broad, if tepid, support. And even
if  a  consensus for  more  radical shifts  in spending  patterns  can be
forged, budgetary  inertia and incrementalism can  considerably slow down
the implementation of a planned shift in resources.

     The Navy also faces  some obstacles of its  own making. Chief  among
these are  arguments that the Navy made in the  1980s, to win the debates
of the  day,  that are  now  coming back  to  haunt the  service.  Having
stressed the  sheer numerical size of the  Soviet Navy during this period
with data that included  many old and obsolescent Soviet  hulls, the Navy
is now hard pressed to explain how the recent retirement of many of these
aged ships and  a consequent  overall numerical decline  in Soviet  fleet
size have not reduced the strength  of the Soviet Navy but instead merely
laid the  groundwork for a  more modern and  more overall  capable Soviet
fleet. And having stressed in the early to mid 1980s  the steady increase
in Soviet out-of-area (OOA) shipdays  (i.e., Soviet deployments away from
home waters), the Navy is  now hard pressed to explain how  a substantial
cutback in Soviet  OOA operations since the peak years  of 1984-1985 does
not necessarily mean a significantly reduced Soviet naval threat.

     The  list goes on: Having stressed, under the mantle of the maritime
strategy,  the  value of  its aircraft  carriers  in deterring  Soviet or
Soviet-sponsored  regional aggression, or  in fighting a  war against the
Soviets if need be,  while simultaneously paying little attention  to the
important  role that  carrier battlegroups  play in  deterring non-Soviet
regional aggression, the Navy is now finding it difficult to explain  why
a decline in the Soviet military threat would not necessarily  make for a
reduced  carrier force  level objective.  And in  a related  vein, having
stressed for  many years the role  of U.S. Pacific-fleet naval  forces in
deterring Soviet aggression in Northeast Asia, while
deemphasizing the  non-Soviet regional deterrent  functions also  carried
out by those forces, the Navy is now spending much time trying to explain
bow  naval  forces in  that  part of  the  world are  needed  to maintain
regional stability and forestall  the development of a power  vacuum that
would lead to an arms competition not involving the Soviet Union.
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     At  the time,  it  was effective  for  the Navy  to  make all  these
arguments. But the long term costs of making its case in this way are now
becoming  apparent.  The arguments  the Navy  now  makes have  merit: The
Soviet  ships   being  retired  are  of  little  military  value;  Soviet
deployment  patterns  can  change  quickly; U.S.  aircraft  carriers  are
important in deterring non-Soviet regional threats;  and the Soviet Union
isn't  the only potential military  threat in the  Asia/Pacific region or
other areas.  But against the backdrop  of points made in  earlier years,
the Navy must now  work to avoid the perception that it  is simply making
arguments of convenience to suit the current situation.

     In some  respects, the way in  which the Navy has  attempted to make
its case has  created more problems. In attempting to  argue how the Navy
and Marine Corps  are less  Europe oriented than  their sister  services,
Navy officials in  1990 went so far as to argue  that one could put one's
hand over  the map of East  Europe, completely eliminate it  as a defense
planning consideration, and still wind  up with a requirement for  a U.S.
Navy that  was not  only  about as  big as  today's  550-ship fleet,  but
similarly structured as well.  In essence, the argument that  came across
was  that,  in spite  of all  the recent  changes  in the  world security
environment,  U.S.   naval  requirements  should  remain   more  or  less
unchanged.

     Arguing for some degree of protection in an era of declining defense
spending  is one  thing. But  taking the  argument this  far came  off as
overreaching, and prompted leading  members of both the House  and Senate
Armed Services committees  to react  with some incredulity.  One of  them
termed the Navy's  argument "counter intuitive." In  combination with the
Navy's staunch opposition to any form of naval arms control, the argument
played into oft-heard criticisms  of the Navy as an  arrogant, obstinate,
go  it alone  service that  is resisting  change and  in need  of tighter
control by the Secretary of Defense.

     When asked, moreover what  elements of its force structure  the Navy
might accord high or low priority  if declining defense budgets forced it
to  make program  cutbacks, Navy  officials answered  that, due  to scant
evidence to  date of  a decline  in the construction  rate of  new Soviet
warships,  the Navy would be  forced to cut  back in a  balanced way that
favored no one part  of the Navy. disproportionately over  another. Their
argument was that  the Navy, for the time being at  least, still needs to
retain an ability to counter the  traditional Soviet naval threat as well
as non-Soviet threats to U.S. interests.

     There is  merit in  the Navy's  logic,  but the  Navy's bottom  line
answer to the question, that reductions in the Navy would have to be more
or less proportional,  came  off  as a  lame  response.  It  undercut the
Navy's a ttempts  to  establish  its   new,  more  non-Soviet  oriented
planning paradigm, and it was at odds with the Navy's earlier attempts to
secure a high priority  status  for the  Navy  as the  overall defense
budget  is reduced.

     How, it might be asked, can  the Navy ask defense decisionmakers  to
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avoid across  the board budget  cutting and  respond to world  changes by
making tough decisions that in effect give  the Navy a larger share of  a
declining  defense budget,  when  at  the  same  time  the  Navy  appears
unprepared to make tough  decisions among its own competing  programs and
appears  unprepared to  respond  to world  changes  by shifting  its  own
internal  spending priorities?  The  approach could  be interpreted  by a
cynic  as nothing more  than a Navy  attempt to avoid a  reduction in its
budget  so as to  avoid the  need to make  tough program  choices. At one
hearing,  the ineffectiveness  of this  approach caused  the subcommittee
chairman to conclude the  day's proceedings by stating forcefully  to the
Navy witnesses: "Since the  fiscal year 1991 budget was  established, the
world has changed. You really insult our intelligence, defending a budget
set up under entirely  different conditions. You make a poor  request for
an unreasonable submission." {9}

           Within the Three "Baronies": Coping with Turbulence

Submarines. To  the possible  frustration of  naval aviators  and surface
warriors, a submariner has been chosen for the third time in a row as the
Chief of Naval  Operations. By the  end of the  CNO's expected four  year
term in 1994, the  Navy will have been led  by a submarine officer  for a
period of twelve  years. There may be  some irony in the  first post Cold
War CNO  being a submariner, because it  might be argued that  a shift in
emphasis away  from Soviet oriented  operations and toward  operations in
the Third World implies moving  toward a Navy with a reduced  emphasis on
submarines and increased emphasis on aircraft carriers and surface ships.
The chairman  of the House Armed Services Committee has already made this
suggestion.

     The  Navy in recent  years has had two  principal objectives for its
attack  submarine  force: Achieve  and maintain  a  force of  100 nuclear
powered attack submarines  (SSNs), and  proceed with  procurement of  the
Seawolf (SSN-21)  design as  the new  SSN class.  A  third objective  has
become  equally  prominent:  Maintain  a  robust  submarine  construction
industrial  base, including  two nuclear  powered submarine  construction
shipyards and a sufficient number of supporting subcontractors.

     Compared  to  the  naval  aviators  and  the  surface  warriors, the
submariners  in   recent  years   have  justified  their   programs  more
exclusively on the  basis of the Soviet military threat  and the scenario
of a major war at sea with the Soviets.  As a result, it is the submarine
force that has  come under the  most pressure in  Congress and  elsewhere
this year in light of the changed world
security  environment  and widespread  perceptions  of  a reduced  Soviet
military  threat. The  first goal  of the  submarine force,  the 100-boat
objective  has been  all  but officially  abandoned  this year,  and  the
second, the continuation  of the  SSN-21 program is  now endangered.  The
rise of the new third goal preservation of the submarine  industrial base
to  equal prominence with the two other longstanding objectives is simply
a  manifestation of  the challenging  situation the  submarine force  now
faces.
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     Given  a limited amount of funding for the submarine force, pursuing
any one of these three goals may jeopardize the attainment of one or both
of the others. If forced to choose between these objectives, the Navy has
in effect indicated that  it would make the  continuation of the  Seawolf
program its top priority. It  has stated that, if given a  choice between
funding the overhauls of the  older Sturgeon class SSNs or applying  that
funding to the procurement of SSN-21s, it would choose the latter. And it
has  stated that if given  the choice of  procuring two Improved SSN-688s
per year or  one SSN-21, it would  again choose the latter. The  Navy has
thus in effect  indicated that, if necessary to preserve  the Seawolf, it
is prepared to reduce the  SSN force to about  70 boats and live with  an
SSN procurement rate that would likely cause a contraction in the nuclear
submarine industrial base.

Aircraft  Carriers. With the collapse of the  Warsaw Pact, advocates of a
large  carrier force  have  rediscovered the  value  of aircraft  carrier
battlegroups  in   preserving  regional   stability  and  deterring   and
responding  to regional aggression by states other than the Soviet Union.
Navy  leaders  are  now working  overtime  to  educate  others about  the
enduring importance of  carriers in supporting U.S.  interests around the
world  in places  where the  Soviet threat  is indirect  or of  secondary
importance.  There  is  some  irony  in  the   Navy  having  to  work  at
reestablishing this longstanding justification for a large carrier force:
While Navy leaders spent much of the 1980s arguing the theoretical  value
of  carriers in  a major  war with  the Soviets,  the U.S.  carrier fleet
actually  spent most of the  decade carrying out  regional deterrence and
crisis/response  operations  in situations  where  the  Soviet Union  was
usually only an indirect player.

     The  Reagan-era  objective  of a  force  of  15 deployable  aircraft
carriers  plus  one  nondeployable   carrier  in  extended  overhaul  and
modernization  (15+1) was reduced last year by the Bush administration to
14 deployable carriers  plus one nondeployable  carrier (14+1). The  14+1
objective is  technically still in  force for the FY  1991 . .  . But the
Navy [has]  lost a bid  to prevent  a further. reduction  in the  carrier
force in the years ahead. There is now a widespread  expectation that the
carrier  force will  be reduced  to a  [11+1] force  structure  under the
coming FY 1992-FY 1997 six year  defense plan. Indeed, the Navy's efforts
are now focused on preventing the carrier force from being  reduced to 10
ships.

     For  several years, defense analysts have  used a rule of thumb that
to  keep  one  carrier continuously  on  station  in  a distant,  forward
operating area,  a  total of  three  carriers would  have  to be  in  the
inventory, the other two  being in overhaul, training, or  transit. Thus,
in  the 1970s, keeping two carriers forward deployed in the Mediterranean
and another  two in the Western Pacific was understood to require a force
of  12 carriers.  When the Iranian  revolution, the  seizure of  the U.S.
hostages  in Tehran, the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, and the start of
the  Iran/Iraq  war combined  at  the  turn of  the  decade  to create  a
requirement  for  having a  fifth carrier  continuously stationed  in the
Indian Ocean, this played  into the rationale for increasing  the carrier
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fleet to a total of 15 deployable ships.

     The Navy encouraged continued belief in the 3 for 1 rule years later
in justifying the two Nimitz-class carriers funded in the FY 1988 budget.
By then (1987), the rigid requirement for maintaining two carriers in the
Mediterranean,  two in the  Western Pacific, and one  in the Indian Ocean
had  been  abandoned  in  favor   of  more  regionally  flexible  carrier
deployments. But the Navy argued that there were five basic  sea areas in
which  the United States needed  to deploy carriers,  the North Atlantic,
the Mediterranean,  the  Indian  Ocean,  the  Western  Pacific,  and  the
Caribbean.  At any  given moment, any  one of  these areas  might have no
carrier in it,  or one, or two, or more. But between these five ares, the
Navy argued, a total of  five carriers would usually have to  be deployed
at  any one  time, and a  force of  15 deployable  carriers was therefore
required.

     A major revelation in this  year's debate over carriers is that  the
longstanding 3  for 1 rule of  thumb is incorrect. It  never was correct,
and it  is less correct  now than it was  years ago. The  true deployment
ratios, it has been learned, are on the order of 5 for 1, or, in the case
of the Indian Ocean, 7 or even 8 for 1.

     The  3 for 1  rule was  based on the  fact that  U.S. carriers would
nominally deploy to a forward station  for six months, and then return to
the United  States for a 12  month period of repairs,  rest, and training
for  the next  deployment. This  calculation didn't  take into  account a
carrier's long duration overhauls, which occur once every  several years,
or  transit time to and from the operating  area. But the overall 3 for 1
ratio  appeared  to hold  true because  of  the efficiencies  of forward-
homeporting of  one of the  Navy's carriers, the  Midway (CV-41), in  the
Western Pacific at Yokosuka, Japan.

     In the mid 1980s,  to improve personnel morale and  thereby increase
retention,  the Navy instituted a  number of limits  on family separation
and time away from home port (known as personnel tempo or perstempo). One
of these  had the effect of  increasing the postdeployment  period by two
months, to 14. The deployment cycle was thus lengthened from 6 months out
of every 18 to 6 months out of every 20. And the overhauling needs of the
carrier force now require, over the long run, that each carrier receive an
average of about 7 months of extended duration overhaul work for every 20
month  deployment cycle.  The  longterm average  deployment  cycle for  a
carrier is  thus now 6 months  deployed out of every  27. This translates
into one deployed carrier for every 4.5 in the inventory (27 divided by 6
is 4.5), a figure fully 50% higher than the old 3 for 1 rule.

     But this figure still does not take into account transit time to and
from,  the  operating area.  To achieve  reasonable  fuel economy  and to
permit the carrier to conduct flight operations en route to  and from the
operating area, carrier battlegroups typically transit at an average rate
of advance of 14 knots. Given transit distances from the United States to
the Mediterranean, Western Pacific, and Indian Ocean, as well as the need
to make  en route port calls  for maintenance and morale  purposes on the
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long transit to and from  the Indian Ocean, it  would take about 18  U.S.
based carriers to keep one  continuously deployed in each of these  three
areas, for the Mediterranean, 5 or 6  for the Western Pacific, and 7 or 8
for the Indian Ocean.

     The forward-homeporting of  a carrier  in Japan allows  the Navy  to
keep one carrier  forwarddeployed in  the Western Pacific  with only  1.7
carriers rather than  5 or 6. This  is because the  Midway does not  have
long duration  overhauls  and thus  operates  on a  20  month cycle,  and
because   this  carrier,  due  to  its  location,  is  counted  as  being
forwarddeployed in  the region  for most  of this  20 month period,  even
during the months when it is alongside the pier at Yokosuka.

     It was on this basis that the Navy testified earlier  this year that
to keep one carrier forward-deployed in each of these three key operating
areas, it would  need a total of 14.3 carriers in its inventory:  for the
Mediterranean, 1.7 for the Western Pacific, and 7.6 for the Indian Ocean.
The  deployment  ratio for  the  Indian  Ocean in  particular  came  as a
surprise.  There was an appreciation for  the fact that the Indian Ocean,
being  further away, would require  more carriers, but  the actual number
was a dramatic measure of the cost of the U.S. military commitment to the
Persian Gulf and Southwest Asia. {10}

     On the basis of these figures, one can begin to get an understanding
of the possible  impact of a  cut in the  carrier force  to a 12+1  force
structure. Even assuming that  the United States never deploys  a carrier
to the  North Atlantic  (for NATO exercises)  or the Caribbean  (for drug
interdiction  operations), the United States  would no longer  be able to
keep one carrier continuously  deployed in each of these three  other key
operating areas.  Maintaining a continuous presence  in the Mediterranean
and  Western Pacific  would cut  the  Indian Ocean  coverage to  about 10
months out of the year.  Maintaining a continuous presence in  the Indian
Ocean  and Western Pacific would  cut the Mediterranean  coverage to less
than 9 months per year.

     If the  Navy is further reduced to  a 10+1 force structure, coverage
would fall accordingly. If the reduction is made at the expense of Indian
Ocean deployments, coverage there would drop to less than 7 months per year.
If it  is made  at the  exp ense of  the Mediterranean  deployments, coverage
there would drop  to 4 months  per year. Again,  this assumes no  carrier
deployments at all to the North Atlantic or the Caribbean. . .

     Reductions in regional coverage  are potentially significant for the
carrier force in the context of the competition mentioned earlier between
carrier and landbased aircraft for the role of U.S. air combat operations
in the Third World. Perhaps the single  most important advantage that the
carrierbased  approach  offers  in this  competition  is  the  ability to
maintain a standing  presence in a region for  purposes of deterrence and
political  influence. As the ability  of the Navy  to maintain continuous
coverage declines, and as carriers consequently have to be used more in a
reactive mode,  the strength  of this  argument in  favor of  the carrier
based approach declines. It's  an oversimplification to put it  this way,



265

but for  the sake  of posing the  issue, one could  ask: If  carriers are
going  to be  so scarce  that they  are going  to have  to  be used  in a
reactive  rather than deterrent mode,  then why not  just forego carriers
completely and simply rely on landbased aircraft with inflight refueling?

     Coming  to terms with the realities of carrier deployment ratios has
prompted  the Pentagon, Congress, and civilian  defense analysts to focus
on a  number of  broader issues  related to aircraft  carriers and  their
uses:  Just how  important  is  the  deterrent  and  political  value  of
maintaining a standing  in region  carrier presence? What  should be  the
priority among  regions in  determining carrier deployments?  How rapidly
can carriers be shifted from one region to another, for example, from the
Mediterranean  to the Indian Ocean  by way of the Suez  canal and the Red
Sea? What  would be the impact  of keeping carriers closer  to the United
States and dispatching them in a more reactive mode as  crises arise? How
well and under what circumstances can formations of cruise-missile, armed
cruisers, destroyers,  and submarines substitute for  an aircraft carrier
battlegroup? And what can be done to change the carrier deployment  cycle
to improve the numbers without placing an undue strain on sailors?

     Months before he became  President Bush's national security advisor,
Brent Scowcroft coauthored a chapter on defense issues in a policy report
for the  Presidentelect which advocated  keeping the carriers  closer the
United  States and  substituting cruise-missile  armed ships  for carrier
battlegroups  on some deployments. No  less a supporter  of carriers than
former  Secretary of  the Navy  John Lehman  earlier this  year advocated
keeping the carriers closer to the United States. And the chairman of the
Senate Armed Services Committee,  who has spoken of reducing  the carrier
force to  10  or  12 ships,  has  called on  the  Navy to  reexamine  its
practices  relating   to  the  carrier  operational   cycle  and  carrier
battlegroup deployment patterns. . .

Surface  combatants.   Two  of  the   Navy's  four  Iowa   (BB-61)  class
battleships, which were  modernized and returned to  service between 1982
and 1988  at an  average cost  of more  than $400  million per  ship, are
slated for deactivation . . . and . . . the other two [are]  proposed for
deactivation  under  the  FY 1992-FY  1997  six  year  defense plan.  The
reactivation  of the  battleships in  the 1980s was  a symbol  to surface
warriors of the  rejuvenation of the surface fleet that took place during
this  period;  the loss  of these  ships is  consequently  a blow  to the
surface  combatant community. Their deactivation will also be felt by the
Marine  Corps. Although the battleships were returned to service in large
part because of  the advent  of the Tomahawk  sealaunched cruise  missile
(SLCM), the  Marine Corps placed considerable value in the ability of the
battleships' 16 inch guns  to suppress enemy coastal defenses  in support
of littoral Marine operations.

     But in  spite of the  pending battleship deactivations,  the surface
combatant force to  date appears  to have suffered  less turbulence  than
either the submarine or carrier forces  as a result of the advent of  the
post Cold  War era. Surface  combatants, like carriers,  have immediately
apparent uses in naval operations in the Third World, as was demonstrated
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during  the 1987-1988 U.S. tanker  escort operation in  the Persian Gulf.
And  if surface  combatants are  called  upon to  act as  substitutes for
carriers in overseas  deployments, their relative importance in  the Navy
could even increase.

     Unlike the submarine force, which is trying to  defend the SSN-21, a
new submarine  that is  bigger  and more  expensive to  procure than  its
predecessor the surface warriors have completed procurement of the Aegis-
equipped Ticonderoga (CG-47) class cruisers  and are now concentrating on
procurement  of the  smaller  and less  expensive Aegis-equipped  Arleigh
Burke (-DDG51)  class destroyer. The  Seawolf submarine was  conceived in
the early  1980s, at the  height of the  Reaganera defense  buildup, when
there was an expectation of sustained real growth in the defense  budget.
In contrast,  the DDG-51 was conceived  a few years earlier,  in the late
1970s,  before  sustained  real  growth  in  funding  became  a  planning
assumption. A ship conceived to be affordable in larger numbers as a less
expensive supplement to the Aegis cruisers, the DDG-51 to some extent now
has  the  appearance of  being  well suited  for  a  period of  declining
budgets.

     Moreover,   unlike  the  case  with  the  naval  aviators,  who  are
attempting  to manage and find a way  to afford a number of newgeneration
aircraft  programs, the surface warriors,  in the DDG-51  program, have a
single overriding priority that they can concentrate on. . .

     Aside from  the reappearance of  the battleships, the  experience of
the surface combatant  community during  the 1980s was  dominated by  two
other events. The  first was  the introduction of  three new  surfaceship
technologies   that  produced,  in  the  eyes   of  surface  warriors,  a
"Revolution at Sea"  for surface  combatants. These were  the Aegis  ship
combat system, which was a  long awaited  major advance  in surface  ship
air defense  and combat system  automation and  integration;  the Vertical
Launch System  (VLS), which  provided  much  greater flexibility  and  fire
power for  surface launched weapons; and  the Tomahawk  SLCM, which gave
surface ships  the ability to attack  ships and land  targets at ranges
comparable  to those achiev able  by carrierbased  aircraft. A  fourth system
that  might also warrant  m ention is  the passive  towed array  sonar, which
gave surface ships a  new and much improved  ability to track submarines.
Much of the sense of rebirth within  the surface combatant force revolved
around the Re volution at  Sea and what it portended for the role of surface
ships in future naval operations.

     The second major  development was  a series of  studies probing  the
future  of  the surface  combatant force  from  the standpoints  of force
levels,    preferred    ship   characteristics,    advanced   surfaceship
technologies, and new ship design concepts. Out of these studies came the
late 1980s revised forcelevel requirements, a new concept for the generic
BFC  of the  future, a new  emphasis on  reduced radar  cross section and
integrated  electric drive  systems,  among other  new technologies,  and
radical  new notions  for  ship types  and  battlegroup composition.  The
concepts  generated  by  these studies  added  to  the  sense of  renewed
confidence within the surface  combatant community and at times  gave the
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surface   warriors  the   appearance   of  being   more  innovative   and
forwardthinking than the submariners or naval aviators.

     At times in the past,  the surface combatant force appeared to  have
been  relegated to the sidelines  in the competition  for resources while
the submariners and naval aviators competed for the marginal Navy dollar.
But if the surface warriors sometimes had to stand third in line for navy
resources, this may  have actually helped them prepare for  the post cold
War era. With little expectation of being dominant in the competition for
Navy resources, they made relatively modest plans that may not have to be
reduced  very much  to fit  into declining  budgets. And  with relatively
fewer bigticket programs in the budget, they may have been more primed to
explore new and different concepts for the future. . .

           Force Planning in an Uncertain, Transitional Period

When events in Eastern Europe began making it apparent that  the Cold War
as  we knew  it was  coming to  an end,  two words  began to  appear with
increasing frequency in U.S. defense planning discussions, transition and
uncertainty.  It was  apparent that  the world  security  environment had
entered a transitional period, but there was great uncertainty over where
the transitional process was leading. In recent  months, important pieces
of the new situation, for example, German reunification and German status
within NATO have  begun to fall in place. But  the new security structure
is still only  partially defined, and uncertainty  about many aspects  of
the post Cold War era persists.

     This uncertainty  poses a dilemma throughout  U.S. defense planning,
but especially  in the area of  naval forces, where, because  of the long
design, construction,  and operational life cycles  of warships, nearterm
investment decisions can have consequences  that last decades. {11} Given
the  lengthy nature of naval  planning horizons, U.S.  Navy officials are
used to dealing with some amount of uncertainty about the  future. But in
the  midst of  a transition  from a  wellknown situation to  a yet  to be
defined  situation, U.S.  naval planners  face a  much greater  degree of
uncertainty  than normal.  The  Navy's  response  has  been  to  adopt  a
cautious,  wait and see attitude.  Before committing itself  to major and
hard to reverse  shifts in its force structure and  program planning, the
Navy has indicated that it  would prefer to see more conclusive  evidence
of a change  in Soviet shipbuilding,  even though such  evidence may  not
become available until the Soviets are a year or two into their next five
year plan, which begins in 1991. This cautious approach is understandable
from the  perspective of  a naval  planner, but the  problem with  it, as
mentioned earlier, is that it exposes the Navy to charges of being a foot
dragging service unwilling to recognized and respond to change.

     Assuming  that evidence of  a slowed Soviet  naval construction rate
does eventually come  in, and the  Navy can more  comfortably shift to  a
less  Soviet oriented and more  Third World oriented  posture, what might
this new, post cold  War Navy look like? This issue is now being examined
at the Pentagon,  in Congress, and  by civilian defense analysts,  but as
yet  there is little consensus.  If one were  to solicit presentations of
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Navy programs that  might receive relatively more  or less emphasis  in a
shift toward a  less Soviet oriented and more Third  World oriented Navy,
the responses would likely vary considerably. The following notional list
of  candidate areas for increased or reduced relative emphasis draws upon
points discussed in this  paper and in  the broader debate in  Washington
now underway over the future of  the Navy. The list is illustrative only,
and presents only one possible restructuring strategy.

     One point on which there seems to be an emerging consensus is that a
less  Soviet  oriented   Navy  will  not  mean   a  less  technologically
sophisticated  Navy. That might have been the  case in years past. But as
mentioned  earlier, with Western as well as Soviet weapons and technology
now  proliferating into the Third  World, and with  Third World countries
developing arms industries  of their own,  non-Soviet adversaries in  the
future might field equipment as sophisticated, if not more sophisticated,
than that found in Soviet Forces.

     As  mentioned  earlier, moreover;  the  environmental  and political
conditions peculiar to non-Soviet,  non-NATO military operations can make
for  operations that in some important ways are actually more challenging
and stressful to U.S.  military capabilities than those that  might exist
in a major
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                                 Table 1

CANDIDATES FOR REDUCED             CANDIDATES FOR GREATER
RELATIVE EMPHASIS:                 RELATIVE EMPHASIS:

Attack submarines                  Aircraft carriers and
                                   based aircraft

Protection-of-shipping (POS)       Battleforce combatants (BFCs)
ships (i.e., frigates)             (i.e., cruisers and destroyers)

Programs for midocean, all out     Programs for littoral, limited
naval warfare:                     naval warfare:

  o  Nonstrategic naval nuclear    o  Mine warfare and defense
  weapons                          against small boats and craft

  o  ASW programs for detecting    o  ASW programs for detecting
  and countering deepdiving        and countering non-nuclear
  doublehulled nuclearpowered      powered submarines in
  submarines; Arctic ASW           shallower waters; closein ASW

  o  The outer air battle          o  Closein air defense and non
  (i.e., very longrange            cooperative target recognition
  battlegroup air defense)

Extensive weapons sustainability   At-sea logistics sustainability
(i.e., large weapon stocks for     and satellite communications
sustained, fleetwide, high         (to minimize dependence on
intensity conflict                 overseas logistics and com-
                                   munications facilities)

Reserve forces and capability for  Active forces and immediate
force mobilization                 readiness

Efficient largescale production    Flexible lowscale manufacturing
and capability for industrial
mobilization

war  with the  Soviets.  In non-Soviet  oriented  operations, U.S.  naval
forces may find  themselves relatively close to shore, within  range of a
variety  of  potential threats.  Their  mission might  require  that they
remain in a relatively stationary position in a relatively closed body of
water, which  simplifies the  adversary's task of  detecting, identifying
and  targeting the Navy's ships  while reducing the  Navy's warning times
for  incoming weapons and limiting the ability  of Navy ships to maneuver
in self defense. There might be a mix of hostile and neutral actors and a
combination  of civilian and  military air and  sea traffic  in the area,
complicating the task of identifying friend or foe. There
may be strict rules of engagement within which U.S. naval forces may have
to operate. And when an  actual operation is undertaken, there will  be a
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desire  (perhaps an expectation) on the part  of the U.S. public and U.S.
leaders for  U.S. forces to  defeat all opposing  forces and get  the job
done right,  the first time, with  an absolute minimum loss  of U.S. life
and equipment, and a minimal loss of civilian life and property as well.

     Many  of  these conditions  were present  in  the 1983  operation in
Grenada, the 1987-1988 tanker  escort operation in the Persian  Gulf, and
the 1989 operation in Panama. Together, they appear to call not for a low
tech approach, but rather the opposite. High reliability precision guided
weapons for surgical attacks that limit collateral damage; radars capable
of noncooperative target recognition (i.e., target classification without
the  aid of aircraft  mounted transponders); systems  for rapid reaction,
closein  air   defense  against  highspeed   anti-ship  cruise  missiles;
equipment for detecting and countering  quiet submarines and modern mines
in shallower waters these are all advanced technologies.

     Appreciation of the need  for advanced technology is one  reason why
funding for research  and development has  been targeted  by many in  the
defense  debate as an area to protect  during a time of declining defense
budgets. The other reason  has to do  with uncertainty: R&D work  creates
options for  the  future, and  in  a time  of  uncertainty, there  is  an
advantage in maximizing one's options. The House Armed Services Committee
in particular has explored the concept  of "R&D stockpiling" as one means
of  confronting uncertainty during  a time  of declining  overall defense
funding.

     The environmental and political conditions pertaining to  non-Soviet
oriented military operations would also appear to call for highly trained
personnel, not just because operating sophisticated equipment effectively
requires  a certain amount of training, but because advanced training may
well  prove important  for the  United States  in maximizing  its overall
advantages against potential adversaries.  It is one thing for  a smaller
country to  acquire advanced weapons; all one needs is money. It is quite
another thing, however, to create a well trained battle force.

     One  area  in particular  where  advanced  technology and  extensive
training come together is in the area of night operations. As Third World
countries acquire increasingly capable  weapons, night operations,  which
require  very  specialized training  as well  as  equipment, may  take on
increasing importance for  the United States. The 1987-1988 tanker escort
operation  involved some  night activities  and, significantly,  the 1989
Panama intervention was  launched in  the middle of  the night,  enabling
U.S. forces to carry out much of their attacks before daybreak.

     Beyond the  need for  advanced technology  and well  trained people,
however,  the consensus  breaks down.  For example,  one issue  now being
debated is how the advent of the post cold War era has altered U.S.
requirements for  lift assets,  including sealift. Another  emerging case
centers on unmanned  air and  undersea vehicles. The  technology in  this
area, as in many other areas now under development, is promising, but the
precise  roles of  unmanned  craft,  and  how  they  might  affect  force
structure planning for manned platforms, is unclear.
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                                  Notes

     1.  The views expressed here are solely those of  the author, and do
not necessarily reflect the  views of the Congressional Research  Service
or  the Library of  Congress. Given the  author's position at  CRS, these
views  can be seen as  including some congressional  perspective on these
issues. But it should  be noted that the  U.S. Congress is, by design,  a
collection of many and diverse voices.  On issues as wideranging as those
covered in this  paper, there are  many congressional perspectives.  This
text was finalized on 1 August 1990  just prior to the invasion of Kuwait
by Iraq.

     2.  The term  non-Soviet, non-NATO military operations is  used here
to refer to military  operations in which Soviet forces are  not directly
confronted and  in which U.S.  forces are  not operating  under the  NATO
rubric.  The term low  intensity conflict (LIC)  has been widely  used in
recent years  to refer  to at  least some types  of non-Soviet,  non-NATO
military  operations.  But some  of  these  operations,  while  small  in
geographic  scale or  short in  duration, can  nevertheless involve  high
intensity  fighting, particularly  from the  perspective of  the soldiers
involved. As a result, new, more generalized terms have come  into being.
One  now being  used  by  some  analysts  is  contingencies  and  limited
objective warfare (CALOW).  Since some naval operations,  however, do not
involve  specific contingencies  (i.e.,  crises or  conflicts) or  actual
warfare  (i.e., fighting).  this paper  simply stays  with the  term non-
Soviet, non-NATO military operations.

     3.  For the text of  the speech, see Webb, James H., Jr.  A credible
seapower. Vital Speeches  of the  Day, Feb. 15,  1988: 262-266; see  also
Halloran, Richard. "Navy  Chief Suggests  Forces in Europe  Be Cut."  New
York Times, Jan. 14, 1988: A13.

     4.  The annual  report of the Marine Corps to Congress by General A.
M.  Gray, Commandant  of  the Marine  Corps.  Washington, 1988.  p.  3-4.
(emphasis in the original).

     5.  A report by.the honorable  William L. Ball Ill, Secretary of the
Navy, on  the posture  and fiscal years  1990-1991 budget  of the  United
States  Navy and  Marine Corps. Washington,  1989. p. I-3,  I-5, and I-2,
respectively. (emphasis in the original).

     6.   Annual  Report to  the Congress  by the  Honorable H.  Lawrence
Garrett, Ill, on the Posture and Fiscal Year 1991 Budget of the U.S. Navy
and Marine  Corps. p.  12. (Emphasis  in  the original.)  Chief of  Naval
Operations Carlisle  Trost makes many of  the same points on  pages 59 of
his accompanying annual statement to Congress on the FY 1991 budget.

     7.   A  third  emerging  competition,  not  as  important  from  the
perspective of  the Navy and Marine  Corps, pits the Army,  which sees an
important role for itself in U.S. military operations in the Third World,
against  the Air  Force,  which would  provide  airlift for  mobile  Army
forces, but  whose own vision for  the future appears to  place much less
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emphasis  on the  use  of U.S.  ground  forces for  influencing  overseas
events.

     8.  The  persistence of the incorrect  perception that the  Navy and
Marine  Corps share of the budget increased  during the 1980s may have to
do with a  change in Pentagon budget accounting that  went into effect in
FY 1985. This change,  which has to do  with the implementation of a  new
method for accounting for future payments  to retired military personnel,
shifted  about $17  billion  in funding  from the  "Defense-Wide" defense
spending category  to the  budgets of  the departments  of the Army,  Air
Force, and Navy.  Thus, someone  inspecting the budget  share during  the
1980s of  any one of the  three military departments would  see an upward
shift from FY  1984 to  FY 1985 that,  in the absence  of other  changes,
would give that department's  overall 1980s trend line an  upward looking
appearance. In reality, this retirement related accounting change did not
increase the  purchasing power  of the  three  military departments,  and
correcting for this onetime  distortion in the data shows that during the
1980s, the  budget share of  the department  of the Army  was essentially
flat; that the  share of the department of the  Air Force was essentially
flat  or, if  anything,  slightly  upward;  and that  the  share  of  the
department of  the Navy (which  includes the Navy  and Marine Corps)  was
essentially flat or, if anything, slightly downward.

     9.  As quoted in Navy News & Undersea Technology, May 28, 1990: 4.

     10.   The figures  of 1.7 carriers  for the Western  Pacific and 7.6
carriers for the  Indian Ocean  are based on  the simplifying  assumption
that the  Japan home ported carrier  is used only for  deployments in the
Western Pacific,  when in fact it  has also been used  for deployments in
the Indian Ocean.  Since Japan is  closer than the  United States to  the
Indian Ocean, revising the calculation to take this into account
would  reduce the  Indian Ocean  requirement to  something less  than 7.6
carriers,  but  increase the  Western  Pacific  requirement to  something
higher than 1.7 carriers. Since the Japan homeported carrier would now be
involved in long distance transits to  and from the Indian Ocean, the net
effect on the combined  requirement for covering the Western  Pacific and
Indian Ocean would probably increase.

     11.   Warships have longer life cycles than any other kind of weapon
or platform.  The lead ship  of a  new class  can take  several years  to
design, and several more to  build. Follow on ships in the class  will be
procured over a period of many years. And most important of all, warships
remain  in service  for 30  to  45 years.  The period  from the  start of
leadship design work to the retirement of the final ship in the class can
easily span more than half a century.

     Consider the carrier Midway:  Design work on the Midway  class began
during World War II as Part of the war effort. But Midway, the lead ship,
was not  commissioned until  September  10,1945, eight  days after  Japan
signed the surrender document in Tokyo Bay. The Midway's service life has
spanned the entire Cold War era, and is now lasting into the early stages
of  the post  cold  War period.  Or  consider the  Nimitz (CVN-75)  class
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carrier United  States (CVN-75), now under  construction. Detailed design
work on the Nimitz  class began in the 1960s, the middle  of the Cold War
era.  But the  carrier United States,  the eighth  ship in  the class, is
scheduled to  enter service in 1998, in the post  Cold War period, with a
projected life reaching into the 2040s. What will the world be like then?

     As  a consequence of these long platform life cycles, naval planners
tend to be conservative and hedge their bets. They prefer to avoid, if at
all possible, decisions that  can prove irreversible, such as  those that
might  affect  the naval  industrial base.  And they  tend to  favor ship
designs that incorporate a mix of capabilities, so that  their ships will
have less  chance of being  made obsolete by  the kinds of  shifts in the
world security  environment that can  occur over a  period of 50  or more
years.
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                              Chapter 4.D.3
                                  * * *
                              The Way Ahead

                         H. Lawrence Garrett III,
                Admiral Frank B. Kelso II, U.S. Navy, and
                  General A. M. Gray, U.S. Marine Corps

     Since the  end of  World  War II,  the United  States  has been  the
world's eminent military power,  especially at sea, where we  enjoy clear
maritime superiority. In achieving and maintaining this preeminence, U.S.
naval  forces have sailed the high seas virtually unchallenged for nearly
half a  century. Since 1945, most  of the world's  developed nations have
enjoyed peace and stability, often guaranteed by U.S. maritime power.

     But now the winds of  change are blowing throughout the world,  from
Washington to New Delhi, from Moscow to Pretoria. Events since the summer
of 1989 have brought a fundamental shift in the post World War II balance
of power. No long do  we have the sense  of certainty that accompanies  a
bipolar world power structure and a central, agreed upon threat.

     It is  time to challenge  many of our ground  rules and assumptions.
Some will require revision;  others must be revalidated. We  must reshape
naval force structure, strategy, tactics, and operating patterns that are
wedded too closely to the concept of an Armageddon at sea with the Soviet
Union. At  the same time,  we will  deal increasingly with  political and
fiscal pressures to reduce the national debtpressures that unquestionably
will affect the level of resources available for defense in the future.

     Mastering the post Cold  War challenges will require our  full range
of skill and  knowledge as practitioners of the art  of naval warfare. We
must respond to  new initiatives and  be prepared  to march in  different
directions. The old

________________________________________________________________________
     The  Honorable H.  Lawrence Garrett  III is  Secretary of  the Navy,
Admiral Frank B.  Kelso II is Chief of Naval  Operations and General A.M.
Gray, is Commandant of the Marine Corps.

________________________
     Reprinted from  Proceedings, April  1991 by permission.  Copyright @
1991, U.S. Naval Institute.
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excuse, "Because that's the way we've always done it", no longer will do.
We must work  to shape and  guide the forces  of change in  the direction
that best  serves the  needs of  our nation.  At times,  this will  be an
arduous task, but we have a  basic edge over potential adversaries in the
quality of our people, whose talent and hard work have given us dominance
over the high seas for nearly half a century.  We must keep before us one
goal:  to  maintain maritime  superiority  well  into the  21st  century,
through a  Navy  and Marine  Corps  able to  meet  the challenges  of  an
uncertain future.

     Even though we cannot  predict with confidence exactly what  the new
century will  be like, we know that our fundamental interests will remain
unchanged. The  defense of our  nation, our people,  and our way  of life
will continue to be our  foremost objectives. It also will remain  in our
interest to contribute to the maintenance of a stable and secure world, a
world that will advance the welfare of all peoples, within an environment
that  fosters economic  development and  furthers individual  freedom and
human rights. We live in a world that is more economically interdependent
than ever, and we can never afford to retreat into isolationism.

     Clearly,  international turmoil,  aggression, and  conflict are  not
things of the past. Drives for regional hegemony,  resurgent nationalism,
ethnic  and  religious rivalries,  drug  trafficking,  and terrorism  are
certain  to challenge international order during the final decade of this
century. Within developing nations,  dramatic increases in population and
growing dissatisfaction with the perpetual gap between rich and poor will
continue to be major causes of unrest and insurgency.

     As we confront tomorrow's challenges we must remember that there are
things only the  United States can do. As General  Colin Powell, Chairman
of the Joint  Chiefs of Staff,  has noted,  the superpower shingle  hangs
above  only one nation's door. For  the United States, a maritime nation,
to  remain  a superpower,  it  needs a  Navy  and Marine  Corps  that can
maintain  maritime power in the  world's ocean and  littoral areas, where
this  nation and its  citizens have  political, economic,  and individual
interests.

             Implications of Change: National Security Policy

     How  will this  far  reaching change  affect  our national  security
policies?

          o   We are likely to face increasing limitations on U.S. access
          and  influence.  Absent  a  Saddam Hussein  as  a  focal point,
          developing nations,  friends, and even allies  may be reluctant
          to subordinate national interests to a broader common purpose.

          o    Another reality of  the new era  will be proliferation  of
          advanced military  technology and equipment. As  major military
          powers  reduce forces  and  pull back  from forward  positions,
          regional  powers   and  emerging   Third  World   nations  will
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          accelerate their acquisition of modern combat weapons

          and delivery  platforms. These countries  are arming themselves
          with high explosives, precision guided munitions, sophisticated
          air defense warfare systems,  and guided missiles. In addition,
          regional  powers  will  continue  to develop  and  acquire  the
          technology to pose chemical,  biological, and nuclear  threats.
          The  widespread  proliferation  of  advanced  weapons,  plus  a
          demonstrated  willingness   to  use   them  will   present  new
          challenges to U.S. interests and military forces.

          o  Finally, this will be a period of uncertainty. Warning signs
          will become  increasingly ambiguous and reaction  times will be
          shortened as the identity  and motives of potential adversaries
          and the timing and scenarios of threatening events  become more
          difficult to discern. Instead of simply facing a diminished but
          still   potent  force   of  Soviet   tanks  and   warships,  we
          increasingly  will  confront  new  and  diverse  challenges  to
          worldwide political and economic stability,  from organizations
          and nations bent on disruption or conquest.

                           An Evolving Strategy

     For almost half a  century we focused  on the possibility of  global
war, to be fought primarily on the European continent and in its adjacent
waters.  To  deal  with   the  many  changes  and   cope  with  the   new
uncertainties,  we must  shift  the objective  of  our national  security
strategy  from   containing  the  Soviet  Union   to  maintaining  global
stability. Our evolving strategy must focus on regional contingencies  in
trouble spots wherever our national interests are involved.

     For  U.S. naval forces, this shift, from global commitment against a
single  threat to global commitment against a number of regional threats,
poses a dilemma: What do we do with a maritime strategy formulated during
the Cold War, focused primarily on global conflict with the Soviet Union?
The answer: We extract the strategy's enduring principles, and apply them
to current planning. The  maritime strategy itself remains on  the shelf,
with  Atlantic  and Pacific  operations plans  as  bookends, ready  to be
retrieved if a global threat should reemerge.

     In an address at Aspen, Colorado, on 2 August 1990, President George
Bush  stated that  U.S.  defense policy  must  adapt to  the  significant
changes  in the world, without  neglecting the enduring  realities of the
nation's security. The  President outlined a  future U.S. defense  policy
based on four major elements:

     o  Deterrence

     o  Forward Presence

     o  Crisis Response
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     o  Force Reconstitution

     Deterrence, both nuclear and conventional, costs less than any level
of  conflict, and  will remain  the cornerstone  of U.S.  defense policy.
Nuclear deterrence will  be required as long as any country possesses the
nuclear weapon capability to  strike the  United States or  endanger U.S.
forces abroad.

     Around much  of the globe,  the Navy  and Marine Corps  will be  the
primary  means  of  preserving U.S.  regional  influence.  In  a time  of
decreasing availability of overseas  bases for U.S. land and  air forces,
the  presence  of capable  naval forces  near  areas of  potential crisis
remains a key element  of national security. In addition  to contributing
to  deterrence, deployed naval forces strengthen our ties with allies and
demonstrate  continuing U.S.  commitment to  maintaining world  peace. If
deterrence fails, forward-deployed forces  guarantee timely responses  at
points of conflict.

     Since  most of the  world's population lives within  50 miles of the
sea,  our naval  power projection  capabilities will  remain particularly
useful in applying U.S.  military might at appropriate places  and times.
Naval  crisis  response  means  much  more  than  simply  maintaining the
capability to keep the sea lines  of communication open to our allies and
sources  of  critical  materiel. We  must  be  able  to project  credible
military forces rapidly to meet threats posed to our interests, in places
where no friendly forces in being exist.

     Having  the capability to project seabased power is essential to the
defense of these interests, most of which are found in littoral areas. To
maintain stability, we must be able to influence events on land, as well.
As noted earlier,  the reality  of declining force  levels and  shrinking
overseas infrastructure  means that  our naval expeditionary  forces will
have to be forwarddeployed and self sustaining as they project power over
or  across the  beach. In some  cases, they  may pave the  way for longer
duration joint  or combined  operations, in which  forward-deployed naval
forces are  present or arrive first on the scene to enable the sequential
introduction of additional forces.

     While our  new  defense strategy  is  geared primarily  to  regional
threats to U.S. interests, it also must take into account the uncertainty
surrounding  the ongoing upheaval in the Soviet Union and Central Europe,
and the capabilities of the  Soviet military that we expect to  remain in
place  during the foreseeable future.  A global conflict  with the Soviet
Union appears to be far  less likely than in the recent past, but we must
preserve our ability  to reconstitute  adequate forces, if  faced with  a
resurgent global threat to peace.

                      Combined and Joint Operations

     Collective security remains central  to U.S. strategy. In the  past,
our  primary security ties and operations centered on countries with whom
we  maintained  formal  alliances.  Such  alliances  remain  a  strategic
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necessity for the nation, but their character may differ substantially in
the future.  The Gulf War's allied coalition may be a harbinger of future
security arrangements that will complement longstanding treaties, such as
NATO. We must heighten  our emphasis on combined operations  and training
with national forces of many regions,  both to facilitate cooperation and
coordination with  them  and  to  maintain  our  own  expertise  in  likely
operating environments.

     Joint  power  projection  operations  will be  required  to  protect
worldwide U.S. interests. When each service fulfills its respective role,
we can capitalize on  synergistic capabilities that stem from  decades of
organizational focus and institutional ethos.

     The unique  missions and functional capabilities of the services are
intended to be  complementary, enabling, and enhancing,  and they provide
us with the means to generate the greatest total combat capability in the
shortest  time. Operations Desert Shield  and Desert Storm  will serve as
prototypes  for future joint operations. During the Desert Shield buildup
in  Southwest Asia, we demonstrated the enabling role of maritime forces.
Forwarddeployed naval forces already on  scene were augmented within days
by  two  carrier battle  groups, a  Marine  Expeditionary Force,  the Air
Force's  1st Tactical Fighter Wing, and paratroopers from the Army's 82nd
Airborne  Division. These  forces contributed  to the initial  defense of
Saudi  Arabia and covered the subsequent arrival of additional ground and
air  units. U.S. Navy warships maintained sea control and enforced United
Nations  sanctions throughout  the  buildup period.  Naval  capabilities,
which complemented those of allied air and ground forces, were integrated
fully into theaterwide planing before hostilities commenced.

     But as ongoing developments  in both the Soviet Union  and Southwest
Asia demonstrate, it is difficult to foresee the course of future events.
Replays  of Operations Desert Shield  and Desert Storm  certainly are not
the only  scenarios we expect  to see in the  1990s, so we  must maintain
prudent  hedges against  uncertainty. Accordingly,  maritime forces  will
continue  to  be  required to  establish  and  maintain  the sea  control
essential  to power projection operations, whenever and wherever they are
necessary. Battle space will  be more complex.  Control of the air,  sea,
and undersea environments, essential to successful military operations on
land, will take on a different character but certainly will be as complex
as  maintaining   control  in  an  openocean   environment.  Sensors  and
communications systems  designed for bluewater operations may not work as
well in  confined areas, shallow seas, or over land. The threats posed by
small coastal  patrol boats,  shorelaunched cruise missiles,  and shallow
water  mines will present new challenges to our operators. Quick reaction
combat  capabilities and the ability  to maintain an  accurate and timely
tactical picture will be  critical for operational success in  these non-
ocean areas.

                 Changing Employment/Deployment Concepts

     Forward deployment  of naval  forces in peacetime  promotes regional
stability by demonstrating continuity of commitment, strengthening
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friendships, enhancing  readiness, and reducing reaction  time in crises.
Nonetheless,  the  realities of  the post  Berlin  Wall era  cause  us to
rethink our employment and deployment concepts.

     In the  coming decade, naval forces will be called upon to conduct a
wide variety  of missions:  from peacetime  situations through crisis  to
conflict resolution. Many of these missions, such as strategic deterrence
and protection  of American  lives and  property, have  been with  us for
years. Others, such as presence; humanitarian assistance; nationbuilding;
security assistance; and peacekeeping, counternarcotic, counterterrorist,
counterinsurgency,  and  crisis-response  operations,  will  receive  new
emphasis as we focus  our efforts on developing and  maintaining regional
stability.

     It  is not easy to determine just  how much presence may be required
in a given region at a given time. It is clear, though, we no  longer can
rely  on the Cold War's deployment data base.  It is also clear that gaps
in  presence  can  lead  to  instability,  power  vacuums,  and  regional
perceptions  of lack of interest  or disengagement by  the United States,
whether accurate or not.

     Meeting  our presence requirements with fewer  assets calls for full
exploitation of the  mobility and flexibility of our  naval expeditionary
forces. That means new patterns in length and location of deployments, as
well as in the composition of  carrier battle groups and amphibious ready
groups. The crisis-action and  deterrent force modules recently developed
by  the Marine  Corps are  examples of  the kind  of flexibility  that is
needed.

     From  the Korean War until the end  of the 1980s we concentrated our
operations  in  deployment  hubs,  where American  and  Soviet  interests
overlapped  at  likely points  of crisis.  The  changes occurring  in our
security  environment will  require  us  to  break  out  of  these  hubs.
Fortunately, changes in U.S./Soviet political and military relations will
allow  greater freedom  for operations  in broader,  less rigid  zones of
national interest.

     At  the same  time,  reduced superpower  friction enables  differing
configurations of  naval forces  to meet specific  regional requirements.
Recent operations off  the coasts  of Liberia and  Somalia, for  example,
were  executed successfully by a task force composed of amphibious ships,
a Marine  special  purpose  force, and  surface  combatants.  To  respond
effectively  to larger  crises,  however, we  need  carrier aviation  and
forcible entry power, together with credible surge capability. U.S. naval
force levels in and around the Persian Gulf  rose from a handful of ships
on 2 August to more than 100, following the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait. The
force included  six aircraft carriers,  plus amphibious ships,  dozens of
surface  combatants, and  several  attack. submarines.  The Marine  Corps
deployed more than 90,000 active duty and Reserve Marines to  the region,
either  ashore  or afloat.  Concurrently,  naval  forces continued  their
presence  operations in  the Mediterranean,  Western Pacific,  around the
Philippines, and off  Central and  South America, to  provide support  to
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U.S. and allied interests in those regions.

     In  the future, the need  for focused forward  presence and credible
surge capability, more than  historical deployment patterns, will dictate
peacetime employment of naval forces.

                Changing Force Capabilities and Structure

     To meet the demands of our national security strategy, we need naval
forces that possess  a wide  range of capabilities.  These must  include:
seabased strategic  forces, for  continued deterrence of  nuclear attack;
surge  forces  that  can react  rapidly  to  any  crisis; forwarddeployed
expeditionary  forces  capable of  going  anywhere,  with full  logistic,
medical, and repair support; and a seabased maritime prepositioned force.

     By  maintaining a credible Trident  submarine force, we  will have a
modern, survivable,  and potent seabased  strategic deterrent  capability
well into the next century. At  the same time, our attack submarine force
will  retain the numbers and  capability needed to  hold at risk seabased
strategic  platforms  able  to  threaten  the  United  States.  We cannot
discount  the major  open  ocean  warfighting  potential  of  the  Soviet
submarine force, which has  yet to experience any downturn  in production
rates or technological  developments. Threat  of its  use could  reemerge
quickly, should the intentions of the Soviet leadership change, so we can
never afford to  cede our  current technological edge  in submarines  and
antisubmarine warfare.

     Preserving  our edge does  not require  a massive  building program.
Continuation of our current attack submarine force through its programmed
service  life,  together  with a  construction  program  to  maintain our
industrial  base for  building  submarines, will  allow  us to  retain  a
credible  attack  submarine force  into the  next  century. Freed  from a
nearly fulltime requirement to  train for ASW in far forward  areas, this
force now can be available for more regional power projection and support
missions.

     Our  carrier  battle  groups  and amphibious  ready  groups  are the
cornerstones  of our forward deployed  forces, and will  remain so. These
supremely independent forces can  be tailored to include varying  numbers
and mixes of tactical  aircraft, surface combatants, submarines, logistic
support ships, and  Marine airground  taskforces. They can  be tasked  on
short notice to conduct combat operations for extended  periods, anywhere
in the world.

     During the 1990s, we expect to adjust the composition of our carrier
battle  groups and amphibious  ready groups  routinely, to  suit specific
situations.  Untethered from  the  earlier predominant  concern with  the
global war at  sea scenario, we have new flexibility  to shape our combat
punch  to prescribed  missions and  expected threats.  Often, we  will be
operating with smaller battle  groups, particularly as our  older surface
combatants are  replaced by fewer  but more capable  cruisers, amphibious
ships, and destroyers. Adding the newest generation of strike aircraft to
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the air wi ng, just after the turn of the  century, will  enhance  our
capability  significantly. But  improved capability never will be a
substitute for adequate num bers. A single unit still cannot be in two places
at  one time. We must have enough carriers, amphibious ships,  and surface
combatants to maintain  focused, forward, simultaneous  peacetime presence
in  several regions, along  with a surge capability to respond to larger
crises.

     Complementing  carrier   air  power  is   the  formidable  firepower
distributed through our modern  surface combatants and attack submarines.
Major  advances in  weapons  technology have  brought  longer ranges  and
greater  accuracy  in  weapons and  combat  systems  small  enough to  be
employed from  a variety of platforms,  making it possible  to disperse a
significant  amount of  firepower. The  effective employment  of Tomahawk
missiles against Iraq from  battleships, attack submarines, cruisers, and
destroyers is a precursor of the multimission utility we must continue to
emphasize in the future.

     Our  need  to exploit  the  tactical advantages  and  flexibility of
distributed firepower with sophisticated,  state of the art weapons  does
not  obviate the need  for guns and  other less complex  weapons. We must
continue  to  distribute  all  forms  of striking  firepower  among  many
platforms, to give  our war fighters a menu of  complex and simple weapon
systems  of  varying  capabilities  and  costs.  Longer  ranges,  complex
employment considerations, and  a wider variety of available weapons will
bring renewed emphasis on  tactics and techniques, fully as  important as
firepower itself.

     Distributed  firepower  expands  our  capability  to  project  power
landward. But controlling events ashore ultimately means putting warriors
over  the beach  with  the  capability  to  do what  must  be  done.  The
flexibility  inherent within the Marine Corps's  force structure of three
active  (and one reserve) divisions,  three active (and  one reserve) air
wings,  and three active (and  one reserve) force  service support groups
formed  into  Marine   Expeditionary  Forces  (MEFs)provides  warfighting
commanders  with a wide range of military capabilities. Our existing MEFs
provide a reservoir of  integrated combined arms power from  which Marine
airground  task forces  (MAGTFs), all  special operation capable,  can be
task-organized to execute simultaneously a  wide range of missions around
the globe.

     All MAGTFs  are hilly  prepared to  deploy rapidly  by a  variety of
means. Using amphibious shipping,  strategic sealift, strategic airlift,.
or  maritime prepositioned  ships, these  expeditionary forces  are light
enough  to get where  needed and heavy  enough to win.  More importantly,
they  arrive capable  of conducting  sustained combat  operations. Taking
advantage  of  the  synergistic  combat  capability  resulting  from  the
integration  of ground  combat, air  combat, and  combat service  support
elements  under a single  commander, a variety  of MAGTFs  can be formed.
Each  MAGTF, regardless  of  size, is  a  self sustaining,  fully  combat
capable force  able to operate  either independently  or as a  part of  a
joint task fo rce. Each also possesses the command and control  capabilities
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needed  to form a  command element  for joint and combined operations.

     Marine Expeditionary Forces  are the Corps's principal  organization
for combat  and peacetime  preparedness. Today, drawing  upon the  forces
assigned  to  the  MEFs within  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific commands  and
Selected Marine Corps Reserve  forces, two task organized MEFs  have been
committed to Operation Desert Storm. Ashore is the I Marine Expeditionary
Force, which because of its size and composition is, in essence, a Marine
Expeditionary  Corps. It is composed of  the 1st and 2nd Marine Divisions
(Reinforced),  the 3rd Marine Aircraft Wing (Reinforced), and the 1st and
2d Force Service Support Groups, four  naval construction battalions, and
an Army armored brigade.  Additionally, a MEF afloat  has been formed  by
combining two Marine Expeditionary  Brigades and one Marine Expeditionary
Unit.

     Marine  Expeditionary Brigades  (MEBs) are designed  specifically to
deploy by a  variety of means. They  are capable of  conducting sustained
operations,  and  they  also are  the  lead  elements  for larger  Marine
expeditionary  forces.   The  rapid   buildup  of  combined   arms  power
demonstrated   during  Operation   Desert  Shield   resulted  from   this
capability.  Two MEBs deployed by  strategic airlift and  married up with
equipment  and  supplies brought  into the  theater  by two  squadrons of
maritime prepositioning ships.  In addition, two  other MEBs deployed  to
the region on  board amphibious  shipping. These forces  became the  lead
elements of the MEFs currently serving in Operation Desert Storm.

     Marine Expeditionary Units (MEUs)  are forward deployed routinely to
maintain influence and  enhance stability in regions  of interest. Afloat
in  task  organized amphibious  ready  groups, these  MEUs  represent our
nation's  nsce~,  immediately   responsive  amphibious  power  projection
capability M£Us  routinely deploy  with a special  operations capability.
The  22nd MEU recently  was tasked with  providing security for  the U.S.
Embassy  and the evacuation of  threatened U.S. and  foreign citizens and
diplomats in Liberia.

     Special-Purpose  MAGTFs   are  configured  to   accomplish  specific
missions.  These MAGTFs are organized, trained, and equipped to conduct a
wide range of conventional and unconventional operations. They can deploy
by a  variety of means and  normally are composed of  Marines and sailors
who are highly trained in both day and night operations, to include raids
and  strike operations. Recently, a Special Purpose MAGTF was formed from
amphibious  forces in Southwest Asia to respond rapidly to the unexpected
crisis in Somalia.  Two amphibious ups were detached  from the task force
operating in the Persian Gulf and raced to the crisis  area. Four hundred
and sixty miles from the objective, twflhelicopters loaded with a special
purpose  force  were  launched.  They were  r,&eled  inflight  by  Marine
aircraft.  Thir krce  was able to  reach Somalia  in time  to protect and
evacuate threatened American and foreign citizens, before returning to the
Persian Gulf to continue with its other mission.

     Any consideration  of conducting naval operations  in shallow waters
along the world's littorals raises the specter of mines. In  the maritime
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environment of the 1990s, we will have to be proficient  in mine warfare,
both offensive and defensive. On the  offensive, our P3 aircraft and  Air
Force B-52s can  carry large quantities of mines over  long distances and
place them with accuracy. Tactical carrier based and Marine aircraft also
can deliver  mines, as part  of a coordinated air  strike. Our submarines
can plant  mines in  heavily defended areas  and then  engage ships  with
torpedoes or cruise missiles, as they try to evade the mine fields.

     We have  focused most of  our mine  warfare efforts in  the area  of
countermeasures. Our  helicopter and surface  mine countermeasures forces
are  getting better  all the  time, but  we face  new challenges  as mine
technology spreads worldwide.  Shallow-water mines, for  example, readily
available  at low cost, are  simple weapons easily  employed by potential
adversaries. In  the 1990s, we will  continue to explore and  develop new
technologies,  including laser  mine detection  and the  use of  remotely
piloted underwater  vehicles for  locating and neutralizing  naval mines.
Our  surface mine  counter  measures force,  manned  by both  active  and
reserve  personnel employing these new technologies, will be a vital part
of our balanced naval force.

     An equally vital, though until recently less noticed contribution to
our  maritime power  is strategic sealift.  During the  first 60  days of
Operation  Desert Shield,  85% of  all cargo sent  into the  Persian Gulf
theater  moved by  sea. We  have long  recognized that  strategic sealift
would be  a critical  component of  our maritime  force structure  in the
1990s, and we were ready for the challenge.

     Over  the past  ten years,  we have  spent more  than $7  billion on
sealift.  Our  sealift force  numbers  130  ships, including  eight  fast
sealift ships capable of meeting demanding, highspeed  schedules, as they
carry vital  materials for forces  airlifted to  the scene of  action. We
expect to add to our inventory over the next few years.

     The  current  shipping pool  is sufficient  for scenarios  with long
warning  times, but  even large  numbers of  fast sealift ships  would be
insufficient for  most  shortwarning  scenarios.  This  is  why  we  have
maintained three sets of prepositioned equipment and sustainability on 13
naval  ships, with each set capable  of equipping and sustaining a Marine
Expeditionary  Brigade.. All of  these equipment sets,  together with the
Marines  who use  them,  are now  in  Saudi Arabia.  This  prepositioning
program  proved its  worth  despite  the  short  warning  time  and  long
distances  of Operation  Desert  Shield.  No  matter  what  the  mode  of
transportation,  however, sea  and air  superiority are  the keys  to our
ability to deliver materials when and where needed.

     Preserving our leadership base  is more important to our  ability to
maintain  maritime superiority  than any  category of  weapon systems  or
delivery platforms.  A professional officer and  enlisted leadership core
is essential for any combat ready military force. Rebuilding an educated,
trained, and experienced cadre of professional leaders takes a great deal
of time, and is far more difficult than rebuilding force structure.
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     Training and  education will be  top priorities  in the 1990s.  In a
constrained  fiscal environment,  a welltrained  and educated  force will
provide  the  highest payoff  for  our  investment. Professionalism  will
remain our primary  force multiplier. As the threats  we face become more
capable  and more  technologically sophisticated,  shrinking  both battle
space and reaction time,  we will not have the luxury of a practice shot;
we will have to do things right the first time.

     In addition to the  appropriate mix of skills and  experience levels
our personnel  force will require  in the  1990s, we also  will need  the
right mix of  active and reserve  forces. As specified  in Title 10,  U.S
Code, reserve forces  exist to buttress active forces in  times of war or
national  emergency, and  when other  exigencies demand.  The value  of a
ready, trained  reserve component  is being demonstrated  dramatically in
Operation  Desert Storm.  Navy  and Marine  Corps Reserve  personnel have
responded  superbly,  and are  integrated  into  our  force structure  to
enhance  not  only  our  capability  in  Southwest  Asia,  but  also  our
capability to maintain presence and respond to crises in other regions of
the world. We will continue to need the reserves.

     Since we  now anticipate  additional warning  time  with respect  to
global  threats,  we can  best use  shrinking  resources by  planning for
phased mobilization of those reserves needed to augment regular forces in
the   event  of  major  East/West  conflict.  Toward  that  end,  we  are
transferring  roughly 25% of our current inventory of surface combatants,
the  Knox  (FF-1052)  class frigates,  to  the  reserves.  Most of  these
frigates, primarily designed for  the ASW convoy mission, will  be placed
in reduced availability (ready for full duty in 180 days), with operating
time devoted exclusively to Selected Reserve training.

                     The Navy of the 1990s and Beyond

     How big a force do we need?

     The size of  our force  will be  determined by  the following  three
criteria:

     o    We need a force  capable of supporting the President's national
     security strategy. We must  be able to maintain forward  deployments
     and be  able to reinforce in the event of a regional contingency. We
     also must retain  sufficient strategic forces  to deter a  resurgent
     global threat.

     o    We need  a force  that can sustain  the level of  readiness and
     response capability required to  implement that strategy. To sustain
     that level of
     readiness,  our  ships,  submarines,   and  aircraft  must  be  well
      maintained and combat  ready. Sufficient time and  resources must be
     allocated  for  overhaul  and   maintenance.  We  also  must  afford
     opportunities  for  adequate  basic   and  advanced  training  in  a
     realistic, stressful environment.
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     o   Our people remain  the strong foundation upon which our maritime
     strength is built.  We must continue to attract and  retain the best
     of our nation's youth. To do that we must operate our force in a way
     that provides our sailors and Marines a decent, realistic quality of
     life beginning with stable sea  and shore rotation patterns. Current
     guidelines concerning the  time sailors  and Marines  are away  from
     home port must be  followed, even while force structure  shrinks. We
     also must provide  them adequate time for maintenance  and training.
     Our  sailors and Marines must  continue to have  confidence in their
     ships, their equipment, and their shipmates.

     With these criteria,  we can size our  balanced total force  for the
future at about  450 active and reserve ships, plus  three active and one
reserve  Marine division/wing teams  (Marine expeditionary forces). Plans
to achieve  necessary reductions are in  place. We will get  smaller in a
rational way.  And, we  remain committed to  building a  force that  will
provide a realistic and affordable margin of security for our nation.

     With a smaller force, we will  find it harder and harder to maintain
the wide balance of capabilities  required to counter sudden,  unexpected
geopolitical challenges and newly emerging threats or capabilities. There
are  clearly increased risks associated with a 25% reduction in our naval
forces. Given the fiscal realities of the coming decade, a force adequate
to meet our  quality of  life goals during  routine peacetime  operations
likely would be unable to support  a regional crisis or conflict for more
than a few months without major departure from the preferred rotation and
deployment policies. High tempo operations will be even more difficult to
sustain. Smaller  forces will be less well balanced, will have less surge
capability,  and will be  less able to  respond in a  timely manner. This
will place a premium on early political decisions. We must be careful not
to encourage,  by  untimely absence,  anyone  who might  seek to  fill  a
perceived  power  vacuum or  exploit an  apparent  weakness in  our force
structure.

     Moving into the 20th century's last  decade, the naval forces of the
United States have  adapted rapidly to the  dramatic changes of the  past
year and stand poised in anticipation  of changes yet to come. The forces
that U.S. taxpayers bought over the past decade have served us well; most
will still be with us,  forming the backbone of the fleet,  well into the
new century.

     As  we anticipate  the changes  and challenges  that lie  ahead, our
efforts will be focused on several key areas:

     o    Training  and education,  because they  are  our primary  force
     multipliers

     o      Joint and  combined  operations,  because  they generate  the
     greatest combat capability in the shortest time

     o      Power  projection,  because  it  is  the  key  to  successful
     implementation of a stability strategy
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     o    Deployment-flexibility, because we must make adjustments to get
     the job done with a smaller force

     o    Surge capability, because  a premium will be  placed on getting
     adequate combat power rapidly to the scene of action.

     We  also must  continue to  ensure that,  as technology  evolves, we
employ  it to  our best  advantage,  and have  the capability  to counter
developments by others,  if required. The  technological gap between  our
systems and those of  potential adversaries most likely will  narrow, but
we must never lose our comparative advantage.

     We must match technology to the battle space of the  future, keeping
in mind  that many of our platforms  will spend three or  more decades in
active  service.  Low  observables,  improved  weapon  seekers,  remotely
piloted  vehicles,  netted   highspeed  computers,  and  multidimensional
electronic warfare  and command,  control and communications  systems are
some of the promising areas we are exploring actively.

     An  affordable technological  advantage is  essential to  successful
implementation  of our  national strategy.  The fiscal  realities  of the
19905 have made affordability an  evermore important factor in sustaining
our  maritime strength.  To  meet this  challenge,  we have  initiated  a
topdown Total Quality Leadership approach throughout the Navy and  Marine
Corps. Our  goal is to  strive for continuous  improvements, in order  to
provide  the  best  affordable mix  of  forces  and  capabilities and  to
maintain  those forces in a high state of  readiness, able to get the job
done right the first time.

     New developments, as  dramatic and unforeseen as those capturing our
attention and  imagination over the past  year, surely lie  ahead. But as
ongoing  events in the Soviet  Union and Southwest  Asia demonstrate, the
future may not  be as different from the  past as we once hoped  it might
be.

     In the years ahead our nation's leaders still will find naval forces
just as  useful, just as  necessary, and just  as important as  they have
been  so often during the years of the Cold War. In peacetime, crisis, or
conflict, naval forces will continue to serve our nation and our national
leadership  through  a wide  range of  roles  and military  options, from
sensitive representation  to massive  retaliation. They will  continue to
provide  a  stabilizing  forward  presence,  protecting  U.S.  lives  and
property, and safeguarding the commerce of our maritime nation. They will
continue  to  demonstrate  America's resolve,  forestalling  or punishing
hostile acts, and, if required, engaging in combat.

     Naval  forces have a staying power and mix of capabilities unique to
our nation's  armed forces.  Independent of  political access or  foreign
bases, they have the capability to act swiftly and decisively anywhere in
the  world through unilateral action, joint U.S. forces operations, or as
part of a coalition of allies.
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     Future  large scale  regional  deployments, like  Operations  Desert
Shield and Desert Storm, necessarily will be joint service efforts. Naval
forces,  complementing  and  enhancing  the  capabilities  of  the  other
services,  will  serve as  enabling  and  participatory elements,  making
possible  rapid and  effective concentration  of  the country's  power in
support of our national interests and security policies, anywhere.

     The  task before us one  which needs to be  kept in clear focus more
than at  any time in  the last  four decades is  to avoid relearning  the
lessons of the past as we adjust to the geopolitical and fiscal realities
of the present and prepare for the future. This future, regardless of its
uncertainty, will  still require  the United  States to have  a Navy  and
Marine Corps  of  sufficient  size,  quality, and  capability  to  ensure
freedom of  the seas and the application of naval power to maintain peace
and stability wherever our national interests lie.
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                              Chapter 4.D.4
                                  * * *
                        Time To Take a Flying Jump

             Vice Admiral Robert F. Dunn, U.S. Navy (Retired)

     For  67 years the  U.S. Navy has operated  conventional take off and
landing (CTOL)  aircraft from aircraft carriers. From  Langley to Abraham
Lincoln  their performance has been  near impeccable and,  since early in
World War II, carriers  and the CTOL planes that fly  from them have been
essential  to  virtually  every  U.S.  and  many  allied  naval  efforts.
Procedures for  arming, launching, recovering, and  maintaining ever more
sophisticated  aircraft  from  larger  and  ever  more  capable  aircraft
carriers have been  honed to  a fine art.  Yet, it  now appears that  the
pinnacle of such art may have been reached.

     The   requirement  to   perform   in  increasingly   complex  combat
environments has led to the development of ever larger aircraft which, in
turn, has led to requirements for longer (or more powerful) catapults and
landing  run  outs. Both  requirements mean  larger ships.  Yet, carriers
cannot be made  larger without also making  them deeper and  wider, which
then brings ship handling, navigation, dry docking, and cost problems. It
is a paradox with  no immediately apparent resolution, save  one: powered
lift.

     Powered lift, vectored thrust  to provide vertical/short takeoff and
landing (VSTOL) capabilities for  highspeed and high performance aircraft
has been  used for more than twenty years  now. So far, such powered lift
aircraft  have  been  inferior to  their  CTOL  contemporaries in  range,
endurance,  and load  carrying  prowess. That  gap is  narrowing quickly,
however. With new  engines and  modern flight controls  and avionics,  it
will not take  much developmental  effort to produce  VSTOL "jump  jets,"
that can replace  CTOL aircraft in several, if not  all, carrier aircraft
missions.

________________________________________________________________________
     Admiral  Dunn commanded  VA-146 during  the Vietnam  War, and  later
commanded an attack carrier  air wing, the USS Saratoga  (CV-60), Carrier
Group Eight,  and Naval Air Forces,  Atlantic. He was Assistant  Chief of
Naval Operations, Air Warfare (OP-05)  when ho retired in 1989. A  former
chairman of the Naval Institute's Editorial Board, he is a Senior Advisor
to the Naval Institute.

______________________
     Reprinted from Proceedings, by  permission January 1991. Copyright @
1991 U.S. Naval Institute.
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     VSTOL  brings a  number  of extremely  important  attributes to  the
operation  of aircraft  at sea.  First, and  most obviously,  the carrier
commanding  officer  would no  longer  be completely  constrained  by the
vagaries of  the  natural wind  as he  attempted to  maintain an  optimum
tactical profile. Under most conditions, VSTOL aircraft could be launched
and recovered without having to turn into the wind and  steam steadily on
a  predictable "Fox Corpen," a course easily discerned by submariners and
missile shooters alike.

     The  already  demonstrated  flexibility  and  response  of  seabased
aircraft would be further enhanced  by reducing dependence upon catapults
and  arresting gear.  Both systems  are vulnerable  to battle  damage and
mechanical malfunction, and there is no sign that such vulnerability will
be reduced significantly in the near future.

     While  too often oversold as  an attribute, VSTOL  aircraft could be
operated  from  outlying ships  on an  interim  basis. In  a circumstance
wherein an emergency landing  platform is required, a VSTOL  aircraft has
options considerably in  excess of what a CTOL has:  almost any flat deck
could be used, not just one with arresting gear.

     Finally, and almost as  important, the age  old problem of deck  re-
spot  to accommodate either landings  or takeoffs could  be minimized. By
releasing  the  carrier from  the  slavery  of  "cycle  times,"  tactical
flexibility  and response could be significantly enhanced. As long ago as
1980  a  paper delivered  to the  American  Institute of  Aeronautics and
Astronautics made  this very point. {1} It  also arrived at several other
very interesting conclusions, among which were the following:

     o  VSTOL  aircraft can be on  the order of 30% larger  than CTOL and
     still  permit  the  same size  air  wing.  This  is because  VSTOL's
     vertical landing mode frees most of the angle deck recovery area for
     additional parking unavailable to CTOL.

     o   Given equal cost, VSTOL provides better mission performance with
     fewer aircraft.

     o   Given equal mission  performance, VSTOL costs  less and operates
     with significantly fewer aircraft.

     Such conclusions  are only the  tip of  the iceberg, of  course. The
true value of VSTOL to sea based operations won't be known until VSTOL is
put to sea. What is known is that the combat maneuverability  of a modern
VSTOL fighter  is  far in  excess  of any  CTOL  fighter and  the  sortie
generation rate is significantly better.

     Much  is made of the  "performance penalty" inherent  in an aircraft
that  can take off  and land without catapults  and arresting gear. There
may have been truth to this in years past, but the penalty has diminished
rapidly with  the new technology. Besides,  not much is ever  made of the
corresponding penalty attendant  to a CTOL  carrier aircraft: folding  or
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swing  wings, extra strong keel,  nose tow structure,  heavy duty landing
gear, hook and so on.

     All of  this, plus the  requirement to stay  into the wind  for long
periods and the need  to rely on sometimes fickle catapults and arresting
gear and  their intensive manpower militate  in favor of getting  on with
powered lift.

     It does not militate in favor of smaller aircraft carriers, however.
While to some extent  modern American aircraft carriers have  indeed been
driven  to their large  size by the  need for certain  minimum launch and
landing distances, the more  significant drivers of large size  have been
the requirements for adequate sea keeping in the worst  kinds of weather,
economy  of scale in  support, and the  need to concentrate  force. These
requirements do not go away with the advent of powered lift aircraft. The
fleet will still  have to operate in the very  poorest of weather, people
and supplies will not be sufficient to distribute among a large number of
smaller platforms, and an  adequate number of aircraft must  be available
to  provide continuous  combat air  patrol, airborne  early warning,  ASW
patrol, and  strike  simultaneously and  continuously.  The best  way  to
effect all of  that is from the  deck of a  very large ship: an  aircraft
carrier.

     The aircraft carrier, then, will continue to be the  backbone of the
U.S. Navy. It will  be a carrier much as we know it  today as far as size
and  ship handling performance, but its main armament and, therefore, its
flexibility  and contribution  to the  battle force  will be  changed and
increased significantly. The time to begin moving toward that is now. The
Navy should get on with it.

                                   Note

     1.   Virevic, H. and Rivierz, W.  "CTOL VTOL Comparison: A View From
the Deck."  Naval Air Engineering  Center, Lakehurst,  New Jersey,  paper
(AIAA-80-1812) delivered at the AIAA aircraft systems meeting, 4-6 August
1980, Anaheim, California.
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                              Chapter 4.D.5
                                  * * *
                        SSN: The Queen of the Seas

           Rear Admiral W. J. Holland, Jr., U.S. Navy (Retired)

     The United States' need for maritime superiority stands as the
fundamental  goal   of  this  country's  naval   forces.  Discussions  of
strategies maritime are  in danger of losing focus in the excitement over
the  Persian Gulf  war and  potential Third  World conflicts  and in  the
concern  over the  coming reduction  of force  levels resulting  from the
apparent end  of the Cold War. But despite these events and concerns, one
should  not be misled  by myopic emphasis  on low intensity  conflicts or
requirements for  power projection.  The first  mission of a  navy is  to
control the sea.

     For this mission, submarine will have to be the primary component of
naval  forces for any country which is seriously concerned about maritime
superiority,  even  though  submarines   have  little  utility  in  power
projection  scenarios such  as  are now  occurring  in the  Middle  East.
Indeed,  historian  John  Keegan flatly  asserts  that  "the  era of  the
submarine as the  predominant weapon of  power at  sea must therefore  be
recognized as having begun. It is already the ultimate deterrent . . . It
is now also the ultimate capital ship, deploying the means to destroy any
surface fleet that enters its zone of operations." {1}

     Serious students of naval power have to agree with Keegan. Arguments
in  favor of other forces do  not diminish or disguise  the truth that in
the  future, the nuclear attack submarine will control the battlefield at
sea.  The  Falkland Islands  campaign  demonstrated  clearly how  nuclear
submarines now set the conditions of maritime war. Other naval forces are
unable to function when opposed by even a few nuclear submarines. For the
foreseeable future,  possession of nuclearpowered submarines  will be the
sine qua non of maritime power.

________________________________________________________________________
     Rear Admiral Holland entered the submarine force in 1957 and, except
for three assignments of less than five years served in submarine related
assignments until  1987. He  commanded U.S.S. Pintado  (SSN 672),  U.S.S.
Plunger (SSN  595), Submarine  Squadrons One  and Seven, Submarine  Group
Five, and the Submarine School.

_________________________
     Reprinted by  permission from the  Naval War College  Review, Spring
1991.
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     Nuclear  powered submarines  can operate  with impunity in  the open
ocean,  the littoral,  and even  the coastal  plains, up  to and  in some
circumstances inside the  hundredfoot curve. {2}  They presently have  no
real opposition,  and no effective  opponent other  than another  nuclear
submarine can  be envisioned. Nuclear submarines  threaten surface forces
with extinction.  Against surface  forces, so  onesided is the  situation
that nuclear  submarines are  able to  determine the  time  and place  of
battle, select  the most advantageous line  of attack, and seek  or avoid
engagement   as  they   choose.  Moreover,   the  submarine's   intrinsic
characteristic, invisibility, compels an adversary to operate as if it is
present.  Its  mere  existence  capitalizes  on  the  proclivity  of  all
intelligence activities to predict the worstcase  threats. Thus, like the
Soviets or the  Argentines, any power seeking to use  the seas when faced
with a force  of nuclear attack submarines will have  to create expensive
ASW bastions or retire from the battlefield.

     The  parallel between  the  SSN and  the  queen on  a  chessboard is
instructive. Mobility  makes the queen more powerful  and self sufficient
than any other  piece, or indeed even most combinations  of other pieces.
Properly handled, the queen  is very difficult to take  unless enormously
onesided circumstances exist.  Like the  queen, the SSN  can intrude  and
operate alone in otherwise enemy controlled territory. Most chess players
will sacrifice  many less  powerful pieces  in order to  protect and  use
their queens. Similarly, in  constructing a navy of global  dimensions, a
fascination with less  powerful though useful pieces  should not distract
one's attention from the importance of the capital piece.

     The principles  underlying the U.S.  Maritime Strategy apply  to all
conflicts  which  have a  maritime  dimension.  Submarines serve  as  the
primary  instrument to carry the  attack early and  decisively into enemy
waters. In the  only maritime war since  the invention of nuclear  power,
the Falklands campaign, the Royal Navy's plan was in essence the Maritime
Strategy set in  the Southern Hemisphere.  Nuclear submarines arrived  on
scene first and  effectively eliminated  any and all  threats from  enemy
carrierbased and surface  forces. Argentina  did not have  a weak or  bad
navy;  in  fact, it  was  far better  than  most countries'  and  in some
respects  a formidable  opponent. Yet  this navy,  in the  face of  a few
British nuclear  submarines, lost  its major  capital ship  and retreated
ignominiously  into  port. Its  future useful  role  in the  campaign was
limited to using its attack aircraft from bases in the homeland.

     The  difficulty  of  antisubmarine  warfare  has  been  continuously
underestimated  since  the  submarine  was invented.  Every  opponent  of
submarines  has overestimated  his  ability to  counteract the  submarine
threat  and has  underestimated  the  potential  of enemy  submarines  to
interdict  his lines of communication.  That condition exists  in most of
the world today. Inexperienced  in ASW, with little understanding  of the
true potential dangers,  even the  majority  of naval  officers  consider
the  submarine threat to be overstated  until operating in the presence of
a potentially hostile submarine.



293

     Those  who have  actually faced  a submarine  threat agree  with the
Chief of  Naval  Operations'  position in  his  1990  Posture  Statement:
"Detecting and  killing modern quiet  submarines (nuclear and  diesel) is
the most difficult task in modern warfare." The editor of Jane's Fighting
Ships asserts that the United States has the only navy in the world which
can field the forces, both in quantity and quality, to wield an effective
defense  against submarines. Among those who have been involved more than
casually  with the  U.S.  Navy's  efforts  in  ASW,  there  is  universal
agreement  that  no  defense can  be  foolproof  and  that the  resources
required for effective defense against even one submarine are very large.
Appreciation for these difficulties  seems to be limited to  those within
the  dedicated  ASW communities.  Yet those  who  downplay or  ignore the
future  submarine threat  risk  becoming kin  of  those devotees  of  the
bayonet  who sent thousands "over  the top" in  World War I  to walk into
machinegun fire.

     By  being able to arrive early  at any scene (even waters ostensibly
"controlled"  by an enemy),  to operate wherever  in the water  column is
most  beneficial  to  either hunt  or  hide,  and  to endure  unsupported
throughout long periods, the nuclear submarine has innate advantages that
other platforms  lack. These  advantages make  the nuclear  submarine the
first  line of  attack  against  enemy  shipping  of  any  kind.  Nuclear
submarines can  be particularly effective when operating  in well defined
areas against  conventionally powered submarines. Nuclear  submarines are
vastly  superior to diesel submarines  in any circumstance;  but when the
conflict  allows time  for prolonged  ASW operations,  the SSN  versus 55
contest is totally  onesided.  It is  folly to maintain a  conventionally
powered submarine force with any  expectation that it will be of  any use
against nuclearpowered submarines.

     Nevertheless, while conventionally powered submarines do not possess
the overwhelming advantages  of those with nuclear power, they  do pose a
serious  threat to  surface  ships. The  Argentine  submarines made  life
difficult,  though not  unbearable,  for the  Royal  Navy. Even  had  the
Argentines been  able to  get more  than  half of  their submarine  force
underway or had those deployed been  handled better, it is unlikely  that
they would have substantially changed the outcome of the campaign. On the
other  hand, John Keegan notes  that the Royal  Navy's nuclear submarines
drove  the Argentine  fleet  from the  sea,  "risking in  the process  no
effective retaliation whatsoever." {3}

     For presence missions, blockades, and demonstrations, submarines are
probably less  effective than  almost any  other force  except airplanes.
Their  virtue, invisibility,  becomes  a drawback.  In contrast,  against
developed  nations which  have  some investment  in  seaborne traffic  or
states which have littoral  interests, they can be an effective political
weapon because of their obvious capability for disruption of that traffic
and domination of coastal waters. Now that  the evidence of the Falklands
campaign exists, every maritime  user must acknowledge  the potential  of
the  submarine's power; The swift mobility  and the endurance of nuclear
submarines means that  oppo nents must consider that they will  be on station
almost at the inception of any confrontation.
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     Unlike most  other military entities, one submarine  is an effective
unit which  can be deployed as soon  as it is ready  for action. A single
submarine  is a  meaningful and  effective task  force. No  critical mass
exists; the  ship need  not wait  for escorts, supply  ships, or  airwing
modifications.  The ability  to  be dispatched  instantly and  to transit
faster than any  other force  more than compensates  for the  limitations
imposed   on  concentration   arising   from  considerations   of  mutual
interference.

     Once  shooting starts  in a  conflict, regardless  of its  size, the
submarine  will  exercise  that   control  of  the  maritime  battlefield
demonstrated by the  Royal Navy  in the Falklands.  This total  dominance
foreclosed any realistic alternative  to the Argentines except surrender.
Similar leverage will exist in persuading the political leadership of any
country which uses the sea of the  futility of combat in the face of such
forces.

     In future operations both large  and small, large magazine  capacity
will  be  of  immense advantage.  Magazine  capacity  has  always been  a
limiting feature of submarine operations. While the Seawolfs torpedo room
is  large  in order  to take  advantage  of the  target-rich environments
presented  by Soviet  bastions, it  will have  even greater  advantage in
future  seacontrol  and interdiction  missions.  With  plenty of  weapons
space, submarines can  routinely be  armed with a  substantial number  of
mines  and missiles in  addition to torpedoes.  This will enable  them to
engage quickly in a wide variety of situations over an extended period of
time.

     These  arguments  bear  on the  design  and  construction  of future
submarines. Navies are  likely to return  to the mode  of the  nineteenth
century, when  few ships were  built and those  constructed served for  a
very long  time. This  practice dictates that  the portions of  the ships
which  cannot be replaced or modified after construction, i.e., hulls and
propulsion systems, should be the best that can be built and large enough
to  accommodate change  and  improvement. Weapon  systems  now are  being
changed at least  twice and the electronics  four times in the life  of a
hull.  This pace will probably increase as  the number of hulls goes down
and the life of the ships goes tip. Because the vast range of  situations
which may be faced by  a ship being constructed to last up to forty years
cannot  be  predicted, any  design should  include the  latest technology
known at the time  and space to  add or change  contents over the  ship's
life.

     Another  consideration  in  planning for  a  distant  future  is the
evidence that shipbuilding  in the  United States is  likely to become  a
public works project related more to the economy and political power than
to the  needs of the international arena.  In such a case,  ships will be
built in  small numbers to employ a  working voter population. The number
of ships built will be small but steady. As potential threats become less
obvious,  the worth  of  units and  systems  built for  narrowly  defined
scenarios  or special  purposes will  decline. Since  the future  is only
dimly  perceived,  the most  valuable  investments will  be  in flexible,
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mobile forces with a wide range of capabilities.

     These considerations are of  greater importance in high  rather than
low  technology applications. The submarine is not only a high technology
vehicle, but it has  gained more from advancing technologies  than almost
any other military  force, component or system. Technological advances in
sensors, processing, propulsion, quieting,  and weapons have made today's
submarine  a much more formidable opponent to its foes than its ancestors
of World War I and II were to their adversaries. Nothing seems to promise
to  change this  relationship;  the gap  between  the submarine  and  its
adversaries will continue  to widen.  There is no  known phenomena  which
will substantially  reduce the  submarine's invisibility.  The increasing
capability  of  space  surveillance  coupled  with  precision navigation,
direct  communications, and concentrated  processing equipments threatens
all targets above and on the face  of the earth, while aiding those below
it. Autonomous and  remotely operated  vehicles launched in  the sea  can
extend  the  submarine's  reach  into  the  most  tightly  contained  and
controlled sanctuaries, just as cruise missiles already extend the  reach
of  submarine weapons  well  inland to  the  most difficult  and  heavily
defended land targets.

     The United  States needs  the oceans, economically  and politically.
This  country must  be  able  to  exercise  the  leverage  that  maritime
superiority  grants. For  the foreseeable  future, the  nuclear submarine
will  remain  the  most  powerful weapon  on  the  maritime  battlefield.
Although a monopoly or even dominance of this weapon by one nation cannot
be assured, its  wide proliferation is  unlikely. Like aircraft  carriers
and nuclear weapons, nuclear  submarines are not only very  expensive but
require extensive  infrastructure,  specialized industrial  talents,  and
skilled  personnel to such an  extent that the  vast majority of maritime
states cannot consider acquiring or operating them.

     Even if  there are not  a lot of major  threats, even if  the Soviet
submarine  force  should mysteriously  sink  at  its piers,  the  nuclear
submarine must remain as the offensive core of our navy. Serious  efforts
and major resources must be devoted to this weapon system  because of its
importance,  and not  denied because  its immediate  utility in  small or
isolated  contests seems slight. To maintain the superiority on the ocean
developed dur ing World War II, the United States must continue to field the
most powerful and advanced nuclear submarines, the queens of the sea.

                                  Notes

     1.  John Keegan, The Price of Admiralty, quoted in Military History
Quarterly, Vol. I, No. 1, Autumn 1988, p. 9.

     2.  I know the "hundred-foot curve" is a shocker, but I've been
there.

     3.  Keegan, op. cit., p. 9.
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                              Chapter 4.D.6
                                  * * *
                      I. SSN: The Queen of the Seas?

                            Graham Rhys-Jones

     We have it on good authority that the dropping of a canvas bag over
U-boat periscopes  was  among the  desperate remedies  considered by  the
British during the early days of  World War I. There is no  evidence that
the measure was successful or even that it was tried.

     But  in "SSN:  The Queen  of the  Seas," someone  does seem  to have
slipped a canvas bag over Rear Admiral Holland's periscope as he looks at
the question of sea control from his position beneath the waves.

     If  Admiral  Holland's  purpose were  simply  to  remind  us of  the
formidable capability of the nuclear attack submarine, or to warn us that
contemporary  preoccupations with  the  navy's power  projection  mission
should not  result in too radical  a change to the  current naval pecking
order, one could scarcely take issue with him. But his description of the
SSN as the "sine  qua non of maritime power," his uncritical use of terms
such as "the  predominant weapon"  and "the ultimate  capital ship,"  are
more  than  rhetorical flourishes.  They  suggest  a  vision of  maritime
warfare  that  is  centered  largely,  if  not  exclusively,  around  the
submarine.

     What  seems  to be  missing from  Admiral  Holland's article  is one
single  concession to  the idea  that control  of the  sea  (the military
condition that enables us to use the sea for our own purposes and to deny
such use to the enemy) is achieved only through the  combined action of a
spectrum  of   diverse  though  complementary  weapon   systems  surface,
subsurface, and air.  The SSN is an important part of the mix, but a part
nonetheless.

     This was never shown more clearly than  in the Falklands, an episode
that Admiral Holland cites in support of his case.  The "total dominance"
of  the  SSN, he  claims, "foreclosed  any  realistic alternative  to the
Argentines except

________________________________________________________________________
     Mr. Rhys-Jones  is a  retired Royal Navy  officer and  antisubmarine
specialist. He holds  a Master's Degree  in International Relations  from
Cambridge.  He  is  currently working  at  the  Naval  War College  as  a
Secretary of the  Navy Research Fellow and  is conducting research  for a
book on naval strategy.

________________________
     Reprinted  by  permission of  the Naval  War College  Review, Spring
1991.
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surrender."  Many, not least those  soldiers and marines  who "yomped" to
Port Stanley, might dispute this simplistic view of cause and effect. But
confining ourselves to the naval aspects of the campaign, it is important
to remember that  the dominance of the SSN was  anything but "total." The
presence of  nuclear submarines may have confined  the major units of the
Argentine fleet  to harbour; but it  did not prevent the  resupply of the
islands by sea,  nor did it relieve  British commanders of  anxiety about
subsurface  and air threats. The threat to British objectives was broadly
based, and a balanced mix of maritime capability was needed  to deal with
it.  It is  this mix,  and not the  SSN, which  is the  "sine quo  non of
maritime power."

     The SSN is a  capable weapon, not least in the hands of our enemies.
Let us agree that the West must keep its  technical edge, and continue to
think  deeply about how  best to employ the  nuclear submarine and combat
it. We would  do well, however, to avoid what  Captain Roskill called the
heresy of the dominant weapon. This has served too often to distort naval
war  planning and material development  from the days  of the Dreadnought
onward.
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                              Chapter 4.D.7
                                  * * *
                     II. SSN: The Queen of the Seas?

              Captain Timothy E. Somes, U.S. Navy (Retired)

     Admiral Holland  and I have  shared an  ardent zeal for  the nuclear
attack submarine since l was his student almost thirty years ago. It is a
wonderful  naval platform with great  potential as an  instrument of war;
however,  his enthusiasm  and  mine notwithstanding,  the modern  nuclear
submarine's potential remains unproven. For that reason the United States
must continue to invest in a carefully balanced force with  a broad range
of  interlinked,  synergistic  capabilities. History  convincingly  warns
against concentrating on  single platforms  at the expense  of a  broadly
based inventory of forces, ships, and supporting systems.

     Clausewitz cautions that war is merely the continuation of policy by
other means. Naval War College students examine example after  historical
example which suggest the folly of assuming that  a tactical advantage in
a weapon  of war, or even the  success of skillfully executed operational
campaigns,  will  necessarily  lead  to strategic  victory.  Yet  Admiral
Holland's  metaphor, describing  the  SSN as  the  "queen of  the  seas,"
suggests that he may feel that a few tactically powerful platforms equate
to  strategic  success. In  the decade  before World  War I,  the British
undoubtedly held  similar views  as they  poured their  national treasury
into that  generation's  "ultimate capital  ship." But  the lowly  German
diesel  submarines,  in  an  unanticipated  campaign,  outmaneuvered  the
tactically superior British "dreadnoughts."

     The German submarine  campaign failed, in  turn, partly because  the
German  leadership  failed  to  appreciate  the  difference  between  the
tactical success of their unlimited submarine campaign and the disastrous
strategic  consequences of drawing the United States into the war against
them. Ultimately, of course,

________________________________________________________________________
     A  professor in  the  National Security  Decision Making  department
Captain Somes  headed the Naval  War College's Joint  Military Operations
department for a number of years. A  veteran of many years at sea in  the
submarine force, he  commanded U.S.S.  Jantes Monroe (SSBN  622) and  was
Deputy Commander, Submarine Squadron Ten.

______________________
     Reprinted by  permission  of the  Naval War  College Review,  Spring
1991.
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it was the armies of the Western alliance which decided the war's outcome
armies Put on the European  continent by a vast array of  merchant ships,
even while control of  the seas was still an open  contest. Now, as then,
nations  should be suspicious of alleged  "ultimate capital ships." World
War I  is but one example proving that maritime superiority is an elusive
commodity, and  one  not  gained through  a  single  focus.  Furthermore,
historical  evidence suggests  that maritime  superiority alone  does not
lead to the ability to achieve strategic success during war.

     Admiral Holland  focuses on the  Falklands War of  1982 to  make his
case  for the overwhelming superiority of the nuclear submarine. To argue
that two  44 year  old  torpedoes fired  by  a modern  British  submarine
against a 44 year old Argentine cruiser proves the dominant nature of the
nuclear submarine is to ignore both the nature of  war in general and the
complexity of that maritime campaign in particular. If the Argentines had
fully  understood the value of  Stanley airfield and  quickly upgraded it
for tactical aircraft use after its capture (as the British did after its
recapture), their tactical aircraft  could have dominated the surrounding
ocean. Time would then have played on their side.

     To  give Admiral Holland's argument  its due, the  retirement of the
Argentine  navy to  its bases  after the  sinking of  its cruiser  by the
British submarine  was not insignificant; but it did not decide the issue
of sea control. Local sea control remained bitterly contested by mainland
based Argentine  air force  and naval  aircraft for  many more  days. The
Royal Navy lost a significant  number of ships to these aircraft,  flying
at  the limits of their range, while  the British put ashore their ground
forces  from a variety of  amphibious and merchant  vessels. It was these
troops, supported by  a large  number of unglamorous  but vital  logistic
ships  (merchant and  military), that  ultimately defeated  the Argentine
ground forces in the Falklands, thus deciding the outcome of the war.

     Admiral  Holland's analogy of the SSN to a chessboard queen suggests
tremendous dangers as  well as  potential power. His  metaphor brings  to
mind  the  Bismarck, tactically  without peer  but  hounded by  the Royal
Navy's many smaller ships as it attempted to disappear into the trackless
wastes of the open Atlantic, and finally receiving the coup de grace from
lowly  biplanes.  Nor should  we forget  the  Japanese Tocus  on American
battleships  at Pearl Harbor, the keen attention the aircraft carrier has
long drawn, or the more recent attention the SSBN has gained.

     The  large weapons  capacity, high  speed, and  significant tactical
capabilities  of the newest American submarines come with a premium price
tag  and.small numbers. A  full weapons load,is  a significant additional
investment.  Is  it  wise  to  turn  our  smaller,  tactically successful
platforms  into costly  strategic "queens"?  Though few in  number, these
would be valuable enough to be hunted relentlessly by forces individually
inferior  but collectively  formidable. Surely  the American  and British
success in de feating the huge numbers of German  submarines in  the  Battle
of  the  Atlantic through  these  very tactics should suggest caution.
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     Admiral  Holland  and I  agree on  his  most important  points: "The
United States needs  the oceans, economically and politically;"  and "the
leverage  that maritime superiority grants"  is indeed a powerful element
of  our nation's  security strategy.  But  this strategy  is  based on  a
comprehensive  mix  of military  capabilities  and  forces. As  Operation
Desert Shield/Desert  Storm in Southwest Asia  emphasizes, the protection
of  American interests  and  the ability  to  achieve our  stated  policy
objectives require a tremendously complex military force.

     Our submarine  capabilities certainly  have helped to  guarantee the
ability of  the coalition to  use the  oceanic lines of  communication to
support  Desert Shield/Desert Storm; but  the interdiction efforts of the
many surface vessels in support of the U.N. embargo are no less important
to achieving the coalition's  strategic goals than the employment  of the
SSNs. Tomahawk cruise missiles, some launched by SSNs, have made a useful
contribution  to the coalition's air campaign, but the numbers fired pale
in comparison  to the ordnance delivered week after week by air force and
naval  aircraft and  by  other systems.  And  surely the  success of  the
strategic sealift  in moving the  prodigious quantities  of ground  force
equipment  and supplies  should remind  all of  us  once again  that "sea
power"  and  "maritime superiority"  are  meaningless  without the  vital
element of sealift.

     The first mission of a navy is not "to  control the sea," as Admiral
Holland suggests. The  only "mission" of a nation's navy  is to provide a
maritime  force  carefully balanced  with  the  other components  of  the
nation's  total  military  force   to  guarantee  the  nation's  security
interests.   This  total   force   must  include   adequate  numbers   of
technologically  advanced  submarines.  Both  SSBNs and  SSNs  are  major
deterrent elements of this total force, but numbers and capabilities must
be  weighed against  the  assessed potential  threat,  Soviet and  other.
Submarines  alone do not come  close to constituting  a balanced maritime
component of America's required total military force structure.

     Submarines have  been successful  because they  are covert;  but, as
stealth  technology aircraft  remind us,  non-detectability comes  with a
significant price. In addition,  covertness presents a submerged platform
from performing efficiently,  effectively, and at a reasonable  cost many
of the tasks that a maritime nation is required to perform day in and day
out,  in peacetime  and  wartime. A  highly  capable submarine  force  is
essential insurance,  but  like insurance  it must  be purchased  wisely,
based on assessed risk. As with any balanced investment plan diversity is
essential to  avoid surprise.  Let us  avoid focusing  on "queens of  the
seas" or "ultimate  capital ships."  Rather, let us  sustain a  carefully
constructed balance  of integrable maritime platforms  and systems which,
when  combined with  the rest  of America's  total force  structure, will
provide us with the military capability to adequately defend our security
interests.
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                                  * * *
                            Attack Submarines:
                    The Case for Negotiated Reductions

                              James L. Lacy

                        Not available at this time
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                              Chapter 4.D.9
                                  * * *
                     Say Good by to the Cutter Fleet?

               Commander Bruce B. Stubbs, U.S. Coast Guard

                               Introduction

     Around the year 2010 the Coast Guard's medium and high endurance
cutters will face block obsolescence. The 41 major cutters in  this fleet
represent the bulk  of the  Coast Guard's seagoing  capability. Both  the
RELIANCE (WMEC-615) and HAMILTON (WHEC-715) classes will approach the end
of their extended service  lives, while the FAMOUS (WMEC-901)  class will
come within range of its service life. (See figure 1.)

     Today's  emerging realities  do not  guarantee replacement  of these
cutters.  Reduced federal budgets, the end of the Cold War, revolutionary
advances  in technology, and possible  new roles for  the Navy profoundly
affect requirements  for new Coast Guard  ships. The Coast Guard  faces a
formidable  process  to  justify   a  replacement  cutter  in  this   new
environment. Unfortunately, the absence  of some essentials for effective
force planning make this process even more difficult.

     The Coast Guard lacks a fully integrated force planning framework to
generate future requirements. The present method of force planning relies
almost entirely  on capability assessment  and cannot fully  contend with
the demands of today's emerging realities. The Coast Guard needs a  force
planning model  that combines  various  approaches into  a cohesive,  all
encompassing method,  i.e., top  down tasking  (how  to achieve  national
interests), scenario (how to respond  to circumstances), and mission area
analysis (functional capability) structure. {1}

________________________________________________________________________
     CDR  Bruce B.  Stubbs, USCG, is  a 1970  graduate of  the U.S. Coast
Guard Academy.  He has served in  USS BADGER (FF-1071) while  deployed to
Vietnam  and has commanded USCGC  HARRIET LANE (WMEC-903).  Ashore he has
had  duty on the staffs of the  National Security Council and Coast Guard
Headquarters. Currently on the  faculty of the  Naval War College, he  is
assigned  as the Coast  Guard Advisor to  the President of  the Naval War
College.

__________________________
     Printed by  permission of the author. A  version of this article has
been submitted to the U.S. Naval Institute.
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Another  missing  essential  for  effective force  planning  is  explicit
mission  tasking. In  the next  century the  Coast Guard  may not  have a
national  security  role.  The change  in  U.S.Soviet  relations and  the
planned  reductions in the defense budget may lessen the requirements for
the  Coast Guard's principal national security role, its Maritime Defense
Zone  command  responsibilities.  These  developments,  coupled with  the
apparent lack of any other wartime mission statement, might not provide a
national security rationale for  a replacement cutter. Without corrective
action, the Coast Guard may not have a cutter fleet in the next century.

   Figure 1. Service Life of Major Classes of U.S. Coast Guard Cutters

                 Current Missions of the U.S. Coast Guard

     Essentially,  the Coast Guard  provides the nation  a capability for
conducting federal maritime services. The service has a national domestic
role and a national security role, but national security is not the Coast
Guard's raison d'etre. The Coast Guard is a multimission agency with four
broad   mission  areas  in  the  maritime  arena:  (1)  safety,  (2)  law
enforcement, (3) environmental protection,  and (4) defense readiness. At
all times  the Coast Guard  is an  armed force. However,  it is  the only
armed  force located in the  Department of Transportation  (DOT), and not
the Department of Defense (DOD).
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     Currently,  only  three Coast  Guard  mission  programs require  the
services of medium and high endurance cutters: (1) search and rescue, (2)
defense operations, and (3) enforcement of laws and treaties. These three
missions are found under the Coast Guard's  four mission areas (see Figure
2). The search  and rescue  mission  and the  enforcement  of laws  and
trea ties mission  come under the Coast  Guard's national domestic  role,
while the defense  operations mission is under the  Coast Guard's national
security role. The  Coast Guard's task is to predict if these missions will
remain valid and  if so, what  associated force structure  is required to
carry them  out  for a  period  twenty  years into  the  future, Moreover,
the missions predicted must remain arguably valid for the service life of
the hardware selected.

            Figure 2. U.S. Coast Guart Roles and Missions

                       Forecasting Future Missions

     In  the  absence  of  an  integrated  force planning  framework,  an
assessment of  the Coast Guard's statutory requirements,  though far from
ideal, is a reasonable  substitute for determining future missions,  This
assessment  is done  in terms  of the  future transportation,  political,
technological,  environmental,  recreational,  commercial,   and  defense
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factors  that influence the national use of the oceans. Incorporated into
such  an assessment  is an evaluation  of how U.S.  national security and
international requirements in  the 21st century  affect the Coast  Guard.
Besides using  Coast Guard internal sources,  many external organizations
and individuals are also consulted. Time and. resource constraints do not
allow full implementation of all the procedures required for this method.
Despite the shortcomings of such an abbreviated assessment process, a useful
fore cast  remains feasible based on a  reasoned surmise of developing
tendencies.

The  Future Enforcement of  Laws and Treaties Mission.  In the short run,
the  Coast Guard will continue  to play a major role  in the drug war. By
2010  the  Coast  Guard's present  level  of  drug  operations should  be
significantly  reduced in response to  more than three  decades' worth of
demand and supply reduction efforts. The nation simply cannot continue to
sustain  such a  large,  devastating social  problem  for so  many  years
without  dramatically reducing illegal drug use.  By the end of the first
decade in the next century, the nation's drug problem should be much less
of a problem  than it is now. This  future reduction in Coast  Guard drug
operations does  not mean  an end  to the  Coast Guard's law  enforcement
activities at sea.

     The Coast  Guard will  play a  major role in  the interdiction  of a
growing number  of alien migrants  continuing to enter  the U.S. by  sea.
Additionally, fisheries  law enforcement  in the U.S.  Exclusive Economic
Zone (EEZ) will  remain at its present level, with  emphasis on oversight
of domestic fisheries.  Law enforcement activity will  expand as maritime
resource development occurs  on the continental  shelf and as  commercial
exploitation moves  farther seaward. Other likely  developments that will
substantiate a  requirement  to  conduct  the  enforcement  of  laws  and
treaties mission in the  21st century are: tension among users of limited
marine  resources,  environmental  activities (ocean  dumping,  hazardous
waste  disposal, and  transportation  of  chemicals),  conflicts  between
nations arising  from boundary  disputes, and jurisdictional  claims over
resources on the high seas. {2}

The Future Search and Rescue Mission. The involvement of major cutters in
search and rescue  continues to  decline and  will not  support a  future
seagoing search and rescue  capability. Despite the strong organizational
identification  with this  traditional mission,  many Coast  Guardsmen no
longer believe  that search  and rescue  is a primary  mission for  these
cutters. In the early 1980s the Coast Guard stopped placing major cutters
on routine alert  status for  response to maritime  emergencies while  in
their  homeport.  Lack  of  towing  bits  on  the FAMOUS  class  and  the
installation of  Vulcan Phalanx close in weapon  system on the fantail of
the HAMILTON class  underscore this  declining involvement.  Furthermore,
technological  improvements continue to reduce search  time and result in
more  efficient use  of the  dedicated  resources (patrol  boats, coastal
utility boats, surf boats,  and helicopters) that do the lion's  share of
search and rescue. The requirements for search and rescue  will not drive
or make  a substantial argument for  the need to replace  medium and high
endurance cutters in 2010.
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The Future  Defense Operations Mission.  Today the Coast  Guard's defense
operations mission centers on supporting the Navy's Maritime Defense Zone
commands  and  participation in  many  contingency plans  of  the unified
commands. Maritime Defense  Zone command responsibilities are  explicitly
required by  federal statute. Participation in the  war plans is more the
result,  of the practical military capability residing in its cutters and
historical precedent than clearcut legal requirements.

     The  specific tasking  for Maritime Defense  Zone duties  comes from
Title 14 U.S. Code 2. That statute directs the Coast Guard to fulfill its
"Maritime  Defense Zone  Command  responsibilities .  .  . "In  the  next
century  the Navy's Maritime Defense  Zone commands will  not provide the
Coast Guard a solid basis for a national security role. With the apparent
end  of the  Cold  War and  the relaxation  of  U.S.Soviet relations,  no
military threat  to  U.S.  ports exists.  Beyond  coordinating  the  port
functions  of the  state,  federal, and  local  agencies and  supervising
vessel  loadouts, the Coast  Guard's involvement  in the  Navy's Maritime
Defense Zone  commands is  likely  to be  reduced. Essentially,  Maritime
Defense  Zone  responsibilities  will  focus  only  upon  vessel  loadout
activities  occurring between  the  sea buoy  and  the pier  face  during
infrequent contingency operations. Rhetoric aside, this is basically what
happened in  U.S. strategic  ports during Operation  Desert Shield/Storm;
the Coast Guard and  its Maritime Defense Zone responsibilities  were not
absolutely  essential  for  ensuring  the loadout  of  strategic  sealift
vessels. In the  future, physical security for  vessel loadouts presently
provided  by Coast  Guard  forces  could  be  contracted  to  those  same
commercial  security  firms  currently  guarding  DOD installations.  The
realities of the post Cold War era will not justify 12,000 selected Coast
Guard reservists for Maritime  Defense Zone duties, much less  a Seagoing
replacement  cutter  for  use in  the  Maritime  Defense  Zone's area  of
responsibility.

     The Coast Guard's extensive  participation in many contingency plans
of the  various unified commands is  not in response  to national command
authority tasking or  legal requirements.  By law the  Coast Guard is  an
armed force. However,  14 USC 2 only requires  the Coast Guard to" .  . .
maintain a state of readiness to function as a specialized service in the
Navy in time of war. . . " The statutes and DOD policy statements such as
the  National  Military Strategy  do  not  define "specialized  service."
Moreover, there do not appear to  be any official documents that  explain
the rationale for providing  current Coast Guard cutters with  a military
capability. Historical precedent  seems the only  guide. A weak  Maritime
Defense  Zone requirement combined with the absence of a specific defense
mission  will not  support a  military capability  on future  Coast Guard
cutters. (See Figure 3).
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                                 Figure 3
              Input/Output Model of the  U.S. Coast Guard's
                           Military Capability

     Neither  will the argument that the Coast Guard's major cutters have
traditionally had a military  capability justify equipping future cutters
with combat systems. The relatively simple and inexpensive combat sensors
and weapons used aboard cutters in the past were adequate for yesterday's
unsophisticated threat. The support requirements, training standards, and
high  cost of  future.combat systems  will demand  a clear  rationale for
providing  a  military capability  to  a  replacement cutter.  Historical
precedent will no longer suffice.

     A recent  Navy study,  informally titled  NAVY-27, makes this  point
very conclusively and  has significant implications for  the Coast Guard.
{3} Though the Coast Guard is not directly mentioned, this study assessed
the  implications of  advancing technology on  force structure  for naval
warfare forty years  hence. To  operate with the  Navy's surface  forces,
such as currently done by the HAMILTON  class, future Coast Guard cutters
will require stealth technology  and precision guided weapons.  They will
need very long legs  to operate without  the usual logistic support  from
overseas  U.S. bases.  These cutters  also  will require  adequate combat
systems  to  survive and  operate  in the  multi-threat  environment with
friendly forces widely scattered and unable to provide mutual support. To
participate  under these conditions the Coast Guard will not be operating
cutters  with a  military capability, but  full fledged  naval combatants
with a "cutter capability" instead.



308

     The  revolutionary   changes  in  naval  warfare   may  prevent  the
traditional  practice  of  providing  a  military  capability  to  future
cutters.  Surface battle group operations  will no longer  be a realistic
warfare scenario for a replacement cutter. Major Coast Guard cutters will
not  operate with the  surface Navy in  the next century  unless they are
built from the keel up as naval combatant vessels. Yet, despite NAVY-21's
predictions concerning  future bluewater  naval warfare, there  are other
warfare  requirements  that  a   replacement  cutter  could  fulfill,  if
constructed with flexible mission capabilities. For instance, it is  very
possible that future major cutters could operate with Navy forces in some
regional conflicts  requiring a  coastal combatant  capability or  in the
protection of selected sea lines of communications.

            Summary of Future Missions Requiring Major Cutters

     This sketch of  the process for determining  future requirements for
major  cutters  to conduct  search and  rescue,  enforcement of  laws and
treaties, and defense operations missions has been extremely modified and
shortened. Despite  this limitation, it  is not unreasonable  to conclude
that  in 2010 the  enforcement of laws  and treaties mission  will be the
primary mission requiring the  services of major cutters. The  search and
rescue mission will generate negligible requirements; and unless  a clear
decision is made about future naval warfare tasks, the defense operations
mission will also generate  negligible requirements. A replacement cutter
may not  have a  national security  role and may  not require  a military
capability.

                      Future Force Structure Options

     Given the validity of the argument  that the Coast Guard will likely
focus on  one seagoing mission  in the next  century, it does  not follow
that a  cutter replacement program is  needed. (That is why  the issue of
expected  Coast   Guard  missions  demands  immediate  resolution.)  Four
possible options to  conduct the  Coast Guard's enforcement  of laws  and
treaties  mission  in  the next  century  are:  (1) the  use  of advanced
technology to replace Coast Guard cutters, (2) the use of Navy ships with
Coast  Guard law enforcement detachments  in lieu of  cutters, (3) direct
replacement by new Coast Guard cutters, and (4) a variation on the direct
replacement.

Option  1: Advanced Technology.  Using advanced technology  is one option
for replacing  cutters.  As  indicated in  the  NAVY-21  study,  hightech
surveillance and  information systems will  dominate the 21st  century. A
spacebased monitoring  system using radar, optical,  electronic, and heat
sensors  will  provide   global,  realtime  surveillance   and  detection
capabilities down to the smallest. vessel.  This could enable the Coast
Guard to oversee its areas of responsibility  from shore-based  command
posts  w ithout the  need for today's routine aircraft and surface ship
patrols. 

     To enhance  this satellite surveillance capability,  the Coast Guard
could require all U.S. vessels and all foreign vessels in  U.S. waters or
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in the  U.S. EEZ  to operate  with a special  type of  global positioning
system transceiver.  This transmitter, similar to  the emergency location
transponder device, would broadcast the vessel's license number, followed
by  its position provided by the global position system receiver. Certain
commercial vessels, such  as fishing  boats and oil  tankers, would  also
transmit  an activity code, such  as trawling, nets  down, or discharging
oily  water ballast, etc. For fisheries law enforcement this option would
be  supplemented by  expanded use  of  National Marine  Fisheries Service
observers, a cap  on commercial fishing  licenses, and regulatory  reform
that  would  require  more  extensive  recordkeeping  than  is  presently
required of U.S. commercial fishermen.

     This  surveillance system would be  coupled to a  real time database
information  system.   This  database   would  contain  such   things  as
sail/transit plans,  vessel documentation,  crew licenses  and manifests,
customs clearances, vessel licenses, and fishing permits. When  the Coast
Guard detects violations of U.S. law, such as fishing in a closed area or
discharging  oil within  50 miles  of the  shore, the  Coast  Guard would
continue to track  and monitor the suspected offender. A  Coast Guard law
enforcement boarding team would greet the alleged violator upon return to
a U.S. port and investigate the suspected violation.

     Relying  on  space platforms  is  certainly  satisfactory for  ocean
surveillance,  but it  has  shortcomings. It  will  not allow  for  rapid
interdiction,  onsite  inspection, or  close  monitoring and  compliance.
Apprehension upon arrival in port, days and even weeks  after a violation
was  committed, may  very well  create a  legal nightmare.  Regardless of
these drawbacks, space systems offer some very attractive tradeoffs.

     One  tradeoff is complete and total coverage versus loss of presence
and reduced response time  for interdiction and apprehension. It  must be
recognized  that complete  and total  coverage is  perhaps a  more potent
deterrent  than  the  current  random  physical  presence  of  patrolling
cutters. The delay in interdiction will be more than offset by the superb
coverage made  possible by  technology. Obviously, some  violations would
not be detected, but far fewer than is the case now. Another trade off is
dollar savings. This option does not require major cutters and would save
considerable  sums in  procurement and  operations and  maintenance costs
associated with seagoing vessels and their large crews. It is conceivable
that a few fast  reaction, coastal intercept boats  would be required  to
respond to  significant incidents  or to  prevent alleged  violators from
departing U.S. waters. Such  a capability would be  very inexpensive when
compared to a fleet of major seagoing cutters.

Option 2:  The U.S.  Navy.  A second  option is  to use  Navy ships  with
embarked Coast  Guard law  enforcement detachments. The  Coast Guard  has
successfully shown that it can accomplish the drug interdiction component
of its enforcement of laws and  treaties mission from Navy ships. The use
of  Navy combatants with embarked law enforcement detachments is a matter
of routine in the Persian Gulf and in drug interdiction operations closer
to  home. Using  Navy ships  as interdiction and  apprehension platforms,
Coast  Guard   law  enforcement  teams,  without   legal  or  operational
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difficulties, beard vessels for  compliance with U.S. law.  This practice
could be expanded to  include the other two components of the enforcement
of  laws   and  treaties   mission:  alien  interdiction   and  fisheries
enforcement.

     The law  enforcement detachment  program is working  and successful.
Shifting tactical control  of the Navy combatant to the Coast Guard prior
to  an apprehension  has  addressed Posse  Comitatus Act  considerations.
Before  and  after any  enforcement action,  the Navy  ship is  under the
control  of  the  Navy.  With  this sensitive  issue  resolved,  numerous
arrests, seizures,  and smuggling convictions  made from Navy  ships have
been  upheld by  the federal  appellate courts.  The  success of  the law
enforcement detachment  program  sets  an  extraordinary  precedent  with
potentially  far reaching implications. In  the next century  the role of
the  Navy  may  change.  Notwithstanding  the  requirements  for  forward
presence and  power projection, the Navy may  [id it difficult to justify
its  force structure  solely  on these  enduring  principles of  national
security. With great demands for federal dollars and with the lack of any
clearly  articulated threats,  Congress will  look hard  at the  Navy for
budget  reductions. Despite the Navy's recent  reluctance to increase its
drug interdiction operations, the Navy has nevertheless shown that it can
acquire nontraditional missions.

     If national leadership  decides to  expand the Navy's  role in  drug
interdiction, the Navy's  role will be helped by an  inconsistency in the
National Drug Control Strategy and the federal statute governing the drug
missions.  {4} The National Drug Control Strategy assigns the Coast Guard
as  lead  agency  for  maritime  interdiction. However,  by  statute  the
Congress has  designated DOD  as the  lead agency  for  air and  maritime
detection  and monitoring.  This means  that DOD  is in  the position  to
oversee  the  Coast  Guard's  interdiction operations.  This  sharing  of
mission  responsibility places  DOD in  the senior  position and  greatly
strengthens any  potential effort by the Navy to increase its role at the
Coast Guard's expense. Before the recent events in the Persian Gulf, some
Coast Guardsmen became concerned  that the Navy intended to  displace the
Coast Guard as the  leading maritime drug interdiction service.  When the
Middle  East  returns  to a  more  stable  condition,  will the  national
leadership return  the Navy  to its  former level  of  activity in  law
enforcement? Despite its reluctance to become  involved in law enforcement
activities, would  the  Navy  use  an  expanded  role  in  drug
interdiction  as  an opportunity to justify its future force structure
requirements?

     Navy/Coast Guard  rivalry aside,  the obvious attractive  benefit to
this option is its tremendous cost savings. It does not require the Coast
Guard to purchase or to  operate its own cutters (or its own aircraft for
maritime  surveillance) with  their large  crews and  expensive shoreside
support infrastructures.  Instead, the Coast Guard would rely entirely on
the Navy for mobility. If the Navy provided guaranteed, dedicated assets,
significant savings could be achieved in the Coast Guard's budget.

     This  option for  conducting the  enforcement  of laws  and treaties
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mission does have some disadvantages. A rock solid, binding commitment by
the Navy  to provide the required  ship days, as determined  by the Coast
Guard, is  essential.  When a  Navy  combatant conducts  law  enforcement
duties, it may not use all its sensors (e.g., sonar)  and weapon systems.
The  personnel associated with this  equipment are pure  overhead for the
enforcement of laws and  treaties mission. Additionally, there is  a cost
to  ensuring that  the  ship as  a whole  maintains its  combat readiness
status when law enforcement missions displace Navy operating and training
requirements. Furthermore, the  use of  large Navy ships,  such as  AEGIS
platforms, fully  equipped and manned for  multi-threat, hightech warfare
shoots  mice with  elephant  guns. In  spite  of these  limitations,  the
federal  budget could achieve very  large dollar savings  if mobility for
conducting maritime law enforcement became a collateral responsibility of
the Navy in lieu  of the Coast Guard. However,  unlike many international
navies that do conduct  law enforcement operations as a  primary mission,
the U.S.  Navy does  not exist  for such  duties. Until  this fundamental
question  is addressed,  the "savings  generated" by  using the  Navy for
other than its intended purposes are, in fact, fallacious.

Option 3:  Direct Replacement.  A third  option is to  replace the  block
obsolescent cutters  with  a new  cutter class.  Direct replacement  will
appeal to the  service because it maintains the status  quo, supports the
essence  of the  modern Coast  Guard, and  seems simple  and traditional.
Operating its  own ships provides  the Coast Guard  flexibility, control,
and growth potential for  new missions. If the replacement  cutter's only
mission is enforcement  of laws  and treaties, off  the shelf  commercial
technology  should be  adequate.  There  would be  no  need  to build  in
military capability because there  would be no naval warfare  mission for
these  cutters  to  perform.   Therefore  construction  costs  should  be
acceptable, Even so, the building cost of the replacement cutter and  its
yearly operational  and maintenance costs would  still remain significant
in a constrained federal budget environment.

Option  4: Variation  of  Direct Replacement  or  "Thinking Smarter,  Not
Richer".  Despite  the  apparent  cost  disadvantage  of  constructing  a
replacement cutter, this option has a very appealing variation that makes
it  extremely attractive from a national  security perspective and, thus,
worthy  of investigation. This variation  is an excellent  example of the
"thinking smarter, not richer" approach to force planning issues.

     In  the  next century,  if current  trends  continue, the  Navy will
probably operate  only one  type  of surface  ship, the  AEGIS-combatant,
represented by  the TICONDEROGA (CG-47)  and BUBKE (DDG-51)  classes. The
Navy's  direction   will  eliminate  the  general   purpose,  low  value,
expendable,  small combatant in favor  of major warships  that are large,
hightech,  expensive, and few in  number. Unless this  trend is reversed,
when the  Navy retires its PERRY  (FFG-7) class and KNOX  (FF-1052) class
frigates, a platform gap will  exist between the AEGIS combatant and  the
Navy's  special warfare craft, There  will be no  small combatant, unless
its need is recognized.

     The NAVY-21 study believes this AEGIS force structure will be suited
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for  a large  variety  of conflicts,  including  contingency and  limited
objective  warfare  (CALOW),  because  of  the threat  from  Third  World
countries  to  operate  advanced  weapon technology.  However,  it's  not
guaranteed that all Third World countries will acquire these weapons. Nor
do all these  countries have  coastlines and depths  of water to  support
deep  draft combatants.  After the  mining of  USS PRINCETON  (CG59), the
potential reliance on AEGIS surface ships for  coastal warfare capability
in  some coastal  scenarios  seems imprudent.  Using sophisticated  AEGIS
surface  ships in lesser conflicts with Third World countries, risks more
than the loss of a high value  combatant; it also means the loss of  much
national prestige. Furthermore, the complexities of shallow water ASW add
more  to  the  lack of  fit  between  these  ships  and expected  mission
scenarios  in  regional  conflicts.  Flexibility   in  national  response
capability would  seem  to merit  the  retention of  a  truly low  value,
coastal,  small combatant force to operate in low intensity conflicts and
regional  wars.  Reinforcing  this   observation  is  the  report  titled
Discriminate  Deterrence. {5} This report argued that the nation needs to
focus attention  on highly probable, low intensity conflict. An increased
emphasis  on low  intensity conflict  means an  increased need  for small
combatants.

     One practical way  to achieve this small combatant force  is for the
Navy  and  Coast   Guard  to  share  responsibility  for  providing  this
capability through  the use of  a common hull  design. As  fiscal budgets
become  tighter,  this  concept  of shared  responsibility  becomes  more
attractive.  Instead  of the  Navy attempting  to  satisfy all  the small
combatant requirements  along with its many other requirements, the Coast
Guard would provide some portion of the requirement for small combatants.

     In effect, the small combatant hull design would serve as  the Coast
Guard's replacement cutter in the next century. Admittedly, such a cutter
would be more expensive than a strictly noncombatant cutter for the Coast
Guard to procure and operate on a one for one basis. However, the gain in
national security capability would  offset this apparent  "cost increase."
Such  a small combatant operating  in the  Coast Guard would  stretch the
budget dollar  by being gainfully  employed in peacetime  performing Coast
Guard missions and constantly ready for wartime operations. There would also
be no  need for the Navy  to go it  alone and buy a  non-AEGIS warship while
also  funding new submarines, aircraft carriers, and strike aircraft in a
restricted fiscal environment.

     This  dual role cutter also  would have other  strong advantages. It
probably  would  be  much more  capable  of  performing  its Coast  Guard
peacetime  missions, which could mean economies in  the size of the force
structure  and other operating efficiencies. It also would take advantage
of  the  large   Navy  infrastructure  with   respect  to  unit   spares,
maintenance,  and  crew  training,  all  of  which  would  contribute  to
mitigating  the cost difference. One  way to reduce  manning and training
costs is  to assign  Navy reservists  to operate  the  combat systems  in
wartime.

     Furthermore, modular designs could  be used for adding  and removing
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military capability  as required. Though  the modular design  concept has
been around for some time, naval architects in America have not exploited
its lull potential. The  recent advances in technology may  make possible
the increased  use of modular systems.  David and Alfred Skolnick  make a
compelling  argument for  application of  existing and  selected emerging
technologies  as  those  emanating  from  Strategic   Defense  Initiative
programs  to ships  of modest  size having  potent combat  capability. In
their  article they  discuss warfighting  performance in  small ships  of
around  1200 tons. {6} Exploiting these technologies and the potential of
spacebased   surveillance  and   communications  assets,   combined  with
something like the Blohm  and Voss MEKO construction approach  could give
small ships  unheard  of  military capability.  The  MEKO  approach  uses
standard modules for installing weapon  and electronic suites in addition
to certain hull, mechanical,  and electrical units. The ability  to adapt
small ships  to new requirements via  the modular system would  allow the
change out of the  mission payload to an emergency,  realtime operational
need  when  urgently required.  The  military  capability (equipment  and
personnel) would be  added when national  needs demand; otherwise,  these
cutters  would conduct  enforcement  of laws  and  treaties patrols  with
suitable  equipment. This  approach  would simultaneously  satisfy a  DOD
resource  shortfall and provide the Coast Guard a platform for conducting
its  enforcement  of laws  and  treaties  mission, perhaps  an  effective
economic solution for both parties.

     Though  this option has much  merit, its resolution  rests solely on
political decisions. Even if the Coast  Guard is willing to commit itself
to  this option, would  the Navy agree?  Formal designation  of the Coast
Guard to support partially the requirement for small  combatants would be
a break  in Navy precedent. The Navy has never formally included Coast Guard
units as part of its naval warfare force structure  presented to Congress.
The Navy has traditionally considered  Coast Guard assets  as some  sort of
"reserve" force for  use in general mobilization. But in a world of reduced
defense budgets and  unchanged national security commitments,  adjustments
to the tradit ional  practices are  crucial. Some  of these  adjustments are
not inconsequential. In the nation's last four contingency operations,
active duty Coast Guard cut ters have not been used. Coast Guard cutters were
not deployed to the  Grenada rescue  operation (1983), the  Persian Gulf
oil tanker  reflagging  operation  (1987),  the Panama  liberation
operation (19 89),  or  the  Kuwait  liberation  operation (1990).  For  the
tanker reflagging  operation CINC Central Command formally  asked for four
Coast Guard patrol boats on three separate occasions. It seems for a variety
of reasons, both legitimate  and possibly even  bureaucratic (such as  "turf
protection"), Coast  Guard cutters did not go.  The nonuse of Coast Guard
cutters  in  these  contingencies  may have  an  unexpected  outcome. The
absence of cutters  may undermine  the rationale for  providing a  future
military capability to Coast  Guard ships. Why provide the  capability if
the cutters are  not going to be used? The argument  that the Coast Guard
was  too preoccupied  and  stretched too  thin fighting  the drug  war to
provide four patrol boats for the tanker reflagging operation in 1987 may
have some validity. But when  the nation mobilized for war in  1990, it's
hard to believe that  there was not a need for  some Coast Guard cutters,
especially when a  Norwegian Coast Guard ship was present  in the Persian
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Gulf.

     Other  adjustments  on  the Coast  Guard's  side  of  the house  are
required. The Coast Guard may have inadvertently confused the Navy on its
commitment  to maintaining a military capability on its cutters. A recent
Coast Guard reassessment on  whether to proceed with the  installation of
the Harpoon  and Vulcan Phalanx  close in weapon systems  in the HAMILTON
class  cutters  sent  mixed signals.  The  same  Coast  Guard logic  that
suggested halting the installation of Harpoon and Vulcan Phalanx close in
weapon systems can easily  apply to removing all the other combat Systems
on  the HAMUTON  and FAMOUS  classes. If  it makes  sense not  to install
Harpoon and  Vulcan Phalanx, it  makes just as  much sense to  remove the
full naval warfare  capability to conduct  ASW, ASUW, and AAW  from these
cutters.  These cutters do not need naval combat systems to conduct Coast
Guard  missions;  such  systems  are  expensive  and  inject  unnecessary
overhead costs, However, these  systems are needed if cutters  have naval
warfare tasks to conduct,

     Besides the Navy's possible reluctance to designate  the Coast Guard
as  a partial  provider of the  small combatant capability  and the Coast
Guard's apparent  ambivalence on its  military role, tight  budgets could
present  severe problems  for this  option. Short  of full  DOD and  Navy
backing, the Coast Guard cannot possibly hope to carry the burden of this
dual purpose cutter and ove rcome the  obstacles of  the Congressional budget
process on  its own.  It will take a new commitment to the spirit of
"jointness," both in DOD and DOT, to overcome traditional organizational
competitiveness.

     Perhaps some of our senior leadership have already embraced this new
spirit  that will be essential in the  next century. The Secretary of the
Navy, H. Lawrence Garrett,  the Chief of Naval Operations,  Admiral Frank
B. Kelso, and the Commandant of the Marine Corps, General A.M. Gray, in a
seminal article about the future role of naval forces write:

     It is time to  challenge many of  our ground rules and  assumptions.
     Some  will   require  revision....  We  must   reshape  naval  force
     structure... wedded too closely to the concept of: Armageddon at sea
     with the Soviet  Union. At the same time, we  will dell increasingly
     with  political and  fiscal pressures  to reduce  the  national debt
     pressures  that unquestionably  will affect  the level  of resources
     available for defense in the future.

     We  must respond  to new  initiatives and  be prepared  to march  in
     different directions. The  old excuse "Because that's  the way we've
     always  done it" no longer  will do. We must  work to shape ad guide
     the forces of change in the  direction that best serves the needs of
     our nation. {7}

     Those  are fine words that  describe a new  attitude for approaching
national security issues. The  dual pulse cutter is an  excellent example
of  a  new  initiative  that  maximizes  the  budget  dollar,   conserves
resources,  and best serves the nation. With that type of commitment from
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the Navy/Marine  Corps team,  we are  sure to  be ready  to march  in new
directions.

                            Summary of Options

     The  nation  has some  very  difficult  budgetary problems.  As  the
economy  contends with a  huge federal  deficit, possible  recession, and
sluggish  growth, there  are unprecedented  demands for  federal dollars,
e.g., the  transportation infrastructure, the environmental  cleanup, the
saving and  loan bailout, the bank crisis,  the drug war, and entitlement
programs (medicare,  social security,  etc.). The competition  for scarce
discretionary dollars will be intense, and, historically, the Coast Guard
has not fared well in Congressional budget battles.

     A  Coast Guard cutter replacement program could be considered a very
expensive  proPosition when  compared to  the cost  of an  existing space
surveillance  system in place for other purposes  or to the cost of Coast
Guard  law  enforcement detachments  operating  from  Navy ships.  Fiscal
austerity  and alternative methods to satisfy the enforcement of the laws
and treaties mission may  not justify a cutter replacement  program based
solely on  the enforcement of laws and  treaties mission. Still, there is
one development that may broaden the appeal of a new cutter. In an ironic
twist,  it just  may  be  possible  for  the Coast  Guard  to  justify  a
replacement cutter by simultaneously filling a developing DOD requirement
for a small, coastal combatant.
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                                Conclusion

     The  Coast  Guard  cannot  guarantee  replacement of  its  41  major
cutters.  Technology,  law enforcement  detachments  on  Navy ships,  and
fiscal austerity have changed  the traditional assumptions underlying the
need for a cutter fleet. The lack of a force planning model that combines
the  topdown, scenario,  and  mission area  analysis  approaches into  an
integrated whole  handicaps comprehensive force planning.  The absence of
explicit  law or policy defining the Coast Guard's national security role
precludes  hard justification  for  military capability  in future  Coast
Guard  cutters. Without  such a  law or  national level  policy, platform
replacement  programs  will be  framed  strictly in  budgetary  terms and
domestic  missions. Nevertheless, technology  offers a hardware solution,
provided the socio/political minefield can be crossed.

     Leaders with  vision to understand  that these dual  purpose cutters
could simultaneously provide the nation a coastal  warfare capability for
small  wars  and a  maritime law  enforcement  platform in  peacetime can
overcome conventional  wisdom. This dual purpose  approach, epitomized by
the phrase, "thinking smarter,  not richer," should be attractive  to all
who  are accountable for our  nation's national security.  Armed with its
own  doctrine, a  codified body  of national  policy statements,  and the
opportunities afforded by current technologies, the Coast Guard will have
a clear, logical plan  and should improve its  chances for achieving  the
force structure it wants for the 21st century. If not, say goodbye to the
cutter fleet.
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                              Chapter 4.E.1
                                  * * *
                   Desert Shield and Strategic Sealift

        Andrew E. Gibson and Commander Jacob L. Shuford, U.S. Navy

          In an era when threats may emerge with little or no warning our
     ability to  defend our interests  will depend on  our speed and  our
     agility.  And we will  need forces that  give us a  global reach. No
     amount  of political change will  alter the geographic  fact that we
     are separated from many  of our most important allies  and interests
     by thousands of miles of water.

          And in many of the conflicts we could face, we may not have the
     luxury of  matching manpower with prepositioned  material. Well have
     to have air and sealift capacities to get our forces  where they are
     needed,  when they  are needed.  A new  emphasis on  flexibility and
     versatility must guide our efforts.

                                        President George Bush
                                        The Aspen Institute
                                        2 August 1990

     When Iraqi tanks  crossed the  border of Kuwait,  the United  States
crossed the threshold of a new military strategy, from one of reliance on
forward  deployed  garrison  forces  to  one  of  increased  emphasis  on
responsiveness.  With the  collapse of  bipolarity, and  without credible
U.S. force  projection potential, regional powers  capable of threatening
U.S.  vital interests  might  be  emboldened  to  do  so.  Desert  Shield
confirmed that a U.S.
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force structure designed for the European War scenario lacks the mobility
necessary  to respond  to  these more  diverse  threats. The  president's
guiding objectives  for the  evolving military strategy,  flexibility and
versatility can  be met largely  by doctrinal and  organizational effort;
but the credibility of our forces, and thus their deterrent capacity, can
only be assured by mobility.

     The  Iraqi invasion and  annexation of Kuwait,  despite a creditable
strategic  lift  performance  by   the  Department  of  Defense,  exposed
weaknesses in  the ability of the  United States to move  its army. Three
months after the invasion,  73 ships had  been chartered to support  this
effort, well over half of them coming from foreign fleets. The specter of
Iraqi domination of  the Arab world and the oil  resources of the Arabian
Peninsula brought most other countries' interests into line with those of
the United States. Thus,  international arrangements for support shipping
were  able to  compensate  for  some  of the  deficiencies  of  the  U.S.
strategic  sealift. Still, the delivery of U.S. combat and support forces
did not meet the expectations of the warfighting commanders.

     Saddam Hussein did not  attack Saudi Arabia in the early  weeks when
his  army stood along its  border, poised to do  so. These were the weeks
when U.S. forces had just begun  to arrive, assemble, and organize into a
credible  defensive force.  The scenario  envisioned by  defense planners
provided three weeks for  arrival of the initial heavy combat forces, and
eight weeks for five divisions to be in place with their equipment. After
the  first month, only  the marines and the  army's lightly equipped 82nd
Airborne Division had taken up positions, and public assessments began to
extend force arrival  dates in  terms of months.  Fortunately, since  the
Iraqi troops had assumed a defensive  posture, the late arrival of  vital
equipment no longer mattered quite as much.

     Sealift  shortfalls  should have  been  expected.  Since the  Soviet
invasion of Afghanistan and the Iranian hostage crisis at the  end of the
seventies,  force   projection  to  Southwest   Asia  had  loomed   as  a
questionably  feasible objective. The  next decade  produced a  series of
studies which  highlighted the  inadequacy  of sealift  to support  force
deployment  strategies to  protect U.S.  vital interests in  that region.
However, the weaknesses identified were only partially addressed.

     The rapidly dwindling  U.S. flag fleet was a principal source of the
problem.  The effort of the eighties to increase sealift capacity focused
on near  term solutions  which rapidly  expanded government ownership  of
merchant ships, but failed to reverse the long term downward trend of the
merchant fleet. This effort also failed to provide sufficient sealift for
the most likely scenario that would demand it.

     The  experience of Operation Desert Shield should serve to focus our
attention on the policies and pl;inning that shape U.S. strategic sealift
capability and the contingency  forces that depend on it.  The discussion
that  follows highlights many of the issues related to strategic sealift,
framing them in terms of the actual experience of recent operations.
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                           Sealift Requirements

     With 350,000 Iraqi  soldiers in Kuwait and facing the  oil fields of
Saudi Arabia,  the  United States  found  itself  forced to  play  out  a
scenario for  which  it had  long  planned, and  one  which it  had  long
dreaded,  The Southwest  Asia  scenario was  considered  to be  the  most
difficult because it assumed that the United States would have to counter
a large and well equipped  force over 8000 miles away. The  nightmare was
logistics.

     After some 56  months, most major U.S combat  forces were finally in
place.  It  is  not  too early  to  assess  the  logistics aspects,  more
specifically,  the  ocean  transportation  requirements,  of  the  forces
involved in Desert Shield and its follow on, Desert Storm. This operation
was  the largest military effort since Vietnam, and, more importantly for
sealift analysis, it was a test of our capabilities against just the type
of challenge that strategists see the United States most likely having to
face in the future, crises requiring highly mobile forces and the ability
to move them quickly on very short notice.

     Defense  planning interest  in sealift  began to  build in  the late
1970s  with events  in the  Persian  Gulf and  the need  for rapid  force
deployment capability that  these events underscored. The advance  of the
Soviet Union's  nuclear capabilities (which increased  the possibility of
protracted conventional conflict), the rapid decline of the U.S. merchant
marine,  and the collapse of  merchant shipbuilding in  the United States
also coincided to focus congressional attention on the sealift issue.

     During  the last  ten  years the  Department  of Defense  (DoD)  has
produced four major  studies aimed  at determining  the requirements  for
sealift. Within the  last year DoD  has also  conducted a major  aircraft
review to define  airlift requirements  for the C-17,  and a  "Zero-Based
Analysis" of sealift requirements  to bring earlier studies in  line with
the latest force  design concepts.  All of these  studies concluded  that
additional strategic lift would  be required to meet  the demands of  the
several scenarios scrutinized.

Congressionally Mandated Mobility Study. The first of these efforts aimed
at  sizing  the  force  components  of  strategic  lift,  the  so  called
"Congressionally  Mandated Mobility  Study,"  was completed  in 1982.  It
examined  four scenarios: a regional conflict in Southwest Asia; a Soviet
invasion of Iran; a Nato/Warsaw Pact conflict; and a regional conflict in
Southwest Asia followed closely by a Nato/Warsaw Pact conflict. The study
analyzed the effectiveness of  the mobility forces then programmed  to be
in  existence  in  1986,  and  compared  the  benefits  associated   with
additional increments of each lift component for each scenario. The study
highlighted  the   inadequacy  of  available  lift   to  support  current
warfighting  strategies and provided the  impetus for much  of the policy
and  programs  for lift  that  were executed  in  the  eighties. It  also
circumscribed strategic planning. Adjustments were later
made to threat assessments (expanding warning times in the Southwest Asia
case, thereby  relaxing sealift  requirements). The study  also coincided
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with  the navy's  inclusion  of  strategic sealift  as  one  of its  four
fundamental missions (along with strategic  deterrence, power projection,
and sea control).

Department  of Defense Sealift Study. The DoD Sealift Study, completed in
1984, focused  exclusively on the scenario  of a Soviet invasion  of Iran
followed by a Nato/Warsaw Pact conflict. Planning for these two scenarios
in sequence  resulted in projections of significant shortages in sealift.
After this study was  completed, Secretary Weinberger decided that,  as a
matter of policy, DoD would  not program sealift to meet  requirements in
theaters in which  U.S. allies  could contribute shipping  to the  common
defense, but would instead  seek the commitment of allied  shipping. This
policy change is reflected  in current DoD mobility goals,  including the
requirements for sealift to Southwest Asia.

Revised Inter-theater Mobility Study. The  Revised Inter-theater Mobility
Study (RIMS) was undertaken to update the requirements established in the
Congressionally Mandated Mobility  Study and the DoD  Sealift Study. RIMS
analyzed four cases defined by varying the mixes of sealift, airlift, and
prepositioned capabilities assumed to be available. Each case  dealt with
the single  scenario of a global war following a Soviet invasion of Iran.
Like the  other studies,  RIMS dealt  with notional, unconstrained  total
mobility  requirements  and  employed  most  favorable  assumptions  with
regard,  for example, to  attrition, port  and airfield  constraints, and
infrastructure capacity. In each case considered for the baseline sealift
fleet programmed for 1992, that fleet  failed to deliver all of its cargo
on time. The shortfalls revealed by the study were of such magnitude, and
its  programmatic  implications so  great,  that DoD  never  approved the
results.

Commission  on Merchant Marine and Defense. Between the DoD Sealift Study
and  the RIMS, Congress established the Commission on Merchant Marine and
Defense to conduct the  most extensive mobility study of the decade. This
effort spanned three  years id produced a series of  reports and analyses
relating to the broader issues of the U.S. maritime industry. With regard
to existing war  scenarios, the study identified  extensive shortfalls in
both ships and seagoing manpower. It also projected major deficiencies in
future U.S. force projection  capability. On the heels of  these reports,
in October 1989 President Bush approved a national, sealift policy.

     In April 1990 an interim sealift requirements analysis was conducted
to determine how much  sealift would be  required in a likely  unilateral
force deployment. The study examined the scenario of a major intervention
in Southwest  Asia, and  fo rce delivery  was simulated by  computer. Despite
optimistic  assumptions, this  study  also concluded  that the  available
ships would be insufficient to deliver the forces on time.

     In FY 1990 the Defense Department Appropriations Act resulted in the
allocation of $375 million (squeezed down from the.original $600 million)
for the construction  of sealift ships. After that the navy undertook the
Sealift Zero-Based  Study to review requirements  relative to prospective
changes framed in the new Defense Guidance scenarios: More  specifically,
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this  study appears  to  have been  an  effort  to establish  a  baseline
requirement  for  the  eventual  programming of  those  funds  which  the
Congress, responding primarily to  pressure from shipbuilding  interests,
appeared intent on spending.

Desert  Shield Analysis Results. The  Naval War College  paper upon which
this  article  is  based  employs the  methodology  of  the  "Zero-Based"
analysis just mentioned and is intended to refine that analysis, in terms
of lift requirements and  capacity, by incorporating assumptions relevant
to the Desert Shield experience and the actual forces employed. {1}

     The  tabulated results  of the  paper demonstrate  that in  both the
planned and  actual scenario, shipping  assets are  insufficient to  meet
surge requirements for a contingency  force the size of that  deployed to
Saudi Arabia  within the  postulated 6  day schedule.  While the data  is
averaged over ship type categories, and combat support and combat service
support  requirements are based on "rule of thumb" estimates, the results
provide  a framework within which alternatives to sealift deficits can be
discussed.

     It is clear in  any case that we did  not and still do not  have the
capability to deliver a  heavy division and a significant portion  of its
combat support equipment within three weeks. If private U.S.flag shipping
is not requisitioned and if sealift assets, including chartered shipping,
materialize and perform as  they did during Desert Shield,  then delivery
of major combat and support  forces will range between two to  five weeks
late.  Furthermore, assuming  that commanders  desire combat  support and
combat service  support (CS/CSS) forces  to move concurrently,  or nearly
so, with  the major combat units,  about 5.8 million square  feet of unit
equipment,  or the  capacity of  38 notional  rollon and  rolloff vehicle
transport ships (RO-RO's)will have to wait for ships to return from their
first  voyage, delaying total force  arrival on station  by an additional
two months.

     However,  if combat support and combat service support forces can be
deferred, and major combat forces  can move immediately in ships  as they
arrive  at the pier, then  these combat forces  could theoretically reach
their  destination  along a  6 day  schedule.  The CS/CSS  echelons above
division  (representing about 2.8 million square feet, or 19 notional RO-
RO's)  would then  arrive from two  to six  weeks after  their associated
combat units were in place.

In Desert Shield, this was apparently  the choice made. {2} By the second
week after the invasion, the army had committed its lightly equipped 82nd
Airborne  Division as  a deterrent and  as a  symbol of  resolve. As lift
slowly materialized,  the  army  responded  with an  increased  sense  of
urgency to increase its combat power on the ground in Saudi Arabia.

     Prioritizing  delivery  in this  manner  produces  a force  delivery
profile closely  approximating that  actually realized in  Desert Shield:
major  forces arrive two to three weeks behind schedule, with substantial
amounts of CS/CSS not arriving until after the eighth week. The remainder
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of the corps slice and the Marine Corps Afloat Follow-on Echelon  (AFOE),
a combined total of about 9 million square feet, arrive over the next two
months.

     The risks associated with the piecemeal projection of forces without
the additional  combat effectiveness provided by  the supporting elements
and higher echelon organizations must be considered in designing the post
Desert Shield/Desert  Storm contingency  force. If deferring  delivery of
CS/CSS and AFOE  by one to two months does  not create unacceptable risks
to the initial combat forces, then the Desert Shield case analysis yields
a  requirement of only about 1.27 million  square feet (or 9 notional RO-
RO's) in addition to the current (i.e., demonstrated)  sealift capability
in order to  arrive along  the notional timeline.  Those additional  1.27
million square feet must be either preloaded afloat in the United States,
or prepositioned afloat or ashore in the theater. {3}

     If, on the other hand, associated support structures are  considered
essential  to the contingency force and maximum combat capability must be
available within the two month schedule, then the 38 notional RO-RO's are
shown to be the  minimum additional capacity needed for  army contingency
forces.

                 Some Lessons Learned from Desert Shield

     Beyond  the broad issues raised  in regard to  the planning process,
Desert Shield has highlighted other sealift aspects and assumptions about
capabilities  that  have,  in   a  more  specific  way,  contributed   to
miscalculations.  These  details  have  been   at  the  root  of  several
contentious issues that have retarded policy formulation.

Sealift  Execution: What Went Right.  Very few aspects  of the deployment
itself appear to  dispute the  assessment of Vice  Admiral F.R.  Donovan,
Commander  of  the  Military  Sealift Command,  that,  given  the  assets
available,  sealift went very well.  In fact, the  Defense Department can
cite  several successes that appear  to validate some  of its investments
over the past decade:

     o   Four Diego Garcia based Maritime Prepositioning Ships arrived in
     Saudi Arabia ten days after callup, delivering U.S. Marine Corps unit
     equipment. By the first week of September, all nine of the activated
     Maritime Prepositioning Ships had offloaded.

     o    Eight  of twelve Afloat  Prepositioned ships  (located in Diego
     Garcia  and loaded with army and air force equipment and ammunition)
     were  offloaded  by  6 September.  These  ships  were  on long  term
     Military Sealift Command charters.

     o     Eight  fast sealift  ships were  loaded out  and sailed  by 22
     August.  The  first,  U.S.N.S.  Capella,  was  activated,  moved  to
     Savannah,  loaded with 24,000 tons of equipment, and sailed within 6
     days and 6 hours. The first two fast sealift ships  arrived in Saudi
     Arabia on 27 August.
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     o     Two 1,000 bed  hospital ships  were activated  and sailed. The
     first arrived in the Persian Gulf on 8 September.

     There  were  of course  failures, but  the  scope of  the deployment
effort renders  them episodic and  inconsequential. Early in  the crisis,
when planning  called for immediate,  first tier, rapid  ocean transport,
all but one  of the eight  fast sealift ships  associated with this  lead
lift echelon completed the transit. {4} And of the 17 Ready Reserve Force
Ships  initially  requested, all  but  one  completed  the transit  after
activation,  a truly remarkable feat considering the age and condition of
most of  these ships. {5}  About the first  group of Ready  Reserve Force
activations, Vice Admiral Donovan remarked that it "had gone well, better
than. . . expected": "If someone said I was going to break out 17 RO-RO's
and get them going, I'd have said maybe 12 or 13." {6} Of the 17, one was
undergoing an engine  overhaul and could not be activated. Of the others,
15 were  in service at the time  of this statement. It  is significant to
note that none of  Admiral Donovan's skepticism, which was shared  by his
predecessor,  Vice  Admiral  Paul  D.  Butcher,  was  ever  reflected  in
contingency force projection planning.

Sealift Execution: What Went Wrong.  The responsiveness and readiness  of
the  Maritime Prepositioning  Ships  and Afloat  Prepositioned ships  are
unquestionably  significant  for  the  future  sealift  force  structure.
However,  for the  fast sealift  contingent and  the Ready  Reserve Force
there is  significance  as  well,  but  on  the  side  of  their  limited
successes.

     Fast Sealift Ship  Activation. The fast sealift ships are maintained
in an  inactive status with  a skeleton  crew of  nine contract  merchant
mariners,  and kept  on a  four  day steaming  notice. According  to navy
sources, the average availability was really six days.

     The  uncertainty of  the  civilian crew  manning  quickly became  an
issue, particularly in light of the urgency of the mission  and the value
of the cargo. Reports of irresponsible and arbitrary behavior on the part
of key crew members, such as refusal to sail with the ship, are cause for
concern, and highlight the questionable caliber of some of the crews.

     Another  aspect  of  fast  sealift  that  has  significant  planning
implications is transit speed. The ships are designed for a maximum speed
of 33 knots.  {7} This  speed, coupled with  assembly and  onload/offload
times, should have  permitted these  ships to deliver  their cargoes  (in
this case the combat and combat support equipment for the 24th Mechanized
Infantry  Division)  to  the Persian  Gulf  area  in  about three  weeks.
However, the seven ships  that arrived in Saudi Arabia  actually averaged
only 23.1  knots. {8} Some  of this  difference in transit  speed can  be
attributed to  weather factors and navigation  considerations (e.g., slow
transit  speeds through  the  Suez Canal),  and  some to  draft and  trim
problems  caused by imperfect cargo loading. However, the rest appears to
reflect  engineering  problems  that  affected the  ships'  speed.  These
problems   suggest    inadequate   maintenance   and    warrant   further
investigation.
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     Ready  Reserve Force Activation. There are 96 ships currently in the
Ready Reserve Force, maintained in a 5, 10, and 2 (1 day readiness status
by  the Maritime Administration. Of  these, 45 were  activated during the
first four months  of the operation, and 42 were  actually turned over to
the Military Sealift  Command for operational control.  {9} The remaining
three  proved  to  be  inoperable  and  were  returned  to  the  Maritime
Administration. Since, as it turned out, more ships were needed than were
available, the conclusion to be  drawn is that the remaining 51  ships in
the RRF either could not be made ready in time to  contribute or were not
considered useful. {10}

     Of the 17  Ready Reserve  Force ships initially  requested, "only  3
were ready within the 5 day response time." {11} The Shipbuilders Council
of America, whose  members are  in part responsible  for repairing  those
ships, reported  that for the 11  ships on which data  was available, the
average time in the shipyard was ten days. (All of these were on the five
day response list.) Only three were out of the yard within five days, and
six of the eleven were in for ten or more days. In all, only 14 of the 45
ships reached  their loading ports on  time: seventeen ships  were one to
five days late, six ships were six to ten days late, and four  ships were
ten  to  twenty days  late.  {12}  In almost  every  case  of delay,  the
shipbuilders blamed  the poor  material condition  of  the propulsion  or
auxiliary machinery. {13}

     In FY  1990 the Maritime  Administration requested $239  million for
Ready  Reserve Force  Funding, but  Congress  approved only  $89 million.
Secretary  of Transportation Samuel Skinner  points to such reductions as
indicative  of the way the Ready  Reserve Force has been "shortchanged by
the Congress in the  appropriation process for  a number of years."  {14}
"Funding has  been kept so low,"  Skinner said in  a recent.speech, "that
the readiness status of many Ready Reserve Force ships is not realistic."
{15} One major impact of the  underfunding, according to Skinner, is that
test activations and seatrials of  many ships in the Ready Reserve  Force
were not conducted. {16} According to Robert E. Martinez, deputy maritime
administrator, more than half of the RRF ships
that were  activated had  not been  tested since becoming  a part  of the
reserve fleet. {17}

     These  readiness   problems  could  be  rooted   in  the  management
arrangement. In 1986,  at the navy's direction, the  management contracts
for   Ready  Reserve   Force   ships  shifted   from  cost-plus   General
Agency.Agreements to low  bid, fixed cost Ship  Management contracts. The
structure  of  this  contract   and  bid  evaluation  process  encouraged
contractors to bet on the prospect that the ships would not be activated.
As a consequence, maintenance and readiness suffered.

     Ready Reserve  Force Manning. Had all the ships of the Ready Reserve
Force in fact been maintained to required levels of readiness, could they
have been manned?

     The 42 Ready Reserve Force ships  that were used were less than half
of  the current Ready  Reserve Force (a  force programmed to  grow to 142
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ships by 1995). To man these 42 ships, the Maritime Administration had to
"comb union halls and retirement rolls  to round up civilian crews to run
them." {18} In addition  to the "tremendous market strain  resulting from
demanding  nearly  1,400 crew  members  almost  overnight," the  Maritime
Administration's Mr.  Martinez also  cited the crews'  unfamiliarity with
the vessels to which they were assigned as a related problem. {19}

     Secretary  Skinner  stated  that  "putting less  than  half  of  the
emergency  fleet in service has  nearly exhausted the  nation's supply of
merchant mariners. {20} The problem stems both from the broad  decline of
the merchant marine, and from policy issues which Martinez sees rooted in
the "rigid, outdated regulations" that burden the maritime industry. {21}
It is exacerbated  by an  aging mariner workforce  (the average  merchant
mariner is 55) and a decline in  skills, as commercial shipping companies
have converted  from steamers  to more efficient,  less labor  intensive,
diesel  powered ships. {22}  The average age  of the Ready  Reserve Force
ships is  24 years, and 83  percent of these ships  have steam propulsion
plants (16 percent diesel;  1 percent gas turbine). If the ships acquired
for the  Ready Reserve Force in  the future continue to  be their owners'
candidates for scrapping, as they are likely to be as progress toward the
goal of 142 ships continues,  experience with the complicated pressurized
boiler systems that typify these older ships will continue to erode, with
attendant consequences for sealift when it is needed.

     This  manning problem can presumably be discerned in the high number
of charters required to make  Desert Shield deliveries. While maintenance
related  availability  problems  were  also  likely  factors  in  charter
decisions,  a fully  crewed charter,  at a  tune  when crews  are scarce,
presents an attractive option.

     Cargo  Growth.  Another  problem  that  had  not  been  sufficiently
addressed  in lift planning before Desert Shield was combat ready loading
and  what  is termed  "residual equipment."  Planning  had been  based on
administrative  rather  than  on  tactical or  combat  loading  concepts.
Administrative loading allows  for  some equipment  disassembly to  maximize
the use  of space. Combat loading  focuses on ensuring that what will be
needed first by the combat forces will be the first to be offloaded.

     There  were also weight increases. These were mainly attributable to
the  loadout by individual army units of fuel, ammunition, and additional
spare  parts that they thought  might be required  soon after deployment.
The addition,  of this combat  load for  an M1 tank,  for example,  could
increase its weight from 60 to 71 short tons, or 20 percent. Planners had
also failed to  anticipate what turned out to be  a significant amount of
residual  equipment,  such   as  personal   electrical  convenience   and
entertainment items.

     Logistics  analysts  estimate  that   cargo  growth  increased  lift
requirements by about 25 percent in some major combat units  and over 100
percent in others.  (In terms of the fast sealift  ships, for example, 10
voyages  instead  of  the planned  8,  were  required  to lift  the  24th
Mechanized Division.)
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Sealift  Execution: What  Didn't  Go At  All.  The planners  had  clearly
anticipated  shortfalls  for the  Southwest  Asia scenario,  but  for the
reasons just given the magnitude of those shortfalls was much worse  than
they expected. In short,  while the requirements had suddenly  grown, the
ships needed  to move them had  shown up more slowly  than expected. Some
conclusions can be drawn from a look at the lift that never materialized,
the lift that did not go.

     Ready  Reserve Force. In the Ready Reserve Force, 100 percent of its
RO-RO and heavylift  ships were activated during the first four months of
Desert Shield.  On the other hand, only  29 percent of its  52 break bulk
ships were called up, and only 9 percent of its product tankers. {23} The
ships called were probably selected because they were considered the most
useful.  It  is likely  that  they  were the  ships  that  had been  best
maintained,  occasionally  tested,  and  believed  reasonably capable  of
meeting prescribed readiness requirements.

     A factor contributing to  the reliability of some ships  (as opposed
to  the unreliability of others)  was the frequency  of their activations
for  military cargo and exercise requirements. Cost, of course, is always
a concern  of the  commander who requires  the shipping. The  large RO-RO
ships  haul several times  as much as  the smaller break  bulk ships can,
they sail faster,  and can  be loaded  and unloaded  much more  speedily.
Since these ships offer the most cost effective option for the commander,
they benefit from more frequent activations.

     Unfortunately, the  structure of the Ready  Reserve Force emphasizes
break bulk freighters and tankers,  the two types of ships used  least in
Desert Shield. To be sure,  handy sized tankers would provide the  intra-
theater lift capacity required for scenarios where fuel would have  to be
transported to the actual area of operations. But for Desert Shield, high
grade fuels were readily available, obviating the need for such tankers.

     Breakbulk  ships are the most numerous category in the Ready Reserve
Force.  Like  the rest  of the  force,  they have  maintenance  and skill
intensive  steam engineering plants, but unlike the other ships, when the
emergency  came,  the  break  bulk  vessels  demonstrated  they had  less
utility. They had  become available  to the Ready  Reserve Force  because
industry had discarded them.  An argument could have been  made when they
were bought  as a  hedge against  diminishing U.S.  flag  dry lift  cargo
capacity  that they were "better  than nothing." Now,  however, even that
argument  may have  been undercut  by the  Desert Shield  experience. Any
money devoted to their berthing and maintenance as an  element of sealift
is money probably better spent elsewhere in the program.

     National Defense Reserve Flat. Although the National Defense Reserve
Fleet theoretically represents a pool for attrition replacement and would
conceivably support conflicts  at higher levels  of mobilization, it  too
should be scrutinized for viability. This  fleet of World War II ships is
not only  a  drain on  funds,  but it  also  provides planners  with  the
illusion  of viable  assets. In  light of  recent experience,  apart from
their obsolescence, there is no manpower available to operate them.
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     Sealift Readiness Program. No  active U.S. flag ships were  taken by
the government  under the provisions  of the  Sealift Readiness  Program.
This was  not entirely a surprise.  Because of the impact  that a Sealift
Readiness  Program  callup  would   likely  have  on  the  transportation
industry,  the  Maritime  Administration  estimated that  only  about  10
percent  of  the  Sealift  Readiness Program  fleet  would  be reasonably
available. Some  26 U.S.flag ships were chartered  for the early phase of
Desert Shield, of  which six  would have been  Sealift Readiness  Program
callup candidates. According to Military Sealift Command officials, other
ships in the  Sealift Readiness Program would not have  been available in
time to contribute to sealift flow.  The vast majority of these ships are
ungeared  container ships, that is,  they depend on  facilities ashore to
unload them.  To  deal with  this,  the government  has  spent over  $100
million to convert old break bulk ships to crane ships that theoretically
could discharge these container ships at their  destination. Moreover, it
bought  thousands of  "sea-sheds" and  "flat-racks" to  provide container
ships with  the  capacity to  handle break  bulk cargo.  Yet, during  the
entire Desert Shield operation, none of this capability was used, raising
serious questions about its utility in contingency force operations.

     Shipping  Provided  by Foreign  Governments.  While  there was  some
foreign  flag   volunteer  shipping   involved  in  Desert   Shield,  its
contribution was minimal. {24}  Indeed, what "did not go"  highlights the
validity  of cautious, "go it  alone" assumptions with  regard to foreign
participation in U.S.led military operations. Particularly noteworthy was
the  early  absence  of any  Japanese  or  German flag  ships  as charter
shipping, much less  as voluntary support of  the deployment. Reportedly,
the question of Japanese and German contributions  to the sealift effort was
raised on several occasions, but shipping  assistance materialized  very
slowly.  {25} This  slow response provides a particularly  telling comment
on  foreign assistance when  one considers  that the Japanese  have 426
RO-RO ships  and 439 general cargo ships  in their  fleet of over  2,500
ships,  and most  importantly, both Japan and Germany depend more than the
United States does on oil exported from the Gulf.

     U.S.-Flag  Shipping. The  relatively  large number  of foreign  flag
ships chartered for Desert Shield (47  of the 73 commercial ships used in
the first three months) highlights the issue of the absence (in both type
and quantity) of U.S.flag  lift. Besides underscoring the need  for RO-RO
type shipping and the inadequacy of existing U.S.controlled  and U.S.flag
assets to  meet it, the number  of foreign flag ships  among the charters
raises  the issue  of  risk  in  incorporating  such  ships  into  future
planning.  The coalition against Iraq  was broad. But  against some other
threat to U.S. vital interests, it could be narrow enough to preclude the
general availability of foreign flag ships for U.S. charter.

                          Policy Considerations

     When  the dust settles,  policy makers must  begin anew to  focus on
future  force  structure and  force  employment  concepts. Desert  Shield
highlighted the fragility of  the sealift system on which  these concepts
hinge. The circumstances  of the deployment tolerated  weaknesses in U.S.
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sealift readiness  which, under  different conditions, could  have caused
failure:

     o   International  support for the U.S. position  assured commercial
     access to the  foreign ships required  to supplement the  inadequate
     U.S.flag fleet and the problematic RRF.

     o   Host-nation support was extensive, making available locally much
     of  the subsistence  and fuel  which otherwise  would have  required
     extensive  sealift, and would have exposed as well the inadequacy of
     the U.S. tanker fleet.

     o     Saudi  Arabia's superb  and  secure port  facilities permitted
     reasonably efficient discharge operations, thereby reducing the ship
     days  (and probably  ships) that  would  have bees  lost  in a  more
     hostile environment or one with a less developed infrastructure.

     o    The absence of  combat during Desert Shield  also mitigated the
     failure of most Ready Reserve Force vessels to make their activation
     target dates.

     These aspects of Desert Shield must  be kept in mind when evaluating
sealift programs, along with the  fact that the forces deployed to  Saudi
Arabia are of  the size  and capability which  U.S. strategists  envision
employing in similar scenarios in the future.

     The deficiencies highlighted argue for meeting surge requirements by
near term  acquisition of more afloat  prepositioned assets. Furthermore,
they suggest the need to better tailor the Ready Reserve Force and to
maintain it  at   higher  levels  of   readiness.  The  experience   also
demands consideration of providing a means of rapidly expanding lift
requirements without depleting the skilled manpower pool.

     Desert Shield  moved theory  into practice and  clearly demonstrates
that in order  to match  force requirements to  lift assets,  contingency
force  requirements   must  be   reduced  or  lift   capacity  increased.
Reconciling  those  two  factors  is  the  central  dilemma  for  defense
planners. As Admiral Butcher (deputy commander of the U.S. Transportation
Command) remarked, "Hopefully out of this will come some raised awareness
of an effort  we may have  to repeat in  the future." {26}   The hand  in
glove relationship  between sealift and contingency  force deployment has
been made palpable, and the forces of the next decade need to be tailored
with greater understanding, and with a better fit in mind.

                                  Notes

     1.  Commander Jacob L. Shuford, U.S. Nary, "Strategic Sealift in the
Context of  Operation Desert  Shield," Unpublished Research  Paper, Naval
War College, Newport, RI, November 1990.
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                              Chapter 4.E.2
                                  * * *
                           Excerpts from 1991
                      Joint Military Net Assessment:
                    Conventional Contingency Response

                     Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

                                 General

     Figure  1 displays  potential  areas of  crises  and threats  to  US
interests. To examine the capabilities of our forces to respond to  those
crises and threats, a  number of scenarios were devised.  These scenarios
were  described in general  terms in [Chapter  1.B.4]; additional details
are  provided in  Table  1.  The  scenarios  provide  key  variables  for
capability analysis,  including infrastructure  details, distance  to the
operational area, warning, forces available on D-Day, strategic lift, and
sustainment parameters. Static and dynamic analyses using FY 1995 fielded
forces were combined with military judgment to complete  quantitative and
qualitative  analyses  of  the  forces' capabilities  to  accomplish  the
wartime   functions  of   mobilization,   deployment,   employment,   and
sustainment.

     A number of assumptions were made in these analyses:

          o  sufficient infrastructure exists at contingency locations to
          accept and support deploying forces unless otherwise stated.

          o  Prepositioned stocks are maintained at current levels.

          o  Strategic lift is not attrited.

          o  Sealift uses the most direct routing.

          o   The  MRC-E scenario, placed  in SWA, assumes  that Iraq has
          reconstituted its  forcer and  subsequently attacks in  the mid
          1990s through  Kuwait to secure  coastal LOCs and  oilfields in
          Saudi Arabia.

     It is important to note that the MRC-E scenario was developed before
the current  crisis in  SWA, thus many  scenario details differ  from the
situation  currently unfolding in the  region. In this  scenario, Iraq is
merely a proxy  for a generalized class of threats  that may arise within
the context of a major regional contingency. It also is important to note
that future requirements

________________________________________________________________________
     Reprinted  from  1991 Joint  Military  Net  Assessment, March  1991.
Prepared by the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff.
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                 Figure 1. Potential Areas of Crisis

                Table 1. Conventional Conflict Scenarios
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vis-a-vis this type of threat will be influenced to a great degree by the
outcome of the current crisis.

                                  Forces

     Conventional contingency response forces  in the Defense Program are
marked  by  several modernization  efforts,  but  system inventories  and
personnel numbers will decrease between  FY 1991, and FY 1999. AC  and RC
end  strengths will  be  reduced  by  approximately  17  and  26  percent
respectively.

                               Capabilities

     The  forces and  capabilities provided  by the  Defense Program  are
limited  by shortfalls  in  mobilization,  deployment,  and  sustainment.
Specific discussions of these areas follow.

Mobilization.  Reserve forces  are required  in all  contingencies.  In a
counterinsurgency   and  lesser   regional  contingency,   the  principal
requirement  is for additional  strategic airlift aircrews.  Only part of
this  shortfall would  be met  on a  voluntary basis;  thus in  these two
scenarios, where mobilization is  not postulated, potentially there would
be personnel shortages.  With the exceptions of  sequential or concurrent
regional contingencies, a crisis in Europe leading to a  war between NATO
and the Soviet  Union, or a global war, all  other scenarios examined can
be  met within  the  limits of  the  Presidential 200,000  SELRES  callup
authorized  by  the  scenarios.  This  sufficiency  would  not  apply  if
deployments lasted  longer than  the scenarios postulate,  extending past
the statutory 180 day limit.

     Although forces mobilized generally are sufficient, their deployment
by the required delivery  dates is not assured. Our  assessment concludes
that  Army RC  roundout  brigades  are  not  responsive  to  nonotice  or
shortnotice   contingencies.  Further,  throughout  the  period  of  this
assessment, reductions in Reserve force structure will occur.

Deployment. Trends in  airlift capability  are shown in  Figure 2.  Total
airlift capacity in MTM/D  is approximately the same from FY 1991 through
FY 1995. Airlift capacity increases by 14 percent from FY 1995 through FY
1999 as  more capable C-17s  replace a portion  of the C-141  fleet, then
decreases as  the C-141s reach the  end of their service  life and retire
past the  turn of the century.  Trends in dry cargo  sealift capacity are
shown in  Figure 3.  Total dry  cargo capacity  decreases  by 31  percent
between FY 1991 and  FY 1999 because the total number of  dry cargo ships
in the US flag merchant fleet will decline from  246 in FY 1991 to 126 in
FY 1999; the EUSC fleet will decline from 35 in FY 1991 to 18 in FY 1999.
The number  of MSC ships remains  constant at 40 during  this period. The
number of RRF dry cargo ships is projected to increase from 83 in FY 1991
to 104 in FY 1999.
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           Figures 2&3. Airlift Capability/ Sealift Capacity
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     Equipment and  supplies prepositioned afloat  and ashore  complement
strategic lift,  help eliminate  shortfalls, and improve  crisis response
time. Current major prepositioned equipment sets  and their locations are
summarized  in Table  2.  These locations  are  based largely  on  former
projections for a global  war centered in Europe. The  future environment
dictates the need  for a  redistribution of, and  possible additions  to,
prepositioned equipment.

_____________________________________________________________________________________
Table 2 Pre-positioned Equipment and Supplies (1990)

Command     |   Army          |   Air Force       |    Navy      | Marine Corps
____________|_________________|___________________|______________|___________________
Global{1}   |4 PREPO Ships    |3 PREPO Ships      |1 PREPO Ship  |3 MPS
            |(Diego Garcia)   |(1 Mediterranean   |(Diego Garcia)|Squadrons
            |                 |and 2 Diego Garcia)|              |(listed below)
____________|_________________|___________________|______________|___________________
USEUCOM     |POMCUS Sets{2}   | NATO Pre-         |              |MEB Equipment
            |(Germany, Nether-| positioning       |              |in Norway and
            |lands, Belgium)  | Procurement       |              |MPS (4 ships) in
            |ARPS (Italy){3}  | Package           |              |Eastern Atlantic
____________|_________________|___________________|______________|___________________
USCENTCOM{4}|Equipment at     | Equipment at      |              |MPS (5 ships) in
            |Site in countries| sites in countries|              |Indian Ocean
            |under various    | under various     |              |
            |programs (e.g.,  | programs (e.g.,   |              |
            |HNS and WRS)     | HNS and WRS)      |              |
____________|_________________|___________________|______________|__________________
            |                 |                   |              |
USPACOM     |Equip at sites   | Equipment at      |              |III MEF
            |in countries     | sites in countries|              |MPS (4 ships) in
            |under various    | under various     |              |Western Pacific
            |programs (e.g.,  | programs (e.g.,   |              |
            |HNS and WRS)     | HNS and WRS)      |              |
____________|_________________|___________________|______________|___________________
USSOUTHCOM  The majority of USSOUTHCOM's theater WRS is positioned in CONUS
____________________________________________________________________________
1  4 DLA (POL) PREPO ships at Diego Garcia are not included as they support
   all Services. First priority of PREPO ships is to support global war.
2  6 partial division sets and 1 M-Day shortfall package (NATO is currently
   readdressing the requirement).
3  Heavy brigade set.
4  Second priority for PREPO ships is USCENTCOM
____________________________________________________________________________

     The United States has  the capability to deploy the  required forces
in all scenarios except as follows: in the early weeks of a short warning
war in SWA  or in  two regional contingencies  occurring sequentially  or
concurrently, shortages will exist  in airlift, sealift, or prepositioned
equipment and supplies, or a combination thereof.

     The  MRC-E  scenario  assumes that  all  US  forces,  equipment, and
supplies have been withdrawn from the region and that the MPS and APF are
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reconstituted as they were  before Operation DESERT SHIELD.  In addition,
the  scenario assumes  that the  United  States does  not have  access to
foreign lift and that passage through the Suez Canal is unimpeded.

     Figures  4 through  6 show  the deployment  of  US forces  over time
compared  with   the  requirements   generated  by  the   MRC-E  scenario
parameters. It should  be noted that the scenario allows  only CRAF Stage
II and SRP mobility enhancements.  With CRAF Stage II and SRP  activated,
the greatest shortfall is  in airlifted cargo. Personnel airlift  is also
insufficient.  Cargo  sealift  (dry  cargo resupply  and  ammunition)  is
insufficient as well,  although not to a& significant a  degree as is the
airlift  component. The  end result  is that  the forces,  equipment, and
materiel required by  the scenario  do not arrive  completely in  theater
until C+49; this figure exceeds the deployment timelines specified in the
scenario by one week.

     Because of this deployment shortfall, an excursion from the baseline
mobility  case was  examined. In  this instance,  using the  same forces,
equipment,  and materiel  required by  the scenario,  CRAF Stage  III was
activated and the US flag fleet was activated by a full requisitioning of
the  US flag  merchant  marine and  EUSC  shipping. The  results  of this
greater number of mobility assets are  also plotted in Figures 4  through
6. Despite these additional mobility assets, a deployment shortfall still
exists between C+7 and C+45.

     The main reason for  this shortfall is short warning  time, although
the extensive distance to the  theater obviously has a major  impact. The
impact of these deployment shortfalls on the employment of forces in this
scenario  is discussed  below.  Our mobility  analysis  of this  scenario
concludes  that prepositioned  equipment  ashore  or  afloat,  additional
strategic lift capacity, or a combination of both would alleviate much of
the shortfall.  However, additional  lift capacity alone  cannot overcome
short warning time  or the  lack of enough  p,repositioned equipment  and
supplies. Strategic  mobility implications  for this and  other scenarios
are  under study  in the  congressionally mandated  Mobility Requirements
Study.
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Employment. Postulated available forces  are adequate to defeat potential
threats in  all scenarios with the exception of the MRC-E scenario or two
regional contingencies occurring sequentially or concurrently because  of
deployment and sustainment deficiencies.  Further, forces are potentially
inadequate for  a crisis in Europe leading to a  war between NATO and the
Soviet  Union because  of  sustainment shortfalls.  They are  potentially
inadequate  in   the  long  warning   global  war  scenario   because  of
mobilization shortfalls in personnel, training and the industrial base.

     Major Regional Contingency: East. In the baseline case described in
Table 1,  Kuwaiti and Saudi Arabian forces are unable to slow the advance
of Iraqi  forces. Kuwait  is defeated  and the Iraqi  advance into  Saudi
Arabia  continues, although  attrition of  Iraqi forces  is the  focus of
mainly US  air power.  Fixing actions  by Iraqi  lead units  enable their
followon  units to proceed  toward the ports  where US  forces come under
attack Allied air
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     Figure 4&5. Passenger Airlift for MRC-E/Cargo Airlift for MRC-E
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                   Figure 6. Cargo Sealift for MRC-E

power  inflicts  significant damage  to  Iraqi  forces,  slowing but  not
stopping their advance.

     Because  of the deficiencies observed in the baseline case, a number
of excursions to  the baseline scenario  were wargamed  in an attempt  to
isolate the  reasons for these deficiencies. Variations in the excursions
included:

     o  Conventional or chemical operations.

     o  Differing Iraqi invasion axes.

     o  Afloat prepositioning of equipment and supplies for additional US
     heavy divisions with organic CS and CSS assets.

     o   Two different warning times.

     In  the gamed  excursions, some  combinations of  variables produced
better  results than others. The results demonstrated that significant US
heavy  forces  must  be in  place  early  in the  crisis,  either through
prepositioning  or  earlier deployment.  US  heavy  combined arms  forces
(including  air forces) are  necessary for  success; the  short timelines
imply that some elements must be prepositioned. Other strategic  mobility
implications  for   this  scenario  currently  are  under  study  in  the
congressionally mandated Mobility Requirements Study.
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     It should  be noted that the  forces and warning times  used both in
the baseline case and  in the scenario excursions were  considerably less
than  those  actually enacted  to date  in  Operations DESERT  SHIELD and
DESERT STORM. Additionally, the excursions examined only a  finite number
of alternatives. Further analysis  could show that early deployment  of a
greater  number of  air assets  might have achieved  the same  results as
earlier deployment of Navy ground forces.

     Major  Regional Contingency:  West. In  one scenario  analyzed, DPRK
forces  attack  South Korea  with little  warning  following a  period of
increased tensions. ROK and US forces stop DPRK forces north of Seoul. In
another  recent  study  analyzed, results  were  significantly different.
Although  DPRK readiness  has suffered  from cutbacks  in air  and ground
training, the threat to US and  ROK forward deployed forces remains high.
US  tactical air  assets  would aid  significantly  in slowing  any  DPRK
offensive.

Sustainment. Sustainment  shortfalls exist in level of  effort and threat
oriented munitions  stocks, bulk  POL storage and  distribution, selected
secondary  end  item  PWRS,   medical  services  and  supplies,  aviation
maintenance, and CBW defense  equipment. Recent improvements in munitions
sustainability, particularly in high technology munitions, will be slowed
and in some cases reversed by FY 1997. LOTS operations may be required to
conduct ship  discharge  operations  of  especially  hazardous  material.
Medical personnel shortfalls,  though not serious, are  projected. At the
same time, the medical equipment posture improves during the decade.

     Counterinsurgency and Lesser Regional Contingencies. The presence of
host nation  support or  a US  logistic infrastructure  is  key in  rapid
response contingencies. POL and their bulk distribution will be a concern
where  the  infrastructure is  limited.  Preferred munitions  sustainment
could   be  a  problem  in   opposing  countries  that   have  access  to
technologically advanced weapon systems.

     Major Regional Contingency: East.  Water purification and the inland
distribution of water, POL, and general cargo are limiting factors.

     Major Regional Contingency: West. Ammunition resupply will be needed
early  and will  compete with  lift assets  carrying personnel  and other
critical materiel to the theater.

     Escalation  of a  Crisis in  Europe. Shortfalls  exist  in preferred
munitions and secondary end item PWRS. It would likely be 6  to 24 months
before  industrial base mobilization  or surge production  could begin to
deliver  critical  items.  Aviation  maintenance  shortfalls  will  limit
warfighting  capability. Bulk POL war reserve inventories make up only 60
percent of  the wartime  need. Much  of the  petroleum is  transported by
commercial carrier, and  the NATO pipeline  system cannot handle  wartime
requirements.
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                               Conclusions

     The capabilities of US military forces are limited in the postulated
scenarios primarily by deployment and sustainment shortfalls in  the most
demanding cases,  although training  and readiness issues  connected with
mobilization also could be a negative factor. A short warning  war in SWA
or  two regional  contingencies  occurring  sequentially or  concurrently
would   produce  the   greatest  shortcomings.   Employment  capabilities
generally are sufficient,  but shortfalls in  the above noted  categories
could have potentially grave consequences.

     Today's  environment  dictates  the  need for  more  strategic  lift
assets, additional prepositioned equipment and supplies, or a combination
of  both to alleviate deployment and sustainment shortfalls. A variety of
options  are  being examined  by  the  congressionally mandated  Mobility
Requirements Study.
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                              Chapter 4.F.1
                                  * * *
         Unified Combatant Command for Special Operations Forces

                          United States Congress

(a)  Establishment. With the advice and assistance of the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff,  the President, through the Secretary  of Defense,
shall  establish  under section  161 of  this  title a  unified combatant
command  for  special  operations  forces (hereinafter  in  this  section
referred to as the "special operations  command"). The principal function
of  the  command is  to prepare  special operations  forces to  carry out
assigned missions.

(b)   Assignment of forces. Unless otherwise directed by the Secretary of
Defense,  all active and reserve  special operations forces  of the armed
forces stationed  in the United States  shall be assigned to  the special
operations command.

(c)   Grade of commander. The commander of the special operations command
shall hold the  grade of  general or, in  the case of  an officer of  the
Navy,  admiral  while serving  in  that  position,  without vacating  his
permanent grade. The commander of such command shall be appointed to that
grade by the President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate,
for service in that position.

(d)  Command of activity or mission. (1) Unless otherwise directed by the
President or the Secretary  of Defense, a special operations  activity or
mission  shall be conducted  under the  command of  the commander  of the
unified combatant  command  in  whose  geographic area  the  activity  or
mission is to be conducted.

     (2)   The commander of the special operations command shall exercise
command of  a selected special operations mission if directed to do so by
the President or the Secretary of Defense.

________________________________________________________________________
     Reprinted from Section 167  of Title 10, United States  Code General
Military Law-source-Combatant Commands enacted by the United States
Congress.
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(e)  Authority of combatant commander.

      (1)  In addition to the authority prescribed in section 164(c) of
this title, the commander of the special operations command shall be
responsible for, and shall have the authority to conduct, all affairs of
such command relating to special operations activities.

     (2)  The commander of such command shall be responsible for, and
shall have the authority to conduct, the following functions relating to
special operations activities (whether or not relating to the special
operations command):

          (A)  Developing strategy, doctrine, and tactics.

          (B)  Preparing and submitting to the Secretary of Defense
program recommendations and budget proposals for special operations
forces and for other forces assigned to the special operations command.

          (C)  Exercising authority, direction, and control over the
expenditure of funds:

               (i)  for forces assigned to the special operations
command; and

               (ii)  for special operations forces assigned to unified
combatant commands other than the special operations command, with
respect to all matters covered by paragraph (4) and, with respect to a
matter not covered by paragraph (4), to the extent directed by the
Secretary of Defense.

          (D)  Training assigned forces.

          (E)  Conducting specialized courses of instruction for
commissioned and noncommissioned officers.

          (F)  Validating requirements.

          (G)  Establishing priorities for requirements.

          (H)  Ensuring the interoperability of equipment and forces.

          (I)  Formulating and submitting requirements for intelligence
support.

          (J)  Monitoring the promotions, assignments, retention,
training, and professional military education of special operations
forces officers.

     (3)  The commander of the, special operations command shall be
responsible for:
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          (A)  ensuring the combat readiness of forces assigned to the
special operations command; and

          (B)  monitoring the preparedness to carry out assigned missions
of special operations forces assigned to unified combatant commands other
than the special operations command.

     (4) (A)  The commander of the special operations command shall be
responsible for, and shall have the authority to conduct, the following:

               (i)  Development and acquisitions of special operations
peculiar equipment.

               (ii)  Acquisition of special operations/peculiar material,
supplies, and services.

     (B)  Subject to the authority, direction, and control of the
Secretary of Defense, the commander of the command, in carrying out his
functions under subparagraph (A), shall have authority to exercise the
functions of the head of an agency under chapter 137 of this title.

     (C)  The staff of the commander shall include an inspector general
who shall conduct internal audits and inspections of purchasing and
contracting actions through the special operations command and such other
inspector general functions as may be assigned.

(f)  Budget: In addition to the activities of a combatant command for
which funding may be requested under section 166(b) of this title, the
budget proposal of the special operations command shall include requests
for funding for:

     (1)  development and acquisition of special operations peculiar
equipment; and

     (2)  acquisition of other material, supplies, or services that are
peculiar to special operations activities.

(g) Intelligence and special activities. This section does not constitute
authority to conduct any activity which, if carried out as an
intelligence activity by the Department of Defense, would require:

     (1) a finding under section 662 of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961 (22 U.S.C. 2422); or

     (2) a notice to the Select Committee on Intelligence of the Senate
and the Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence of the House of
Representatives under section 501(a)(1) of the National Security Act of
1947 (50 U.S.C. 413).

(h)  Regulations. The Secretary of Defense shall prescribe regulations
for the activities of the special operations command. Such regulations
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shall include authorization for the commander of such command to provide
for operational security of special operations forces and activities.

(i)  Identification of special operation as forces. (1) Subject to
paragraph (2), for the purposes of this section special operations forces
are those forces of the armed forces that:

          (A)  are identified as core forces or as augmenting forces in
the Joint Chiefs of Staff Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan, Annex E,
dated December 17, 1985;

          (B)  are described in the Terms of Reference and Conceptual
Operations Plan for the Joint Special Operations Command, as in effect on
April 1, 1986; or

          (C)  are designated as special operations forces by the
Secretary of Defense.

     (2)  The Secretary of Defense, after consulting with the Chairman of
the Joint chiefs of Staff and the commander of the special operation
command, may  direct that any force  included within the  description in
paragraph (1)(A) or (1)(B) shall  not be considered as  a special
operations  force for the purposes of this section.

(i)  Special operations activities. For purposes of this section, special
operations activities  include each  of the  following  in so  far as  it
relates to special operations:

     (1)  Direct action.
     (2)  Strategic reconnaissance.
     (3)  Unconventional warfare.
     (4)  Foreign internal defense.
     (5)  Civil affairs.
     (6)  Psychological operations.
     (7)  Counterterrorism.
     (8)  Humanitarian assistance.
     (9)  Theater search and rescue.
     (10)  Such other activities as may be specified by  the President or
the  Secretary of Defense.

________________________________________________________________________
(Added Oct. 18, 1986, P. L. 99-500; Oct. 30, 1986, P. L. 99-591, Title I.
101(c) in part, 100 Stat. 3341-124; Nov. 14, 1986, P. L. 99-661, Div A,
Title XIII,  Part B, 1311(b)(1), 100 Stat.  3983; Dec. 4,  1987, P. L.
100-180, Div  A, Title XII, Part B, 1211(d), 101 Stat. 1156; Sept. 29,
1988, P. L. 100-456, Div A, Title VII, Part B, 712, 102 Stat. 1997.)



347

                  History: Ancillary Laws and Directives

Explanatory notes:

P. L. 99-500 (H.J.  Res. 738) was signed by the President  on October 18,
1986. It was discovered that certain provisions had been omitted from the
bill, and  a corrected version  thereof was  signed by  the President  on
October 30, 1986, as P. L. 99-591.  As of this date, the codifiers of the
United  States Code have not released the enrolled or classified versions
of P.L. 99-500.

Act Nov. 14,1986 (applicable as provided by  1311(i) of  such Act, which
appears as  a note to this  section) added the very same  section as Acts
Oct. 18, 1986 and Oct. 30, 1986.

Amendments:

1987. Act Dec. 4,1987, in subsec. (e), added para. (3).

1988.  Act Sept.  29, 1988,  in subsec.  (e), in  para.  (1), substituted
"activities,"  for  "activities,  including  the  following  functions:",
inserted  para. (2) introductory matter, and deleted former subparas. (F)
and (G), which read:

     "(F) Ensuring combat readiness.

     "(G) Developing and  acquiring special operations/peculiar equipment
     and  acquiring special  operations/peculiar material,  supplies, and
     services."

Such Act further,  in subsec. (e), redesignated former  subparas. (B)-(E)
of  para. (1) as subparas. (D)-(G) of  para. (2), and added new subparas.
(B) and (C); deleted former para. (2), which read:

"The  commander of such command  shall be responsible  for monitoring the
preparedness  of  special operations  forces  assigned  to other  unified
combatant  commands to  carry out  assigned missions.",  redesignated the
first sentence  of former para. (3) as para. (4)(B), added new para. (3),
and, in Para. (4)(B) as redesignated,  substituted "subparagraph (A)" for
"paragraph (1)(G)", id redesignated the sentence beginning "The  staff of
the commander..." as para. (4)(C).
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Other provisions:

Major force program category; budget; commanders. Act Oct. 18, 1986, P.L.
99-500, Oct. 30, 1986, P.L. 99-591, Title I,  101(c) in  part, 100 Stat.
3341-124;  Nov.  14, 1986,  P.L. 99-661,  Div A,  Title  XIII, Part  B, 
1311(c), 100 Stat. 3985, provides:

"Major  force program category. The Secretary of Defense shall create for
the  special operations forces major force program category for the Five-
Year Defense Plan of  the Department of Defense. The  Assistant Secretary
of  Defense for Special Operations  and Low Intensity  Conflict, with the
advice and assistance of the commander of the special operations command,
shall provide overall supervision of the preparation and justification of
program recommendations and budget proposals to be included in such major
force program category.

"Program and budget execution.  To the extent that there  is authority to
revise programs  and budgets approved by Congress  for special operations
forces, such authority may be exercised only by the Secretary of Defense,
after consulting with the commander of the special operations command.

"Grade for  commanders of certain  area special operations  commands. The
commander of the special operations command of the United States European
Command,  the  United States  Pacific  Command,  and  any  other  unified
combatant command that  the Secretary  of Defense may  designate for  the
purposes of this section shall be of general or flag officer grade."
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                              Chapter 4.F.2
                                  * * *
          The Strategic Employment of Special Operations Forces

                    General Carl W. Stiner, U.S. Army

     Mr.  Chairman   and  Distinguished  Members  of   the  Committee,  I
appreciate this opportunity to appear before you to discuss the Strategic
Employment  of  Special Operations  Forces,  a  capability of  increasing
importance in our rapidly changing world.

     As  Commander in  Chief,  United States  Special Operations  Command
(USSOCOM),  I have global responsibility for providing combat ready Army,
Nary,  and  Air  Force  Special  Operations  Forces  (SOF)  to  the  five
warfighting  CINCs  who  are  directly  responsible  for  furthering  our
nation's  security  interests throughout  the  world.  In addition,  when
directed by the  President or the Secretary of Defense,  I am responsible
for planning and conducting selected special operations.

     I  am pleased to report that our country's Special Operations Forces
remain ready; our strategic capabilities across the operational continuum
have been demonstrated  daily during  the past year.  During FY90  alone,
USSOCOM  deployed 485 training teams to 35 different countries around the
world.  Many of these deployments for training provided a significant and
needed  presence in  areas where  no permanent  U.S. military  forces are
stationed.

     Today,  in  addition  to  the Special  Operations  Forces  that  are
employed  in  support  of  Operation  Desert Storm,  USSOCOM  has  forces
employed in 24  different countries in  every region of the  world. These
soldiers,  sailors and airmen are quiet, professional instruments of U.S.
policy. They  are forward employed, performing  their respective missions
every day  of the year,  from the grass  roots level, where  the problems
are,  to  the  ambassadorial  level,  giving  advice and  assistance  and
coordinating requirements,  all for  carrying  out the  interests of  the
United States.

     For  example, USSOCOM's Special Operations, Psychological Operations
and  Civil Affairs Forces are  providing assistance and  training to host
nation

________________________________________________________________________
     Reprinted  from Witness Statement  of General  Carl W.  Stiner, USA,
Commander in Chief  United States Special  Operations Command before  the
Senate Armed Service Committee, March 1991.
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forces and  officials by  building school  houses,  training doctors  and
medical officials in disease prevention and child health care, supporting
our nation's fight to combat the scourge of drugs, and  assisting in host
nation foreign  internal defense activities through  military to military
training programs.

     Our  Special Operations Forces are ideally suited for support of the
National  Security  Strategy outlined  by  Secretary  Cheney and  General
Powell on 7 February and play a  vital role as an instrument of  American
foreign policy. Your recognition that Special Operations Forces represent
a  tremendous  capability at  a relatively  low  cost and  your continued
support have helped improve our posture significantly.

                       The Geopolitical Environment

     In concert with other elements of U.S. strategy, SOF can  and should
be an  effective  instrument for  achieving  U.S. objectives  around  the
world.  Special Operations  Forces  have an  essential  role to  play  in
responding  to  the  emerging  national security  challenges  which  will
confront the United States into the next century.

     The  warming of relations between  the United States  and the Soviet
Union should permit us to  focus our attention on the  complex conditions
that continue to cause problems in Third World, underdeveloped countries.
The euphoria induced by improved relations  with the Soviet Union and the
accompanying  reduced risk of nuclear warfare should not obscure our view
of the following realities:

     o   There are now many  more significant players on the gameboard of
     international politics  than ever before. New  combinations of power
     are developing. Old international patterns have crumbled.

     o       There  is  increased  global  interdependence  in  economic,
     environmental, political, and information issues.

     o    The problems of rising political and  economic expectations are
     even  more pronounced  among Third  World countries now  that Soviet
     power is more diffuse.

     o   The Third World has fragmented, and should no longer be referred
     to as a unitary entity. There are considerable differences among the
     poor countries of Asia, the debt laden nations of Latin America, and
     the oft forgotten continent, Africa.  No universal solution is valid
     for the problems of such different countries.

     All of these factors  make the issue of  strategic balance far  more
dynamic than it has been for more than 40 years.

     In  addition,  little  has been  done  to  relieve  the complex  and
deplorable  conditions that  contribute to  many of  the problems  in the
Third World.
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     o     Socioeconomic decline,  the  spread of  religious  fanaticism,
     political instability and resource shortages are ever present.

     o    Narco-trafficking continues to be an international dilemma that
     recognizes no borders and respects no government.

     o    Increasingly,  drug cartels are joining  in mutual support with
     Third World  insurgent and  terrorist groups to  further destabilize
     Third World governments.

     o     Acts  of terrorism,  insurgency,  and subversion  reflect  the
     instability   created  with  increasing  nationalism  and  religious
     fanaticism.

     o    The proliferation of  powerful weapons of  mass destruction and
     great lethality  continues. As the  Gulf crisis has  revealed, these
     weapons are now in the arsenals of some Third World countries.

     o     In every  region of  the  world, one  or more  states has  the
     potential to attempt to establish regional hegemony. This alone will
     challenge us  for new  approaches  to solutions  for protecting  our
     interests.

     Without a countervailing trend to point to, it appears that internal
conflict  and critical  socioeconomic  problems in  the Third  World will
continue,  at least  at their present  levels. It is  probable that these
dilemmas will  expand  in  coming decades,  with  population  growth  and
environmental  degradation adding  new  pressures on  weak economies  and
unstable  political systems.  As a  consequence, it  is certain  that the
impact of  these geopolitical  circumstances upon our  national interests
will compel the United States to engage directly or indirectly in some of
these struggles.

     From my viewpoint, it is in the  Third World countries that problems
are going to challenge the United States:

     o  our economic well being;

     o  our prestige;

     o  our resolve; and

     o  our credibility as a world leader.

     Therefore,  we must focus on the early detection of potential crises
and seek peaceful solutions; yet at the same time maintain the capability
to respond if peaceful solutions fail.

     The  United  States  can   best  do  this  by  being   attentive  to
opportunities to assist.  Because of  the importance of  the military  in
most Third World countries, military to  military relations will continue
to  provide  the  United  States  the  best  opportunities for  providing



352

assistance.

     The Department of  Defense must be prepared  with appropriate forces
to meet a wide variety of scenarios. Special Operations Forces constitute
a  low  cost  but  exceptionally  effective  force,  whose  expertise and
flexibility  are  applicable  to  both  conventional  and  unconventional
conflict.  At the  same time,  related areas  of specialization,  such as
civil  affairs  and psychological  operations,  as well  as  SOF language
skills and regional familiarity, enable SOF to make  unique contributions
toward  protecting  U.S.  interests  across  the  operational  continuum.
Because of their capabilities, SOF can also foster
environments that  help relieve the conditions  which promote instability
in so many Third World countries.

           United States Special Operations Command Orientation

Many of you are familiar with the United states Special Operations
Command, but for those who may not be, permit me to describe briefly  our
command.

     As  a result  of  the  Cohen/Nunn  Amendment  to  the  1987  Defense
Authorization  Act,  the United  States  Special  Operations Command  was
established  to unify all Special Operations Forces under one command. As
a  unified command,  USSOCOM  is charged  with organizing,  training, and
equipping  Special Operations  Forces,  revitalizing  SOF, and  providing
combat ready Special Operations  Forces to the regional CINCs  who employ
them  throughout  the  world  in pursuit  of  national  objectives.  Each
component,  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force,  continually   trains  in  its
respective area of  expertise and routinely  participates in Service  and
joint   training  exercises   to   hone  fighting   skills  and   promote
interoperability among forces.

     In addition, USSOCOM is assigned several unique responsibilities. We
are  charged with  developing and  acquiring  SOF peculiar  equipment and
acquiring  SOF peculiar  materiel,  supplies, and  services. Under  Major
Force Program 11  (MFP 11) we develop the Special  Operations Program and
Budget.  This Budget authority is  unprecedented in that  no commander of
joint forces has assumed  this responsibility before we are  also charged
with developing  SOF strategy,  doctrine, and tactics;  training assigned
forces;  ensuring  the  interoperability  of equipment  and  forces;  and
developing  SOF courses of instruction.  To this end,  we are responsible
for three centers  of military  instruction, to include  the JFK  Special
Warfare  Center and  School  at Fort  Bragg,  North Carolina,  the  Naval
Special Warfare Center at Coronado, California, and our Air Force Special
Operations School at  Hurlburt Field, Florida. In  addition, working with
the Air Force, our Air Force fixed wing and helicopter pilots are trained
at  Kirtland  AFB  in  New  Mexico.  Finally,  USSOCOM  is  charged  with
monitoring promotions, assignments, retention, training, and professional
military education of all SOF personnel.

     To accomplish these missions, USSOCOM comprises a small headquarters
staff and  four  component commands  consisting  of active,  reserve  and
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national guard forces numbering approximately 38,000 men and women.

     The Joint Special Operations Command (USOC) is  a joint headquarters
located at Pope  AFB, North  Carolina. It concentrates  on joint  special
operations tactics and techniques for all of our service components.

     The  United  States  Army  Special Operations  Command  (USASOC)  is
composed of  five active special  forces groups,  four reserve  component
special  forces groups, a ranger  regiment, and an  aviation regiment. In
addition, USASOC is  responsible for our active and reserve component
psychological operations and civil affairs forces.

     The  Naval  Special  Warfare  Command (NAVSPECWARCOM)  is  based  at
Coronado,  California. It is  made up of  six active seal  teams and five
reserve  seal platoons. In addition, our naval component has three active
special  boat  units,  and four  reserve  special  boat  units. Two  seal
delivery teams are also assigned to NAVSPECWARCOM.

     The  Air  Force  Special  Operations  Command  (AFSOC),  located  at
Hurlburt Field, Florida, has 11 active squadrons, the equivalent of three
wings.  AFSOC also has three  reserve squadrons and  a special operations
tactical group.

     For  FY91, USSOCOM is accomplishing its mission with a funding level
of $2.4 billion dollars, which is slightly  less than 1% of the total DOD
budget  and approximately 1% of the total DOD personnel strength. SOF are
low  cost, and provide Congress  and the National  Command authorities an
extremely high payback on the investment.

                 USSOCOM's Role in the National Strategy

     As  we look  to  the  future and  adjust  our national  strategy  to
compensate  for the changing threat,  there are two military capabilities
that  the United  States  must  maintain. One  is  to  deter and  counter
violence that may threaten the United States and its interests, no matter
the location. The second is our ability to assist in nation building.

     USSOCOM's  special operations,  psychological operations,  and civil
affairs forces are  flexible strategic  assets which  provide these  dual
capabilities. Consequently, I am  committed to a program that  will allow
maximum  forward  presence of  Special  Operations  Forces  to meet  U.S.
national objectives, and  in support  of each regional  CINC's plans  and
programs.

     The  principal  implication  of  this  approach  is  that  USSOCOM's
assigned forces, as  well at  the regional CINC's  forward employed  SOF,
must plan, train, organize and resource themselves for commitment to, and
involvement in, the environment of low  intensity conflict. As operations
Just Cause/ Promote Liberty, and Desert Shield/Storm have made clear, SOF
have a critical role in mid to high intensity conflict as well. But it is
clear where the focus must lie. In order to counter the types of violence
we are most likely to face, mission emphasis must be on counterterrorism,
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counternarcotics, surgical direct action, special reconnaissance, foreign
internal  defense,  and   psychological  operations.  Concurrently,   the
military contribution to nation building must be pursued through security
assistance, humanitarian assistance, and civic action.

                          The Versatility of SOF

     A valuable attribute of SOF is  their ability to conduct missions in
three political/military settings: peacetime engagement, crisis response,
and regional conflict.

Peacetime Engagement. During the  period of peacetime engagement, special
operations forces are ideally suited  to counteract violence and  promote
nation  building. SOF can be  employed directly or  indirectly to counter
terrorism, narcotics trafficking, subversion, or insurgencies, and to aid
resistance  fighters  against  repressive  regimes  consistent  with  the
requirements of United States national security objectives.

     In addition,  SOF are  particularly well suited  to nation  building
tasks that require  cultural familiarity, linguistic  skills, and a  long
term  commitment. Characterized  by small  flexible organizations  with a
wide range of specialized skills and area expertise, SOF provide numerous
forms of training and assistance to emerging democracies.

     With  tumultuous  events presaging  change  in  much of  the  world,
coordinated nation building  programs can  advance the  interests of  the
United States while assisting Third World countries.

     In most developing countries there are discrete economic, social and
security  problems which affect both  quality of life  and a government's
ability to function. Helping a country meet the  fundamental needs of its
populace is the crux of any nation building effort. U.S. participation in
such initiatives often works  best when it remains inconspicuous,  a role
for which SOF are particularly well suited.

     SOF  also   participate  in   the  ongoing  war   against  narcotics
trafficking.  USSOCOM is a supporting  CINC in the  Department of Defense
Counternarcotics  (CN)  effort.  As   such,  it  provides  personnel  and
resources to assist U.S. law enforcement agencies, operational support to
regional CINCS, and training  and assistance to host nation  military and
law enforcement personnel.

     The primary focus of USSOCOM's forces in the counternarcotics effort
has  been in the USSOUTHCOM area of responsibility and the U.S. southwest
border area under FORSCOM/JTF6. USSOUTHCOM has the highest utilization of
SOF  in  CN  with   its  involvement  in  the  Andean   Ridge  countries.
Additionally,   USSOUTHCOM  has   the   most   active  overt.   peacetime
Psychological   Operations   Programs   (OP3)  directed   at   combatting
narcotrafficking. FORSCOM/JTF6  has established  an effective  record for
SOF utilization in support of law enforcement agencies.

     USSOCOM'S  FY90 contribution  to the  CN effort  in operating  days/
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percent change over the previous year's include:

Type Support                               Total days

Training U.S. Law Enforcement Agencies      233 (+60%)

Training Foreign CN Forces                 1053 (+82%)

Communication Support to U.S. Coast Guard   504 (+10%)

This information does not include SOF participation in combined  military
training/exercises in high narco-trafficking areas.

     The counternarcotics training and  support missions include  airlift
and  communications  support,  overt peacetime  psychological  operations
programs,  military  training,  riverine/small  boat   training,  medical
training, SIGlNT support, and communications equipment loans.

Crisis  Response.  SOF  are  also capable  of  conducting  complex crisis
response contingency  operations on  short notice, with  great precision.
The  high state  of  readiness of  our surgical  forces  permits them  to
respond  to a variety of crises, ranging from personnel recovery missions
to support of larger operations.

Regional Conflict.  At the middle and high end of the conflict continuum,
SOF  support conventional  forces by providing  battlefield intelligence,
and  economy of  force capabilities  to delay,  disrupt, or  divert enemy
forces through direct action,  special reconnaissance, or  unconventional
warfare.  Thus, the close integration  of SOF and  conventional forces in
peacetime  training  and  during   conflict  situations  must  remain  an
essential  element  of  U.S.  strategy.  Operations  Just   Cause/Promote
Liberty,  and Desert  Shield/Storm have  significantly demonstrated  that
when  SOF  and  conventional  forces  are  employed  together, our  force
potential and capability are maximized.

     As we look to the future then, USSOCOM has two paramount priorities.
First, to take the special operations, psychological operations and civil
affairs forces that  we have,  and through every  means possible,  ensure
their  readiness is at  the highest possible state.  This is necessary in
order to be prepared to carry out U.S. national policy.

     The  second priority is, in coordination with the Theater CINC'S, to
ensure the most effective  utilization of SOF as an  essential instrument
of  national policy. SOF must be ready  to be forward deployed in problem
countries  if we are to  take advantage of  their capabilities: training,
advising, and assisting.

     There is a three step process to ensure the best use of our nation's
special operations forces.

     o   First, in conjunction with the theater CINCs and in coordination
with appropriate  organizations  in the  interagency  arena, we  have  to
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determine which countries we must focus upon.

     o    Second, we  must examine each of  these countries as  part of a
regional  plan  and, in  coordination  with  the theater  CINCs,  develop
foreign internal defense/nation  building programs tailored  specifically
for  that  country.  SOF  is  a  major  player   in  these  programs.  As
demonstrated throughout  the  world just  this  past year,  SOF  provides
training and  assistance programs through military  to military contacts,
communications  and  intelligence  support,  civic  action  and  disaster
assistance projects, and medical and  engineer support. SOF expertise  in
psychological operations, when coordinated with the host nation, is  used
to  counter hostile  propaganda  and disinformation.  Such a  coordinated
information campaign is also  used to emphasize what the  host government
is doing for its people.

     After a  nation building program is  successfully implemented, every
effort must  be made to turn  the program over to  host country agencies,
complete with the necessary resources. The nation building effort must be
"owned" by both the citizens and the institutions of the host country.

     In order  to make a  nation building program  work, there must  be a
coordinated, focused interagency effort. Such  a program must also ensure
unity of effort by including all programs of the United States government
that  apply to the region orchestrated toward common goals and objectives
that have been established for a given country.

     o   The third and final step in this SOF forward  employment process
is to  determine those countries in which a shooting situation, such as a
hostage  situation, a  takeover of a  U.S. Embassy,  or an  insurgency is
likely  to  arise.  For those  countries,  we  need  to start  right  now
establishing the  appropriate operational support  infrastructure so that
if the United States must commit forces at some point in the future, they
do not go in unaided and blind.

                       Modernization Considerations

     USSOCOM recognizes  the necessity for a  constrained defense budget.
Nonetheless,  requirements  remain for  a  well  trained, well  equipped,
quality force sufficient for protecting U.S. interests.

     SOF  were  latecomers   and  low   priority  players   in  the   DOD
revitalization  efforts of the early  and mid-eighties. Now  that we have
assumed control of our own  budget, we must continue to be  permitted the
opportunity, and  provided the  resources, to modernize  our capabilities
with planned, joint and interoperable systems. You are well  aware of the
type equipment  that has been made  available in the past  to support SOF
operations:  primarily  equipment designed  for  conventional forces  but
later  modified to  support SOF  requirements. Today,  Special Operations
Forces need the resources  to develop equipment that meets  our validated
needs, while continuing to upgrade present systems.

     In  light  of this,  it  is  important to  point  out  that the  SOF
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community, as a result of your significant effort on our behalf, have the
capability to begin correcting these deficiencies.

Special  Operations Acquisition  Organization. On  10 December  1990, the
Deputy  Secretary of Defense  approved USSOCOM'S acquisition organization
and operating procedures. We are now moving to establish an effective SOF
acquisition system. Our  intent is  to fully and  effectively assume  the
acquisition responsibilities  mandated by Congress and  the Department of
Defense as quickly as possible.

     In  compliance with  congressional  direction,  we  established  our
Special Operations Research, Development, and Acquisition Center (SORDAC)
outside of the national capital region  and located it in Tampa, Florida.
This  location ensures that the SORDAC can interface efficiently with all
USSOCOM staff  elements. The Tampa  location will also  facilitate better
coordination between me, as the Special Operations Acquisition Executive,
and the  many research, development, and acquisition  programs USSOCOM is
responsible for, now and in the future.

     The  SORDAC will be directed by a senior executive service civilian.
This  individual will  provide the  critical program  monitoring, program
management,  and  technical  support functions  necessary  for  effective
management of acquisition authority and responsibilities.

     Our  authority from Congress is not only to validate and prioritized
SOF requirements, but also to develop and acquire SOF-peculiar  equipment
and  materiel,  supplies,  and services.  We  will  ensure  that SOF  are
adequately equipped to perform the full range of required missions and to
take  the lead in research, development, acquisition, and testing of SOF-
unique materiel.

     Restricted  funding  for civilian  personnel  allowed  for only  two
thirds of  the strength validated and  authorized by the  Joint Staff. In
addition,  decisions   that  deleted   funds  for  SOF   technology  base
initiatives  effectively shut  USSOCOM  out  of  front end  research  and
development.  Remaining at the leading edge of technology is important to
the future  modernization of SOF and is  consistent with the research and
development strategy outlined by both Secretary Cheney and General Powell
in their 7 February testimony.

     For now, our primary focus will continue to be on monitoring service
executed SOF  programs and we  are limited  to direct  management of  low
density developmental items.  In this  regard, the SORDAC  has played  an
important  role  in equipping  our  Special Operations  Forces  in Desert
Storm. We will continue our efforts to establish a strong technology base
staff in an attempt to leverage service and national research programs.

     The ongoing development of the SORDAC does not mean that we have not
been making  progress in  rapidly developing and  implementing some  much
needed capabilities.  Our research and development  efforts for improving
the survivability of employed SOF teams  by  providing  them  with  a  low
probability  of  interception/detection  communications  capability,  the
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Joint Advanced  Special Operations Radio System  (JASORS), is progressing
satisfactorily. Our plan is  to ensure that JASORS is  interoperable with
all  echelons of  command  and the  theater  CINC command,  control,  and
communications (C3) system.

     The  Special  Operations  Command  Research,  Analysis,  and  Threat
Evaluation  System   (SOCRATES)  is   a  real  success   story.  SOCRATES
encompasses  the  total  intelligence   support  needs  for  SOF  mission
activities  to include  computers,  communications, and  map and  imagery
handling equipment. This capability  now exists at all  USSOCOM component
commands and many subordinate  commands. We have also been  sharing these
capabilities  with  Central Command  in  support  of  their Desert  Storm
requirements. As a result,  our SOF and conventional forces  in Southwest
Asia have unprecedented access to intelligence information.

Air and Sea Mobility Platforms. The most important modernization  concern
for the  1990s is for  improved SOF mobility  systems. SOF must  have the
operational capability to  infiltrate and exfiltrate forces  into and out
of denied areas. This is a fundamental requirement.

     There  exists today neither a long range SOF air exfiltration system
nor  a near  term program  to acquire  one. The  lack of  this capability
presents a severe shortfall to SOF mobility and hinders our capabilities.

     Our  modernization effort in short and medium range air and maritime
infiltration  and exfiltration  systems continues.  This is  necessary so
special  operations forces  are capable  of going  extended distances  at
night,  employing our  forces in  the mission  area, and  extracting them
before  daylight. As  previously  stated, our  efforts are  still limited
because  of the availability  of technology. Nonetheless,  we are pushing
the technical community hard in this regard.

     The modernization of our Army Special Operations Aviation Helicopter
Fleet, specifically the 26 MH-47E and 23 MH-60K helicopters, will provide
SOF  with increased  medium  range capability  for  low level  flight  in
adverse weather, and precision navigation through unfamiliar, mountainous
terrain.  Both  of these  helicopter systems  are equipped  with extended
range fuel systems including aerial refueling capability, forward looking
infrared system (FLIR) and upgraded engines.

     The 24 programmed MC-130H Combat Talon II aircraft will dramatically
improve  our capability to  employ SOF. This  aircraft is capable  of low
level,  night,  adverse  weather   penetration  of  hostile  airspace  to
infiltrate,   or   resupply  SOF   engaged  in   unconventional  warfare,
counterinsurgency operations, and other directed special operations.

     Improved  Navy  SEAL  tactical  insertion craft  and  advanced  SEAL
delivery   systems  are   required   to  build   an  effective   maritime
infiltration/exfiltration  capability. By  modernizing the  SEAL delivery
vehicles (SDV) and swimmer life support systems, the readiness of the SDV
platoons will be enhanced by upgrading equipment capabilities to increase
speed and capacity for short range missions.
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     We  are also seeking  a SEAL delivery  system in the  long term that
provides for increased range and speed, and  which protects our SEAL from
extreme  cold  water  conditions.   All  of  this  equates  to   improved
probability of  mission success, as the SEALS will be more capable at the
target site.  In addition, such a  SEAL delivery system  will enhance the
survivability of the delivery system's host ship.

     We are making progress  with our patrol boat, coastal  (PBC) program
in order to replace the aging  MKIII patrol boats that served our country
so  well during Operation Earnest  Will in the  Persian Gulf. This patrol
boat is an  ideal craft for  "Earnest Will" type  scenarios and for  long
range coastal  patrol interdiction missions required in the SOUTHCOM area
of  responsibility. The  first  craft is  scheduled  to be  delivered  in
October of this year.

     The  AC-13OU  gunship  will   greatly  enhance  our  capability  for
supporting SOF  committed to  contingency operations. The  current active
AC-13OH models will  transfer to the reserves when replaced  by the 12 U-
model gunships  that are in  our program.  The AC-13OU will  be the  best
gunship  in the world in terms of navigation, target acquisition, adverse
weather capabilities,  and accuracy and lethality of fires. An additional
benefit of the  gunship system is its greater standoff capability and its
ability to minimize collateral damage with  its pinpoint firing accuracy;
the  performance of the gunship during  Operation Just Cause demonstrated
its utility time and time again.

Strategic  Mobility.  Another  important  aspect  of  SOF  capability  is
strategic  mobility. Strategic airlift  is crucial to  project our forces
worldwide.  This   has  been  demonstrated  again   by  Operation  Desert
Shield/Storm.

     The  United States does not have enough strategic airlift. This will
become  more apparent as forward  deployed force levels  are reduced. The
heart  of our conventional  deterrence and response  capability will rest
with  CONUS-based forces.  For  this  force  to  be  credible,  a  robust
strategic mobility capability is essential.

     For  our part, USSOCOM has the aircraft available for quick response
to  crisis situations. However, if a larger contingency occurs, delays in
response  can be  expected  for  rounding up  the  aircraft  to move  the
necessary  forces  to successfully  accomplish  the mission  in  a timely
fashion.  When rapid  reinforcement  and timely  arrival of  supplies are
absolutely  necessary,  there  is  no substitute  for  readily  available
airlift support.

Force  Structure. It is essential to maintain and strengthen U.S. Special
Operations Forces in order  to best support U.S. interests in the current
geopolitical   environment.   Successful    peacetime   engagement    and
conventional deterrence will require  highly trained, motivated, and well
equipped mobile forces  with the  facilities and logistics  to train  and
sustain operations.
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     To this  end, the 3rd  Special Forces Group  is well  on the way  to
becoming a reality,  with the establishment  of the group's  headquarters
and the  activation of one  battalion this past  year. The  remaining two
battalions  are scheduled  for activation  by FY93.  However, recognizing
world events as they are, we are working to bring them on  board earlier.
The   addition  of  the  3rd  Special  Forces  Group,  with  its  African
orientation, gives SOF  the capability  to support fully  the three  most
likely areas for  low intensity conflict and nation building requirements
(Latin America, Pacific  Rim, Africa)  as well as  supporting Europe  and
Southwest Asia.

     We are also building our total number of  SEAL platoons to 60 by the
end  of  FY92. This  is necessary  in order  to meet  operational support
commitments  to  the fleets,  and meet  our peacetime  engagement mission
responsibilities.

     An  area  that merits  concern  is  our  requirement  for  intheater
logistical  support. In  the past,  we have  depended upon  the Services'
logistical  support  structures  to  meet  the  bulk of  SOF  sustainment
requirements.  However,  as Service  structures  are drawn  down,  we can
expect  that forward  deployed  logistical infrastructures  will also  be
reduced. This  will require  SOF to deploy  its own tailored  support and
sustainment organization with forward  employed Special Operation Forces.
Our 528th  Support Battalion is  currently manned with  approximately 200
people. As we validate  our requirements and learn from  Operation Desert
Shield/Storm,  we anticipate  growing  the 528th  in  order to  meet  the
requirements of forward employed SOF.

Reserve   Components.  Our.   Reserve   Component   Special   Operations,
Psychological Operations,  and Civil  Affairs Forces continue  to perform
exceptionally well. They are important elements in our ability to perform
the roles, missions,  and capabilities directed  by the National  Command
Authorities.  On Operations  Just  Cause and  Promote Liberty  in Panama,
reserve  SOF participated  in  all  facets of  the  campaign  and did  so
magnificently.   Reserve  SOF   are   continuing   to  make   significant
contributions to Operation Desert Shield/Storm as well.

     A  proper active  component/reserve  component mix  is necessary  if
USSOCOM  is  to  successfully   meet  the  challenges  presented  by   an
increasingly  multipolar world.  Reduced  warning  times,  the  increased
likelihood  of conflict,  and  requirements for  short notice  deployable
active component  SOF forces with exceptionally  high readiness standards
necessitates a  review of  SOF active component  reserve component  force
mix.

     Joint  Mission   Analysis.  An  essential  element   of  future  SOF
modernization decisions is the USSOCOM  Joint Mission Analysis (JMA). The
JMA is a major  initiative undertaken in coordination with  the services,
theater  CINCs, and  national  agencies to  analyze theater  and national
mission  area   requirements   for  Special   Operations,   Psychological
Operations, and Civil Affairs  Forces. In order to conduct  this project,
we  have  staffed  the JMA  from  inhouse  assets,  spanning every  staff
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directorate of the USSOCOM headquarters. In addition,  we have contracted
an outside,  independent agency  employing former DOD,  State Department,
and military officials to  review our methodology, our preparations,  and
our conduct of the JMA to ensure we are on the right track.

     The  JMA will  be completed  this summer.  As of  today, all  of the
initial theater analyses have been concluded and only the global analysis
awaits.  As it has developed over the past two years, the JMA has matured
into a highly useful mechanism for determining worldwide SOF requirements
in  the  post Cold  War world  of  multinational coalitions  and regional
contingencies.

     The JMA is a  detailed analysis of joint and  unilateral operational
concepts,  requirements, and capabilities for  SOF as they  apply to each
theater.  It identifies  deficiencies  in planning,  force apportionment,
doctrine,  training, organization,  and materiel  for Special  Operations
Forces. In  addition, the  JMA will  provide data  to guide future  force
structure and research  and acquisition  decisions as they  apply to  the
FY94-98 Program Objective  Memorandum (POM).  In and of  itself, the  JMA
does not prescribe  force or materiel  alignment decisions and it  is not
designed to address conventional force alignment issues.

Quality People. The forces that we have in all of the  services today are
the best I have seen in 33 years in the Army.  They are smart, motivated,
and dedicated for all  of the right reasons. The  exceptional performance
of our men and women in Operations Just Cause and Desert Shield/Storm, as
well as the sacrifices they and their families incurred, dictates a moral
obligation  by our nation's decisionmakers  to take care  of their needs.
Defense reductions must  not be at the expense of  readiness or personnel
and family support programs.

     Personnel  reductions  will be  required as  our force  structure is
adjusted. However, the people who remain in our armed forces, both active
and  reserve,  must  believe  that  our  nation  values  their  dedicated
contribution to national defense.

                                Conclusion

     The  world will  never be  free of disagreements  between countries.
Despite  reduced tensions between the United States and the Soviet Union,
peace and stability are not  at hand in the Third World and will not come
from good intentions or wishful thinking.

     Today, the United States is the only country in the world that is in
a position and has the resources to positively influence the geopolitical
environment  in order to foster a stable peace and economic progress, and
we have an  obligation to do so. This will  require a visionary, prudent,
and  patient policy  for the  Third World  with the  aim of  reducing the
conditions  which fuel  insurgencies  and of  stopping regional  quarrels
before  they come  to war.  If that  fails, we must  then be  prepared to
contain wars before they spread.
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     Special  Operations Forces provide  the national command authorities
and the theater CINCs with the flexibility required to execute options in
pursuit of such a policy, ranging from specialized peacetime capabilities
to  equally  specialized wartime  support.  SOF  are a  relatively  small
investment, but they are increasingly  useful in the complex  environment
that lies ahead.

     Mr.  Chairman, once  again I  appreciate the  opportunity to  appear
before this committee and present my views.
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                              Chapter 4.F.3
                                  * * *
                 Excerpts from Special Operations Forces:
                   Finishing the Job of Reconstruction

                            David Silverstein

                               Introduction

     The Persian Gulf war was the  first major test of America's  Special
Operations Command, or  SOCOM. This  command was created  by Congress  in
1987  to  coordinate  all   United  States  special  operations  warfare,
including counter-terrorism, sabotage and other  clandestine missions. In
the  Gulf,  SOCOM passed  the test;  it  rescued downed  American pilots,
sabotaged  enemy  command centers  and  stole  enemy military  equipment,
proving  again that elite,  well equipped special  operations forces help
win wars.

     But  SOCOM  still  has  problems: inadequate  airlift  and  sealift,
inefficient development and procurement of specialized weapons, and still
too much emphasis on such direct  action missions as coastal raids at the
expense of counterinsurgency, or guerrilla style warfare.

Third World Threats. To  correct these problems, SOCOM needs  more money,
$686  million  added  to  last  year's  $2.3 billion  appropriation.  The
Pentagon wisely  is seeking about $3  billion for SOCOM  for fiscal 1992,
This  boost for  SOCOM is  possible even  as the  overall  defense budget
continues to  drop because of the  receding threat of a  costly East/West
war  in Europe.  At  the same  time, as  the crisis  in the  Persian Gulf
confirmed, the threats emanating from the Third World, where SOCOM troops
most often operate, are rising. A 30 percent increase in the SOCOM budget
will pay  for new  programs, training and  equipment, and will  cover the
cost of assuming new accounts that were formerly paid for by the Army and
Air Force. The increase is warranted.

________________________________________________________________________
     David Silverstein is a Policy Analyst.

______________________
     Reprinted by  permission from  Backgrounder, No. 828,  May 3,  1991.
Published by The Heritage Foundation, Washington, D.C.
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     While the press during the Gulf war understandably focused mainly on
dazzling  hightech  weapons  and superb  generalship,  America's  special
operations forces were operating quietly and effectively, conducting some
of  the most critical  and dangerous  missions of  the war,  often behind
enemy lines. Though out of the public eye, these Gulf missions, including
rescue  operations and  psychological warfare,  contributed to  the Iraqi
collapse and saved many American lives.

     SOCOM's success in  the Gulf was  the direct  result of the  patient
special  operations rebuilding  effort  that began  with the  humiliating
failure of the Desert One operation on April 24, 1980, which attempted to
rescue Americans held hostage by Iran. Since then, the special operations
forces of the Air Force, Army and Navy have been brought together under a
unified   command,  bolstering   their  effectiveness   through  improved
interservice  training  and teamwork.  Even  before  Desert Storm,  these
improvements  enabled   SOCOM  to  conduct  missions   more  effectively,
including  hostage  rescues  during  Operation Just  Cause  in  Panama in
December 1989, and to increase the training of U.S.backed armed forces in
the Third World.

     Improved funding has been part of America's effort to expand special
operations forces capabilities. Since 1988, spending on procurement alone
totals  almost $4 billion. This contrasts with a total special operations
forces budget of  $440 million  in 1981. But  even with these  increases,
SOCOM remains just over one percent of the Pentagon's budget. America now
must  finish rebuilding its  special operations  forces. To  ensure this,
George Bush should back strongly the full SOCOM budget request  of nearly
$3 billion. . .

                   America's Special Operations Forces

     Special operations  forces  (SOF) formally  have  been part  of  the
American  military since  the 1950s,  when the  Army activated  its Green
Berets and the Navy created  Underwater Demolition Teams (predecessors of
today's  SEAL: Sea/ Air/Land forces). Since then, SOF have seen extensive
service  around  the world.  During the  Vietnam  war, for  example, they
conducted deep  reconnaissance and sabotage missions in North Vietnam and
helped raise and train anticommunist armies throughout Southeast Asia.

     Today, the special operations forces of the Air Force, Army and Navy
are organized under SOCOM and headquartered  at MacDill Air Force Base in
Florida.  In all,  SOCOM has  about 38,000  active and  reserve soldiers,
sailors and airmen  under its  command. These include:  the Army's  Green
Berets, Rangers  and Civil  Affairs and Psychological  Operations troops;
the Navy's SEALs and Special  Boat Units; and the Air  Force's especially
trained pilots and combat air controllers [See Figure 1].
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           Figure 1. Special Operations Force Structure

Black  Sheep. From the 1950s through the 1980s, special operations forces
were  the black sheep of  the military services.  While nuclear strategic
and  frontline conventional forces received top of the line equipment and
training, special operations  Forces were  expected to get  by mainly  on
limited funding and  equipment designed for  regular military units.  The
services  tended to ignore them,  particularly at budget  time, while SOF
officers  generally  were  not  considered for  promotion  to  top  brass
positions.  To make  matters worse,  the SOFs  of the  different services
coordinated their activities poorly, leading to confusion and duplication
of  missions. After the Vietnam war, much of America's special operations
capability was dismantled. By the 1980s, particularly in  the wake of the
Desert  One  fiasco, Congress  and  a few  within  the military  began to
understand that change was needed.
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     This was the aim of the Goldwater/Nichols Defense Reorganization Act
of  1986 (named after its cosponsors Senator Barry Goldwater, The Arizona
Republican, and  Representative Bill  Nichols, the Alabama  Democrat) and
the  1987 Defense Authorization Act. SOCOM was created to provide uniform
training and develop a common doctrine for all special operations forces.
SOCOM also initiated intensive joint training to teach SOF units from the
different services to  work together. As a result, SOF  troops now can be
quickly marshalled and sent as combined teams to operate either directly
under  SOCOM command  at  the  direction of  the  President, or  under  a
regional commander like Central Command's General Norman Schwartzkopf.

     Congress' revamping  of special operations forces  also removed SOF,
as of  fiscal 1992, from the budgets of their parent services and created
a separate budget for SOCOM within the overall Pentagon budget. Thus this
year,  for the  first  time, Congress  is  considering a  budget  request
submitted by SOCOM for all the forces under its command.

Unique  Equipment. Congress  also  directed that  SOCOM  be permitted  to
develop and acquire its  own unique equipment.  This led to the  creation
last year of the Special Operations Research, Development and Acquisition
Center (SORDAC). Until now,  special operations forces had to rely on the
military  services to fund specially tailored equipment, such as silenced
pistols and  suitcase sized satellite communications  gear. The services,
however, have been more  interested in major procurement programs  and by
and  large ignored the development and procurement of SOF equipment. As a
result,  SOF  usually had  to make  do  with juryrigged  modifications of
equipment designed for conventional warfare. In correcting this, however,
Congress has inadvertently created  a bureaucratic mess. Last year,  in a
report on the Department of Defense Appropriation Bill for 1991, Congress
took money that  had been earmarked for SOF equipment  out of the Defense
Advanced Research Projects  Agency (DARPA) budget, saying that  the funds
should  have gone to SORDAC.  Reacting with bureaucratic petulance, DARPA
declared that it now no longer  is responsible for any special operations
projects. SORDAC, however, simply is not equipped to do advanced research
like that conducted by DARPA.

     Congress  gave SOCOM ten missions.  These are: 1)  direct action; 2)
strategic reconnaissance; 3) unconventional  warfare; 4) foreign internal
defense;    5)   civil   affairs;   6)   psychological   operations;   7)
counterterrorism;  8)  humanitarian  assistance;  9) theater  search  and
rescue;  and  10) such  other  activities  as  may be  specified  by  the
President or the Secretary of Defense.

Direct  Action.  The  most  important  missions  are  direct  action  and
unconventional  warfare. Direct  action usually  refers to  a quickstrike
mission with a  clearly defined  objective, such as  destroying an  enemy
command  post or  communications center,  or taking out  a key  bridge or
railroad  depot used by enemy troops. Direct action frequently is carried
out by small  teams of saboteurs armed with explosives,  or equipped with
lasers to mark  targets for Air Force  laser guided bombs. Direct  action
missions usually take place behind enemy lines and are focused on getting
SOF to and from their targets  quickly and quietly, by air, land or  sea.
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Unconventional  warfare  encompasses a  broad  range  of activities  that
include organizing, training and equipping for guerrilla  warfare the
military forces  of  friendly governments  or sometimes anti-communist
insurgent movements.

                 Special Forces in Operation Desert Storm

     Over  9,000 special operations troops  took part in Operation Desert
Storm, {1}  most of  them in  direct action  roles.  Army Special  Forces
infiltrated  into Baghdad and  other strategic  sites inside  Iraq, where
they guided  Air Force pilots to  key targets by pointing  laser beams at
them  or planting radio emitting  homing beacons directly  on them. Other
special  forces units  roamed  the desert  in  high speed  dune  buggies,
monitoring Iraqi troop movements and sabotaging communications and supply
depots. {2}

     Arabic  speaking  Army  Special  Forces  trained  Kuwaiti resistance
fighters and acted  as liaisons  with allied Arab  armies. Other  special
operations  forces  rescued  downed   pilots  and  stole  Iraqi  military
equipment and carried it back across friendly lines. One SOF unit is even
thought to have stolen a Scud missile system. SEAL units, meanwhile, were
deactivating  underwater mines  and  raiding enemy  coastal positions  at
night.

     Psychological Operations  troops, known  as PSYOPS,  saturated Iraqi
soldiers  with anti-Saddam  leaflets, radio  broadcasts and  safe conduct
passes across the front lines. As  American main forces swept into Kuwait
and  Iraq, they  were accompanied  by SOCOM  Civil Affairs  troops, which
cared  for refugees  and kept  them from  interfering with  U.S. military
operations.  {3} Today, Army Green Berets are deployed in southern Turkey
and  northern Iraq to assist  Kurdish refugees and  establish safe havens
for them.

                            Unresolved Issues

     Despite  SOCOM's proven effectiveness,  problems remain, SOCOM still
lacks  adequate, modern  aircraft, particularly  those used  to transport
troops  into and  out  of  target areas.  Sea  transportation  also is  a
problem; in particular, a new  patrol boat capable of operating close  to
shore and  in rivers is needed. SOCOM also is seeking greater funding for
making use of leading edge technologies, such as stealth, for  use in its
air, land and naval craft.

     SOF aircraft generally are variants of existing aircraft modified to
be refueled in  midair, equipped with special  secure communications, and
capable of day  or night navigation in all  weather conditions. There has
been some  improvement in the SOCOM air transport fleet with the purchase
of 41 MH-53J  Pave Low  transport helicopters, used  for the  clandestine
delivery of troops and equipment.

     Yet  other programs  have  been cut  back.  Example: Procurement  of
specially equipped MH-47E transport  helicopters has been cut from  51 to
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26 through fiscal  1992. Example: SOCOM needs a transport aircraft with a
combat radius of over  1000 miles that can  take off and land
clandestinely. This need would have been filled by an extended range CV-22
Osprey, which takes off like a helicopter but flies like a plane. But the
Osprey's future remains uncertain:  every year since  1989, the  Pentagon
has  tried to  kill the program  and  Congress has  resurrected  it  with
continued funding  for research and development. SOCOM is a bit player in
the  struggle over the Osprey, which is being fought by the military
services, the Office of the Secretary  of  Defense  and Congress.  If  the
Osprey  is produced,  the Marines,  the Navy, and perhaps the Army,  would
be its big customers. As with  many issues,  SOCOM  will have  to  improvise
while  it awaits  the resolution of a clash between heavyweights.

Shrinking Pool. Another decision with direct impact on SOCOM is Congress'
order to  put the Air Force's entire fleet of C-130 transport aircraft in
the  reserves by  this September.  This will  restrict SOCOM's  access to
these  aircraft and  shrink the pool  of C-130  pilots, from  which SOCOM
often picks pilots for its own, specially tailored C-130 fleet.

     Sea transportation  capabilities for the SEALs have been improved by
the  planned  acquisition of  thirteen new  170  foot patrol  boats. They
generally will operate well  offshore, transporting SEALs, supporting and
supplying SEAL operations and providing light naval gunfire.

     The SEALs now  need a new  boat that can  operate in shallow  water,
near beaches and on rivers.  The Mk III 65 foot patrol boat  now used for
shallow water  missions is a Vietnam era craft that is no longer reliable
and lacks the  firepower or storage  space for SEAL  missions. The  SEALs
want  to replace the Mk  III with the 82 foot  Israeli built Shaldag, but
SOCOM  is  resisting until  it  is  sure that  it  will receive  adequate
operations and maintenance funds for the 170 foot boats. {4}

Frigid  Waters. The  SEALs also  lack an  effective, dry  interior, mini-
submarine,  or "SEAL delivery vehicle" (SDV) to transport SEAL divers who
must  remain underwater  for extended  periods. The  current Mk  VII SDV,
something of a sluggish, propeller driven underwater  moped, leaves SEALs
exposed to frigid waters which over long periods can sap their strength.

     Whatever the  fate of  SOCOM's fiscal  1992 budget,  SOCOM's overall
effectiveness is being compromised  by its emphasis on the  direct action
mission  and neglect  of  unconventional warfare.  Policy makers  and the
military remain uncomfortable with  the idea of sending SOCOM  troops for
sustained  periods to train and  assist friendly governments in combating
insurgencies,  providing  humanitarian  assistance, and  improving  local
economies by building roads, bridges and medical  clinics. Sometimes this
discomfort results in overt action  as with Congress' limiting to  55 the
number  of  U.S. military  advisors in  El  Salvador. Sometimes  it shows
itself more subtly, with the emphasis  in SOCOM's budget on acquiring new
technology, o ften at high cost, while cutting corners  on spending for  key
unconventional warfare  skills. The proposed  fiscal 1992 SOCOM budget, for
instance, cuts funds for la nguage training by $370,000, despite a 30 percent
overall SOCOM budget increa se. SOCOM's budget for language training was $1.9
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million in 1991. {5}

                             Recommendations

     SOCOM has asked Congress for $3  billion in fiscal 1992, an increase
of  $686 million over this year.  About 40 percent of  the increase is to
finance a transfer to SOCOM  of several programs run by the Army  and Air
Force.  Roughly  another  40  percent  is  to  complete  key  procurement
programs,  including  the  purchase  of a  new  satellite  communications
system, munitions to fill war reserve stocks and classified programs that
are  reaching their  peak  funding years.  Money  for the  operation  and
maintenance  of aircraft also is up by  about $67 million, to service and
train pilots for nine new SOF  aircraft purchased last year. {6} As SOCOM
completes its aircraft modernization program over the next few years, its
budget will begin to decline dramatically.  But for now, SOCOM needs  the
extra funds  to finish  the rebuilding  of  America's special  operations
forces begun in the 1980s.

     To ensure  that this  is done, Bush  should back  strongly the  full
SOCOM budget request and then  press the Pentagon to ensure  that SOCOM's
most  pressing needs are met. Bush should  work with Congress and Defense
Secretary Richard Cheney to:

     o   Improve special operations  forces aviation by  buying 26 MH-47E
aircraft, reviving the CV-22 Osprey, keeping air Force C-130s flying, and
buying  up  to ten  aircraft  commonly  used  in  the  Third  World.  Air
transportation is  critical to  special operations forces,  who routinely
must travel to  and from  targets deep  behind enemy  lines. SOCOM  still
relies on many  outdated aircraft,  such as the  Chinook CH-47  transport
helicopter, and has had to cut procurement of newer systems, like the MH-
47E, an updated version of  the Chinook. SOCOM now plans to procure 26 of
the  51 MH-47Es  that  it needs  to  provide transportation  for  special
operations forces. SOCOM has  requested $207.8 million in fiscal  1992 to
finish buying these 26 aircraft. This  is the minimum needed by SOCOM for
its most pressing transportation requirements. {7}

          Even if SOCOM  were to buy 51 MH-47Es, it  still would not have
an adequate long range  aircraft for the clandestine transport  of troops
to  and from  their targets. For  this it  needs an  extended range CV-22
Osprey, which takes off like a helicopter and flies like a plane. But the
Osprey was cancelled by Cheney in 1989, although $238 million would  keep
the program alive through fiscal  year 1991. SOCOM needs 55  Ospreys, but
only can afford to purchase them if the Navy and Marines buy the aircraft
in much larger numbers,  dr iving down the price.  Cheney should reverse  his
decision on the Osprey and revive the program for the Navy, Marines and
SOCOM.

Flying Sensitive Missions. One inexpensive but needed addition to SOCOM's
aviation fleet is  the purchase of  about ten aircraft commonly  flown in
the Third World, particularly in Central and South America. These include
propeller  driven  aircraft  made  by  such  manufacturers  as  CASA,  de
Havilland or Dornier.  SOCOM would use aircraft to train  Third World air
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force pilots on the planes that they are most likely to fly. By sometimes
using aircraft  common in countries where SOCOM operates, moreover, SOCOM
pilots can carry out sensitive  missions without being conspicuous. These
aircraft could  be purchased over the next five years  at a cost of about
$1.5  million  per plane.  The money  could  be taken  from  research and
development funds for advanced SOF aircraft.

     Finally, SOCOM will be hurt by Congress' 1990 decision to assign all
Air Force C-130s to the reserves. Reserve aircraft will not provide SOCOM
with the immediate access it needs to the C-130 fleet, and will limit the
number of potential Special  Operations Low-Level pilots, who are  chosen
from the pool of active duty Air Force C-130 pilots.

If these aircraft  issues are  resolved in SOCOM's  favor, the  command's
aviation requirement largely will be met, for at least a decade.

     o   Boost  SOCOM sea  transportation capabilities.  Navy SEALs  rely
mainly  on ships  and over  watercraft to  infiltrate hostile  coasts and
carry  out missions at sea.  Their offshore mission  requirements will be
better served by the purchase of thirteen 170 foot offshore patrol boats,
eight of which will be added to the inventory in the near term.

     The SEALs  major  transportation  requirement  today is  for  a  new
shallow water  patrol boat to replace  the Vietnam era Mk  III. For this,
the SEALs want to buy the 82 foot Israeli-built Shaldag. SOCOM,  however,
has not asked for money  to test the Shaldag because SOCOM is focusing on
acquiring  and operating the new  offshore patrol boat.  Yet SOCOM should
test the Shaldag this year, so that SOCOM can begin acquiring the Shaldag
in 1993. SOCOM should allocate $4 million this year to conduct full scale
operational  testing of  the Shaldag. Some  of the  oldest Mk  III patrol
boats  could be retired early to provide the funding. When purchased, the
Shaldag would cost  about $5 million each,  although this price  would be
lower if  the U.S. Coast Guard  chooses the Shaldag as  a replacement for
its aging cutters.

     The  SEALs also need  a new swimmer  delivery system (SDS),  a mini-
submarine that will  carry SEALs  from ships and  submarines offshore  to
their  targets.  SOCOM has  requested about  $6  million in  research and
development funding for SDS next year.

     o     Increase  the  number   of  active  duty   Civil  Affairs  and
Psychological Operations troops. Two types of forces critical to SOCOM
are  Civil Affairs troops, who  perform such missions  as refugee control
and administration  of occupied  territory, and  Psychological Operations
(PSYOPS) troops, who  use propaganda  to demoralize  and influence  enemy
troops. Today, more than 90 percent  of these forces are in the reserves,
leaving  them undertrained and slow  to mobilize. To  correct this, SOCOM
should move a  brigade of roughly  200 troops each  from the reserves  to
active  duty over  the next  two  years. This  would  keep SOCOM's  total
manpower level at about 38,000. Moving the two brigades from the reserves
to active duty would cost approximately $19  million. The money should be
taken from the planned increase in reserve duty budgets for Civil Affairs
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and  Psychological Operations troops in  fiscal years 1992  and 1993. The
gain in  intensively trained,  rapidly deployable troops  would eliminate
the current over reliance on the reserves for these forces.

     o  Improve  the acquisition of  special operations equipment.  SOCOM
created  the Special  Operations  Research,  Development and  Acquisition
Center (SORDAC) last year  with the consent of Congress.  SORDAC's job is
to  develop  and  acquire  equipment designed  specifically  for  special
operations forces. So far, instead of funding original research to design
new SOF equipment, SORDAC has put its  money into programs that piggyback
on research and development  already underway for the  military services.
While SOCOM hopes  to save money by this approach,  it is sacrificing the
extra  performance that could be  gained by designing  SOF equipment from
the  ground up. Only $3.3 million of  SOCOM'S $276 million budget request
for research, development and testing will go to exploratory research for
new SOF  equipment.  SOCOM should  earmark at  least $20  million of  its
research budget  for exploratory research, shifting the  funds from other
research, development and testing programs.

     SOCOM's access to advanced technology also is hindered by an October
11,  1990, Congressional  Report which  effectively prevents  the Defense
Advanced  Research  Projects  Agency  (DARPA) or  the  hightech  Balanced
Technology Initiative (BTI) from  initiating projects for SOCOM. Congress
should permit SOCOM  to receive  DARPA and BTI  support directly.  SORDAC
lacks the resources to develop off of its own equipment.

     o   Continue  to stress  SOCOM's preparation for  unconventional, or
guerilla  style, warfare. The Persian  Gulf war has  focused attention on
SOCOM's  direct action  role in  supporting conventional  warfare between
heavily armed forces  facing off across a clear front  line; SOCOM has an
equally  important role in  guerrilla style,  counter-insurgency warfare.
Both  missions should be stressed equally in SOCOM planning, training and
weapons procurement.

     SOCOM's future direction  will be  set by the  coming Joint  Mission
Analysis (JMA),  a study of SOCOM  missions due out later  this year. The
JMA will identify and  evaluate the world's hotspots and  potential SOCOM
roles in each.

     While  the regional  sections of  the JMA  have been  completed, the
global analysis is not expected until this September. It should emphasize
the role of special operations forces in training and supporting friendly
governments   and   democratic   movements   in  fighting   and   winning
unconventional, guerrilla style conflicts.  The JMA also should emphasize
humanitarian  assistance,  or  the use  of  SOCOM  troops  to help  local
populations  raise their  living standards.  Examples: assisting  in road
building, well digging and local health care programs to gain support for
local governments.

                                Conclusion

     Since  the creation of the Special Operations Command by Congress in
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1987,  America  has  improved   vastly  its  special  operations  warfare
capabilities. Its success  in support  of Operation Desert  Storm in  the
Persian Gulf demonstrates that a well trained force of elite  troops from
all the military  services can  greatly expand U.S.  striking power.  The
special operations gains confirmed by action in the Gulf, however, are at
risk unless SOCOM is  able to complete its rebuilding  and modernization.
For this  SOCOM needs about $3  billion for fiscal 1992,  up $686 million
from the previous  year. Some 40  percent of this  boost, however, is  to
cover costs of programs transferred to SOCOM from the Air Force and Army.

Modernization  of  Craft. SOCOM's  first  priority  is  to  complete  the
modernization of its air and naval craft. SOCOM needs at least 26 new MH-
47E transport  helicopters.  The Pentagon  also should  revive the  CV-22
Osprey aircraft, buy  up to ten  aircraft commonly flown  in Third  World
skies,  and maintain  an active  fleet of Air  Force C-130  aircraft. The
Navy's  SEALs  need a  new coastal  patrol  boat, like  the Israeli-built
Shaldag favored by  the SEALs,  and a new  mini-submersible to  transport
SEALs to their targets from offshore ships and submarines.

     SOCOM also should  activate a reserve  brigade, consisting of  about
200   soldiers,  of  Civil  Affairs  troops  and  a  reserve  brigade  of
Psychological Operations troops.

     SOCOM  too must learn  to make better use  of its Special Operations
Research Development  and Acquisition  Center. Too  much of  SOCOM's $276
million  research and development budget so far has gone to programs that
piggyback  on  projects begun  by the  military  services; not  enough of
SOCOM's research funds go for exploratory research.

Wide-Ranging Use. Finally, policy  makers and SOCOM brass should  seek to
use special operations forces in  all ten of the missions assigned  to it
by Congress.  SOCOM's capabilities  now  are proven.  With political  and
fiscal  support from the President and Congress, America can complete the
job it began in the 1980s and fully rebuild its special warfare
capabilities. If it does  so, it will have  available a ready and  flexible
military force capable of responding  quickly to threats  to America's
interests  across the spectrum of military conflict.

     Operation Desert  Storm was  only the  latest validation of  SOCOM's
capabilities. Whether sneaking into Baghdad to spy on enemy installations
and marking them for destruction with miniature homing beacons or setting
up  relief centers for Kurdish refugees in Turkey, the special operations
forces have proven  their worth.  Today, other SOF  troops are  similarly
proving their worth in Bolivia by helping to train the Bolivian narcotics
police and in the Philippines teaching counterinsurgency techniques. Both
are helping to keep major problems from becoming major crises.

     For U.S. SOCOM,  manpower levels are  nearly sufficient; funding  is
not.  More  importantly,  the U.S.  still  must  recognize  the low  cost
advantage of employing  SOCOM's troops  in defense of  U.S. interests  in
wartime and  peacetime. Building up SOF  forces to a robust  size will do
little  good without  the will  to  use them.  In a  period when  defense
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capabilities are  being drawn down  despite growing global  challenges to
U.S. interests, such  as free  access to markets  and resources,  America
must stand firm in  the most economical  way possible. Given the  chance,
SOCOM should lead in the defense of those interests.
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                              Chapter 4.G.1
                                  * * *
                    Excerpts from Iraq-Kuwait Crisis:
             U.S. Reserve Callup and Reliance on the Reserves

                            Robert L. Goldich

                        Dependence on the Reserves

     After  Vietnam: Heavy Reliance on  the Reserves. As  the Vietnam War
drew to an end in the early 1970s, the United States began the transition
from a draft to an All-Volunteer Force, and the decision was made that in
the absence of  conscription the  reserve forces would  be the  principal
source for  augmentation of  the active  forces in time  of war  or other
military  emergency. This reliance on reserve forces, known as the "Total
Force Concept," reflected  the fact that in an era  of constrained active
force strength  and expensive, voluntarily recruited  manpower, the Armed
Forces had to rely on the reserves as the initial and primary  source for
expanding the Armed Forces  on short notice. When the  Total Force Policy
began, it was also supported by many elements within the senior uniformed
leadership of  the Armed Forces, who  wanted to ensure that  the Nation's
political  leadership would  have to  seek, or  feel assured  of, popular
support for a major conflict, by mobilizing citizen-soldiers and removing
them from their  jobs, homes, and families. They  believed that any large
callup of  the reserve  would  be predicated  on  a degree  of  political
consensus  that would in turn allow the military flexibility to prosecute
such a conflict to victory. Conversely,  if there were no such consensus,
and  a large callup was  required to successfully  prosecute the conflict
then the President would avoid going to war in the first place.
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     Robert L.  Goldich is a member  of the Foreign Affairs  and National
Defense  Division,  Congressional   Research  Service,  The  Library   of
Congress.

__________________________
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on the Reserves, CRS Issue Brief  updated December 27, 1990. Published by
the Congressional Research Service,  The Library of Congress, Washington,
D.C.
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     As a result of the Total  Force Policy, the Armed Forces have become
heavily  dependent on  their  reserve components  to  provide the  forces
needed  to  sustain  a long  term  forward  deployment  beyond the  usual
peacetime posture of U.S. forces overseas. The Army is unquestionably the
most dependent on reserve augmentation in an emergency, the Navy probably
the least so,  the Air Force  and Marine Corps in  between. The Army  has
most of its support forces, for example, medical, transportation, supply,
engineering, maintenance, and similar services, as well  as a substantial
proportion  of  its total  combat forces,  in the  Army Reserve  and Army
National Guard.

     In general, since the end of the Vietnam War in the early 1970s, the
Congress has pressured DOD to increase roles and responsibilities for the
reserves. DOD has tended to be more cautious. These contrasting positions
are  continuing,  and   possibly  intensifying,  in  the  post  Cold  War
environment.  The  Congress  appears   to  favor  active  force  strength
reductions  that are proportionally  larger than  those in  the reserves,
based  on the assumption that the reserves represent an important "hedge"
against a resurgent Soviet threat, and a cost effective one at that. Some
have  argued in favor  of having the  reserves provide most  of the force
structure for a possible European war. Such a conflict, in  the post Cold
War era,  would almost certainly  be preceded by  months if not  years of
warning, and  therefore would not require active forces to be deployed to
Europe on short notice, as had been the case until the recent collapse of
the Warsaw Pact. On the other  hand, DOD has argued that force reductions
in the active and reserve components must be broadly symmetrical, because
(1) many reserve units exist to support active units if  mobilized, so if
the active units are eliminated, there  is no need for the reserve units;
and (2) the shift in emphasis  from Soviet to non-Soviet operations  will
place  more  requirements  for  rapid deployment  capabilities  and  high
readiness found  in  the  active  forces, rather  than  mobilization  and
reinforcement capabilities found in the reserves. Reportedly, the Army in
particular would like to  reduce its dependence on reserve  support units
for contingencies in the post Cold  War era by increasing its active duty
support structure, even at the expense of active duty combat forces.

Pros and  Cons  of Heavy  Reliance  on the  Reserves. The  Desert  Shield
reserve  callup is  taking place amidst  a debate  over the  maximum size
conflict for  which the Armed Forces  can, or should, plan  to fight with
active duty  units and personnel  only. The arguments  in favor of  a low
reserve  mobilization threshold,  i.e., structuring  the Armed  Forces so
that  a comparatively small contingency  will require activating at least
some reserves, include the following:

     o  It saves money, reserve units cost less to maintain.

     o  It  requires the U.S. political leaders to  be assured of popular
     support for  military action,  decreasing the likelihood  of Vietnam
     style ambivalence and dissent.

     o   Because all forces required for  a contingency are rarely needed
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     immediately, and  because  even  for a  contingency  where  a  rapid
     response is required, there will rarely be enough air and sealift to
     move all  the forces needed at  once, there will be  enough time for
     reserve  component   units  to   be  mobilized  and   receive  post-
     mobilization training before movement to the theater of operations.

     o   Because enormous strides have been made in  the past 20 years in
     improving  reserve  unit  readiness,   many  reserve  units  can  be
     committed more quickly to much more demanding missions than before.

     o  World opinion will understand, especially in a post Cold War era,
     that a limited reserve callup for a specific contingency will not be
     part of a  cascading series  of mobilizations leading  to World  War
     III.

     o   Even  a limited  reserve callup  sends a  signal of  resolve and
     national will to adversaries and allies, by showing a willingness to
     remove citizen-soldiers from  their families and jobs and  send them
     to war.

     Arguments in favor of a  high reserve mobilization threshold,  i.e.,
structuring the Armed  Forces so that  a comparatively large  contingency
can  be  fought  without mobilizing  at  least  some  reserve components,
include the following:

     o  It  insures that the commitment  of U.S. forces to combat  is not
     hostage  to the political will and courage of the Nation's political
     leadership principally the President, even for a comparatively small
     contingency.

     o  Traditionally,  the reserve components  have been activated  only
     when a major crisis  threatens the entire Nation. It  is unrealistic
     to  expect  part time  citizen-soldiers to  be  called up  for minor
     contingencies,  which  appear   to  be  occurring  with   increasing
     frequency in an unstable world.

     o    Mobilizing  reserves has  historically  sent  a  signal to  the
     international  community of a nation being called to arms that could
     be out of all proportion to the actual nature of the crisis.

     o     The  decision  to  activate  reserves  may  require  excessive
     dependence  on unambiguous  strategic  warning to  justify a  timely
     callup.  History  shows  that  such warning  is  frequently  absent,
     sometimes ignored  by high  level political and  military leadership
     when  it  does  occur,  or  is  effectively  disguised  by  numerous
     deceptions and doubts.

     o  Successful contingency  operations often require rapid execution,
     for both military and public opinion reasons, only active forces can
     carry  out, due to their  instant availability and  higher states of
     readiness and training.



377

     The Desert Shield reserve callup, the  first in the post Vietnam era
of an all volunteer armed  force, provides a basis for examining  some of
the above mentioned assertions.

            Issues Raised by the Desert Shield Reserve Callup

     The initial Desert Shield callup of about 50,000 reservists arguably
provided a less rigorous test of  the Armed Forces' heavy reliance on the
reserves   than  would   a   much  bigger   mobilization.  However,   the
authorization  for   the  services   to  activate  almost   140,000  more
reservists, including  major Army  ground combat units,  greatly broadens
the size  and scope of the callup, and hence its lessons and implications
for the overall policy of substantial reliance on the reserve components.

     The  first three  preliminary observations  suggest that  some fears
about active duty dependence on reserve augmentation were unfounded. Many
analysts, however, before the Desert Shield callup, had cited some of the
arguments  mentioned in them as  possible rationales for  not relying too
heavily on the reserves  in time of crisis. If they have  not been widely
discussed during the currently callup, it is more of an example that good
news may  not  be reported  news. Two  further preliminary  observations,
however, elements of which have been widely reported, suggest  otherwise,
that there should be more caution about reliance on the reserves.

Smooth  Activation  of Capable  Units  and  Individuals. The  activation,
movement, and deployment of reserve units and individuals  has apparently
proceeded  smoothly.  Once at  their  duty  stations,  reserve units  and
individuals appear to be performing their duties capably and competently,
with virtually  no post-callup  training. More problems  almost certainly
would have  arisen if a  very large  number of units  had been  activated
during hostilities, all at once, in more of a crisis  atmosphere, placing
more stress on the mobilization machinery and the capacity of active duty
installations  and  services  to   absorb  large  numbers  of  additional
personnel  and their dependents. It also remains  to be seen how well the
activation,  training,  and  deployment  of  the  National  Guard  combat
brigades  proceeds. The  stamina,  skills, and  coordination required  of
ground  combat units  is  very different  from,  and arguably  much  more
difficult  to develop  among reservists  than, that  required of  reserve
support units. Support units  are usually much smaller than  combat units
of brigade  size, and many of  the duties performed by  their members are
similar to those reservists' civilian jobs. Nonetheless, the few reported
administrative and  logistical problems  in mobilizing reserves,  and the
competent performance (and high morale) of reserve units upon deployment,
suggest that the DOD reserve mobilization machinery has worked quite well
so far; and that active force dependence on Army Selected Reserve support
units, and on  the entire reserve  structure of  the other services,  may
well be militarily viable. (There has been some concern over the adequacy
of  military compensation and  benefits for reservists  ordered to active
duty, and of  their civilian reemployment  rights and legal  protections.
For a discussion of these i ssues, see Issue Brief 90124, Iraq-Kuwait Crisis:
Key Military Personnel and Compensation Questions.)
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Virtually No Domestic Complaints.  Almost all previous post World  War II
reserve mobilizations  generated intense opposition and bitterness within
both  the  general  population  and  among  reservists  themselves.  Many
reservists were former draftees or  draft-induced "volunteers" who felt a
sense of inequity  when some reservists were called, but  others were not
(this was especially true of World War II veterans ordered to active duty
for the Korean  War); had no  desire to be  in the  Armed Forces at  all;
and/or did not support the rationale for their mobilization. So far, this
does not seem to have been the case for the reservists ordered  to active
duty  in support of Operation  Desert Shield. Today's  reservists are all
true volunteers (legal draft authority having ended in 1973). Their fears
of  wartime service and natural  dislike of separation  from families and
jobs  appears to  have  been counterbalanced  by  the excitement  of  the
situation,  a chance  to do what  they have  been trained  to do,  and an
opportunity to show  their abilities  to the active  duty military.  This
acceptance has apparently carried over into the general public as well.

     Thus  far,  therefore, the  assumption  that it  was  unrealistic to
expect part  time citizen-soldiers to  be mobilized for  contingencies of
less  than an all out general war without provoking considerable domestic
dissatisfaction  appears  to  have   been  proven  wrong.  This  positive
response, however, has not yet been  tested by the overseas deployment of
major  Army National  Guard combat  units. If,  for instance,  the Desert
Shield deployment were to  be prolonged, and large numbers  of reservists
were called to active duty for periods of six months to a year as part of
an effort to rotate units  in and out of Saudi Arabia,  domestic reaction
could  be much less favorable,  although some concrete  problems could be
cushioned  by the enactment of more benefits for activated reservists and
their  dependents. Also, the commitment  of the Guard  brigades to battle
would  raise  issues involving  heavy  casualties  concentrated in  small
communities,  especially  among family  men, an  issue  the Army  has not
confronted since World War II.

No  Negative   International  Consequences.   One  of  the   grounds  for
criticizing the Armed Forces's requirement  to activate some reserves for
a comparatively minor contingency is that, historically, mobilization has
sent a signal  to the international community  of an entire  nation being
called to arms. Such a  signal could, it has  been argued, be out of  all
proportion to  the actUal  situation. These  analysts cite the  cascading
series  of mobilizations among the  major European powers  that is widely
considered to have been the  primary short term cause of the  outbreak of
World War  I in  1914. Mobilizations  have also been  crucial in  sending
signals of preparedness,  unpreparedness, and  generating concerns  about
preemp tive attacks, in the various Arab-Israeli Wars  that  have  taken
place  since  1948.  Accordingly,  it  has  been suggested, minor  crises
should  not require reserve  mobilizations, lest the act of mobilizing
reserves causes them to turn into major crises.

     Others  have  argued   that  there  would  be  no   broad,  negative
consequences of a limited  reserve callup designed to support  a specific
contingency, and so far the Desert Shield experience bears them out. They
also  noted that  the  enactment of  10 USC  673b,  precisely because  it
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authorizes the President to order some reserves  to active duty without a
declaration of  national emergency, enables the United States to activate
a modest number  of reserves  without sending a  negative, or  erroneous,
signal to allies and  adversaries. World opinion appears to  realize that
the current  activation of  U.S. reserves  is designed  to deal with  the
Iraqi contingency alone, and  carries no broader significance, especially
in the absence of  the U.S.Soviet confrontation that has  marked previous
U.S.  mobilizations   and  almost   all  actual  conflicts   since  1945.
Furthermore,  although it can be  argued that the  likelihood of war with
Iraq continues to be substantial, this  is due to the fundamental  issues
that  have caused  the  United States  to deploy  massive  forces to  the
Arabian  Peninsula  area. There  is no  evidence  that the  activation of
reserves  has exacerbated an already tense situation, or that the absence
of a reserve callup  would have diminished  the likelihood of war.  There
are some  indications that the callup has increased our allies' and other
foreign countries'  perception of  our resolve  and determination in  the
Arabian Peninsula area that they have viewed the callup of reserves as an
indication of how important this commitment is to the United States. What
Iraq thinks, is, of course, not known.

Questions  Raised About the Army's  Reserve Roundout Concept.  One of the
most   striking   characteristics   of   the   initial   reserve   callup
authorization,  in  August  1990,  was  its  specific  exclusion of  Army
Selected  Reserve  combat units.  Two  of  the  Army divisions  initially
deployed to Saudi Arabia, the 24th Infantry Division (Mechanized) and the
1st Cavalry Division (an armored  division) had National Guard "roundout"
brigades  (there are  three brigades  in a  full strength  Army division)
designated to bring them to full war strength. The decision  was made, in
August 1990,  not to order  these roundout units  to active duty,  but to
replace  them  by deployment  purposes  with  Active Army  brigades.  The
decision not to activate the Guard roundout brigades appears to have been
made for the following reasons:

     o  The  decision to deploy  at least one  of the roundout  dependent
     divisions  the 24th Infantry Division  was made over  2 weeks before
     reserve  callup authority was granted  on Aug. 23,  1990. Hence, the
     Army had to use an active brigade to  bring the 24th Division to war
     strength.

     o  DOD felt that the maximum 180 days of  callup authority available
     under 10  USC 673b would preclude the  effective use of the roundout
     brigades. By  the time  they finished post-mobilization  training to
     bring them to full combat readiness,  they would reach Saudi Arabia
 with very little time remaining before  they would have to be

demobilized  or have their service extended under other statutory
authority. If actual  hostili ties had broken  out, they might have been
deployed regardless, but absent such  an emergency, it was felt that
several weeks of post-activation training were required.

     These  rationales  were  criticized,   particularly  by  Members  of
Congress, including  both Rep. Les Aspin  and Sen. Sam Nunn,  Chairmen of
the  house and Senate Armed Services Committees respectively. The FY 1991
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National Defense  Authorization Act,  for instance, included  a provision
urging the President  to order a National Guard  combat brigade to active
duty. Some analysts asserted  that the President should  have immediately
authorized the  activation of reserves,  without any restriction  on Army
combat reserves,  given the  known size  and scope  of the  Desert Shield
deployment,   the  degree   of  the   services'  dependence   on  reserve
augmentation for such a contingency, and the requirement to operationally
test  the  roundout  concept.  Others  suggested  that (1)  the  roundout
brigades  did  not need  elaborate  post-activation  training; (2)  their
familiarity  with their  active divisions'  procedures and  potential war
plans  more  than  compensates  for somewhat  less  individual  and  unit
readiness; and/or (3)  the Active  Army leadership has,  to some  extent,
exaggerated readiness and deployment problems of the roundout brigades so
as to strengthen their case against reliance on the reserves.

     After  Nov. 8,1990, as part  of the President's  decision to greatly
expand the U.S. troop  commitment to Desert Shield, the  entire situation
changed. The restriction  on Army  combat reserves has  been lifted.  The
roundout brigades of  the 24th  Infantry and 1st  Cavalry Divisions  (the
48th Infantry  Brigade (Mechanized) of  the Georgia Army  National Guard,
and   the   155th  Armored   Brigade  of   the  Mississippi   Army  Guard
respectively), are two of  the three Guard brigades to be  activated. The
third, the 256th Infantry Brigade (Mechanized) of the Louisiana Guard, is
the  roundout  brigade   of  the  Active  Army's  5th  Infantry  Division
(Mechanized),  which has  not  been designated  for  deployment to  Saudi
Arabia. All three brigades will receive approximately two to three months
of post-activation field training to prepare them for possible deployment
to  Saudi Arabia.  Interestingly, the  brigades were activated  under the
regular 180 day  maximum authority available  under 10 USC 673b,  not the
360  day  maximum  provided for  in  the  FY1991  DOD Appropriation  Act,
although DOD has noted that the brigades could have their tours of active
duty extended under the newer provision of law if necessary.

     Not all Members of  Congress and other observers were  supportive of
the newly enacted statute  doubling the active duty ceiling  for Selected
Reserve combat units.  They noted  that previously existing  law, 10  USC
673,  allows the President to activate reservists involuntarily for up to
2 years  if  he declares  a  national emergency,  with  up to  a  million
reservists allowed to be on active duty at  any one time. The  requirement
to declare  a national emergency, they  assert, is fully consonant with a
major conflict, or the pote ntial of one, on the scope of Desert  Shield, and
a million reservists would be more than ample to deal with Desert Shield
requirements.

     At  this  writing,  there  is  perhaps  one  central  point  of  the
controversy surrounding the  initial decision not to  activate Army Guard
roundout  brigades, and  the extent  to which  they will  receive lengthy
post-activation training.  The controversy's very existence  may strongly
suggest  that a  combination  of military,  political, and  institutional
factors,  whatever  their  validity  or  justification,  may  keep  these
roundout  units  from  being immediately  available  to  the  Army for  a
shortwarning  contingency such  as Desert  Shield. If  so, then  both the
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executive branch  (the White House and DOD) and the Congress may well ask
if active duty divisions earmarked for such contingencies should continue
to be maintained at less than  full active duty strength. Answers to some
of these concerns will  doubtless be forthcoming over the  next few weeks
and months,  as the  three Army Guard  brigades that have  been activated
have  their  readiness  evaluated  during  and  after  their  "refresher"
training, and possibly  deploy to Saudi Arabia  conceivably including the
ultimate test of readiness, that of battle.

Limited  Callup:  From Political  Restraint  to  Military Necessity.  The
initial reserve callup, as  announced in August 1990, was  arguably quite
limited in both size and time when compared to the overall size of forces
deployed and the degree of service dependency on reserve augmentation for
a  major  contingency.  To  a  certain  degree,  these  limits apparently
resulted  from a concern to  avoid activating reserve  units for which no
real  requirement was  evident. During  the Berlin  Crisis of  1961, when
150,000 reservists were activated, large numbers were both not needed and
not  ready, and  their  resentment at  being  activated for  no  apparent
reason,   plus  their  poor  state  of  readiness,  had  major  political
repercussions.  DOD policymakers  appear determined  to avoid  calling up
anybody for whom meaningful military missions might not be available. The
limited size  and scope of  the callup  which began in  August 1990  also
appeared  to  result  from  a  variety  of  institutional  and  political
constraints  of policy significance, particularly in the case of the Army
and the Marine  Corps. However, the  decision to increase the  U.S. troop
commitment  to  Desert Shield  from approximately  200,000 troops  on the
ground to 400,000,  including an increase in the number of U.S. division,
equivalents from approximately 5 2/3 to 10, appears to reflect a decision
to break through these constraints due to military necessity.

     Army.  The  25,000  Army   Selected  Reservists  authorized  by  the
Secretary of  Defense to  be ordered  to active duty  to perform  "combat
support and combat service support" functions in August 1990 seemed quite
small in  relationship to the large  Army forces being deployed  to Saudi
Arabia and the resulting reduction in  forces remaining in the United
States. There were  reports that  even with  the activation  of Army
reserve component support  units for Desert Shield, the Active Army's
support structure was being "stripped to the  bone," leaving virtually no
support  forces left, either for other contingencies, or for future use in
Desert Shield.

     From  the inception of Desert  Shield, the senior  leadership of the
Army  had reportedly wanted a larger callup. Initial press reports stated
that the Army wanted to order approximately 80,000 Army Guard and Reserve
members to  active duty, but had  their request cut down  to 25,000. When
the decision  was made to  order another  3 1/3 Army  divisions to  Saudi
Arabia  in November  1990, including about  50% of all  major Army combat
units in Europe  and another 2/3 of a division  from the already depleted
strategic reserve in  the Continental  United States, the  Army, and  the
Bush Administration,  almost  certainly  had no  choice  but  to  greatly
increase the authorized level of the Army reserve callup.
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     Marine Corps.  The Marine  Corps  initially planned  to activate  no
reservists at all,  and through mid October had activated  less than 200.
The  Marine Corps  is  unquestionably less  dependent  than the  Army  on
reserves;  the  Marine  Corps  Reserve  is  structured  more  to  provide
individual reinforcements, or additional units of the same type to "flesh
out" active Marine units, rather than providing the overwhelming majority
of particular types of units or functions in the total Marine Corps force
structure.  However, according  to some  reports and  in contrast  to the
attitude  of the  Army leadership,  another reason  for the  Marine Corps
having called up so few reservists initially was the determination of the
Corps  to show  that  one of  the  reasons their  service  should be  the
Nation's  major  contingency force  is that  it  can undertake  a massive
deployment such  as that  required for  Desert Shield  with little  or no
reserve  augmentation. According to Army  sources, one of  the results of
this has been that Marine forces committed to Desert Shield are even more
dependent  than usual on Army  combat support and  combat service support
logistical, administrative, supply, maintenance, and similar functions.

     Whatever  the reasons for the initial reluctance of the Marine Corps
to  use reserves,  the  duration  and  intensity  of  the  Desert  Shield
deployment  appear to  have rendered  them untenable.  With the  reported
possibility  of the number of  Marines being deployed  to the vicinity of
the  Arabian Peninsula jumping from 45,000 to perhaps 90,000, almost half
the  strength of the  active duty Marine  Corps, and two  thirds to three
quarters  of all Marine combat forces the  Marines, like the Army, bad to
obtain a greatly increased authorization for reserve activations. Indeed,
the 23,000  Marine maximum is over half the strength of the entire Marine
Corps Selected Reserve; the approximately 16,500 called up as of Dec. 23,
1990 are over 40% of the whole Marine Corps Selected Reserve.

     The limited  initial callup for Desert Shield, therefore, has become
one involving many more  reserve units and reservists, lasting for a much
longer period  of time, with  consequences and  lessons that for  now are
unclear. . .
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                              Chapter 4.G.2
                                  * * *
                    Reserve Component Force Planning:
                          What the Future Holds

                 Captain John M. Kirby, U.S.Naval Reserve

                         A New Military Strategy

     "The defense strategy and military structure needed to ensure peace
can,  and  must,  be  different."  {1} In  a  landmark  speech  at Aspen,
Colorado, {2} President  Bush acknowledged  the vast  implications of  an
evolving world order  and thus  prepared the  ground for  a new  national
military  strategy. {3} The developing  strategy, which calls  for a much
smaller, {4}  more  lethal active  force,  is based  on  a foundation  of
forward presence, crisis response and  the capacity to regenerate forces.
{5} In addition to emphasizing active force readiness and rapid response,
the new strategy puts forth a concept of a "reconstitutable" reserve. "We
can now adjust the size,  structure and readiness of our reserve  forces,
to help us deal with the more likely challenges we will face." {6}

     In  his Annual Report to  the President and  the Congress, Secretary
Cheney suggests  that increased warning time  will allow a "shift  from a
reliance solely  on mobilizable forces in  being to one based  as well on
reconstitution of  additional forces."  {7}  This is a far  cry from Cold
War strategies that promised trained reserve personnel equipped at levels
commensurate with wartime  missions. If  the reserves are  only to  guard
against  a resurgent  Soviet threat,  as some  surmise, then  a radically
restructured,  smaller and  less ready  reserve force  is probable.  This
notion is wrong. Modern reserve  components will be needed to 1)  cushion
the transition to a smaller active force, and 2) actively support the new
structure.

     How  the world  will  evolve in  the  absence of  direct  superpower
confrontation is not immediately obvious. Ironically, the end of the Cold
War    released   regional   and   nationalistic   competition,   thereby
precipitating significant  new  conventional threats  to  our  interests.
Fortunately,  stable international  patterns  should evolve  in the  next
several years, allowing us
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Naval War College.
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to anticipate events with greater certainty than at present. It therefore
behooves us to insure our near term military capability, especially while
restructuring, with an enhanced  reserve component buttressed by veterans
from our all volunteer force.

     Les  Aspin  helped  to define  the  problem:  "The  country is  just
beginning a  great debate on  the makeup of  its military forces  for the
future.  . .  While the  debate is  growing more  impassioned, it  is not
growing better informed. "  {8} The resulting controversy centers  on the
proper roles, missions and size of modern reserve components. One popular
argument that active force reductions should result in an increase in the
reserve, is no more valid than arguing for equal reductions and a smaller
reserve,  neither option is debatable until we  have a Total Force Policy
that defines a complete, integrated military structure. {9}

     Today's  reserve  is  functionally  and  operationally  oriented  to
support forces and strategies developed during the Cold War. Designed for
"Total War," it  was more an independent entity than a flexible part of a
Total Force structure. Equally important, but unrecognized, is the effect
of the  Goldwater/Nichols reforms on  reserve utilization. Once  rare but
now  the norm,  joint  operations will  serve  to mitigate  the need  for
immediate reserve augmentation for all but the largest operations. Hence,
yesterday's  Total  Force is  no longer  valid  in the  new international
security environment. {10}

     An intellectual leap is  needed. As the active force  supporting our
national  military strategy changes, so  must the reserve  change, not in
response  to, but  together with  them, so  the entire  structure evolves
together.  Arguments  for change  in one  or the  other  fail to  grasp a
fundamental truth: active and  reserve components are inextricably linked
and should  not be separated at  any point in the  overall force planning
process. The size and shape of our active force  depends, more than.ever,
on  the promise  of  a viable  reserve  element. If  we  do not  plan  an
interactive total  force, it will not be the  optimal force. If it is not
the optimal force, scarce  defense dollars will be wasted.  Two questions
are germane:

     First:   Can  the  reserves help  mitigate  the near-term  risk  and
     effects of downsizing and restructuring?

     Second:   What combination of active and reserve forces will provide
     the  greatest  capability  to  support  our  new  national  military
     strategy within declining manpower and budgetary criteria?

                      The Role of Reserve Components

     Implicit in the  Cold War  strategy was reserve  mobilization for  a
global  conflict. Unfortunately, that  narrow focus precluded recognition
of  a rapidly  developing  interdependability that  included three  broad
functional areas:
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1) Direct  Support; 2) Contingency  Response; and, 3)  Strategic Reserve.
Over  the  years,  each   service  developed  distinctive  organizational
structures.  {11}   Following  Vietnam,  the  Army   chose  a  horizontal
organization  essentially dependent  on mobilization  of its  reserve and
National Guard units for any but the smallest actions. Conversely, Marine
Corps  doctrine patterned its vertical  reserve structure so  that it was
not  required for  actions  lasting less  than  60 days.  Being  manpower
intensive,  both could  retain  significant structure  at reasonably  low
costs. The Air Force reserve and Guard married highly skilled individuals
with  high technology platforms to  retain both added  structure and near
real time capability. The Navy,  which operates both on the land,  in the
air,  and in  its principal  maritime environment,  faced a  more complex
problem. It  chose a combination  of integrated,  standalone and  mission
exclusive units depending  on their interpretation of the  current threat
to their  respective mission  areas. Because  they are largely  equipment
intensive,  the  Air Force  and  many Navy  reserve  units  often do  not
generate significant savings. {12}

     Notwithstanding  recent operations in the Persian Gulf, the key to a
viable  reserve force is accessibility.  It is the  single most important
variable  in  planning the  Total Force.  Because  it changes  across the
myriad  of  reserve  units,  programs,  and  organizations, accessibility
causes considerable confusion in  each service's operational organization
and   force   planning  equation.   Generalizations   concerning  reserve
availability, especially the  capability to involuntarily recall  reserve
components,  are extremely risky and must be avoided. Force mix decisions
require a complete understanding of accessibility issues. Even then, each
planning case must be evaluated on its individual merits.

     If we are to build a total force in fact as well as name, it must be
based on solid evidence  concerning availability. Without such assurance,
we could find ourselves lacking important assets, as happened during past
operations in the Persian Gulf and Panama. A Total Force  based on faulty
assumptions is doomed to failure.

     Table 1 equates accessibility during regular drills and active  duty
training (AT), voluntary recall,  and involuntary recall, with the  three
general functional areas. Reconstitution should  not be required short of
an all out global conflict or multiple major regional conflicts.

     The  reserve  roles:  Direct  Support,  Contingency   Response,  and
Strategic Reserve, will now  be discussed in relation to the  question of
accessibility.

Direct  support  is  the  integration  of  reserve  elements  into active
components  for the  purpose of  aiding or completing  normal operations.
Current  statutes and  directives  can be  interpreted  to prohibit  most
peacetime direct support  missions. {13}  If units  and individuals  must
continually train for  combat readiness, {14}  little or no time  will be
available for direct support. The services  skirt this  issue  by
scheduling  support  as  a  function  of "training  opportunities."   The
justification   is  that  on   the  job instruction  is  the best  possible
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training.  If  it contributes  to the parent mission, so much the better.

                 TABLE 1. RESERVE COMPONENT ACCESSIBILITY

SITUATION:               RESERVE ROLE:            ACCESSIBILITY:

PEACE                    Direct Support           Drills/AT
                                                  Voluntary Recall

CRISIS                   Direct Support           Direct Support
                         Contingency Response     Voluntary Recall

REGIONAL                 Direct Support           Voluntary Recall
CONFLICT                 Strategic Reserve        Involuntary Recall

GLOBAL WAR               Strategic Reserve        Involuntary Recall
                                                  Reconstitution

     It is time for the next step.  Direct support must be a stated goal,
not a byproduct of reserve training. This is undoubtedly the most fertile
area for enlightened reserve tasking. A case in point is the Navy's shore
support  establishment.  Even  with far  fewer  ships,  the  Navy may  be
required to man shore stations at  73-75% to avoid a "hollow fleet." {15}
Dedicated  Naval  Reserve  support  to  Shore  Intermediate   Maintenance
Activities, Supply Depots,  Air Stations, and Naval Bases, to  name but a
few, can fill many  gaps. {16} Smaller active force levels,  coupled with
continued  forward deployment,  may well  result  in less  than desirable
rotation  patterns.  Experienced Army  reservists  can  and will  support
innumerable   active  division   missions  and   maintenance  activities,
including deployed forces in  Europe and Korea. The proposed  transfer of
all tactical airlift activities to the Air Force Reserve is indicative of
the potential for  expansion of  reserve missions in  yet another  direct
support environment. {17}

     Reserve  programs that  embrace  a direct  support  role have  found
tremendous  acceptance. Small  wonder, for  a  reserve role  dedicated to
direct  support yields a peacetime  asset of significant  value and saves
scarce defense dollars.

Contingency Response.  Contingency response is often  defined as anything
less  than major regional or global conflict. For reserve components, the
critical factor is  time. Serious crises can develop literally overnight
(Grenada) or  smoulder  for years  (Panama). The  services  were able  to
react to Grenada  and had adequate planning  time for the  Panama
operations. W ith their  limited training time focused  on general war,  the
reserves could not respond and  played only limited  roles. Those that  did
were  either volunteers, fill time  support, or selected reservists already
serving on annual or special training duty.

     Involuntary Recall. These two cases serve to illustrate the problems
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inherent  in  using  reserve  forces in  crisis  contingency  operations.
Grenada  is  a perfect  example  of  a  fast breaking,  short  lead  time
operation. The objectives changed three times in the nine days before the
assault.  This  added  significantly   to  the  planning  complexity  and
precluded  the opportunity  for forces  to  practice together,  much less
share information and  tactical intelligence. {18}  Given the effects  of
Goldwater/Nichols  reorganization,  joint   operations  under  a  unified
commander  are the  norm. In  complex joint  operations, any  last minute
effort to  integrate reserves could introduce  ruinous difficulties. When
key skills and capabilities are missing,  it is more likely that they can
be compensated for in a joint environment.

     Although  Operation  JUST  CAUSE  (Panama)  broke  fast,  there  was
adequate  planning time preceding  the employment of  force. The services
had  time to find alternatives  to an involuntary  recall, either through
special  training, volunteers or joint  service support. When  the use of
force is anticipated, the necessity to maintain secrecy may be paramount.
{19}  Reserve volunteers  never make the  news; involuntary  recalls make
headlines.

     There are other problems as well.  Even if mission capable units can
be found, the JCS Crisis Action Planning system {20} does not lend itself
to reserve recalls. During crisis response, ad hoc solutions are the rule
rather  than the  exception.  The time  needed  to request,  justify  and
institute  an  involuntary  recall  is  at  best  unwieldy,  at  worst  a
showstopper. The short chain  of command normally used for  crisis action
also  prohibits  use  of reserves  as  many  regular  and active  reserve
officers  are not  familiar  with  recall  procedures.  This  problem  is
exacerbated  by the lack of knowledgeable active duty reserve officers on
major staffs. {21}  Although unspoken,  service bias against  the use  of
reserves in contingency operations may preclude even the consideration of
such use.

     Finally,  any crisis  action  that requires  an immediate  political
decision to involuntarily recall reserves is likely doomed. When force is
needed,  a tacit  objective  will  always  be  to  rapidly  conclude  the
operation to  preclude political ramifications. {22} Reserves are but one
tool by which  Congress attempts to limit the President's  ability to use
force.  The Army's present force mix, designed after the Vietnam debacle,
was meant to  limit the use  of groundforces without complete  support of
the American people. They succeeded because they played into the hands of
a Congress bent on limiting presidential power. {23}

Involuntary  recall of  reserve  components will  always  be a  political
decision, as is  any use  of force. This  difficult decision must  always
factor in political,  social, economic  and psychological  costs, all  of
which  must be paid.  When alternatives exist, they  will be examined and
probably  used.  {24} Those  who view  the  recent involuntary  recall as
justification for more frequent use of 10 USC 673b authority may not have
fully evaluated specifics of the DESERT SHIELD case.

     Voluntary  Recall.  Not  withstanding  the above,  reserves  have  a
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critical  role to play in contingency  operations. As an example, for two
weeks before the implementation of 10 USC 673b authority on August  23rd,
over  10,600  reservists  were voluntarily  recalled  to  active duty  to
support  DESERT SHIELD. The key is a responsive, time sensitive voluntary
recall  mechanism.  With the  exception of  the  Air Force,  {25} present
service specific architectures have significant structural and mechanical
problems, not to  mention operator deficiencies. {26}  Other problems may
include  the availability  of key  personnel, identification  of critical
skills and a  lack of functional  teams. Legal restraints  on the use  of
reserves   and   misunderstandings   concerning  discrimination   against
volunteers,  add  to  the  confusion. Table  2  lists  critical  elements
affecting recall decisions.

               Table 2. Accessibility Framework

     1. Voluntary Recall                     Il. Involuntary Recall
     Critical Elements:                      Critical Elements:
       1. Availability of key personnel        1. Political will
          a. timing                            2. Institutional bias
          b. training & readiness              3. Mechanical problems
          c. duration                          4. Public support
       2. Availability of functional teams/    5. True cost
          crews                                   a. social
       3. Mechanical problems                     b. economic
       4. Institutional bias                      c. political
       5. Legal restraints                        d. psychological

     The  solution appears to be  a practical volunteer  system to recall
those  elements otherwise  involve&in direct  peacetime support  that can
contribute to the  successful conclusion  of a crisis  response. The  Air
Force Reserve  and the  Navy's Reserve Construction  Battalions (Seabees)
might  serve  as useful  models for  such a  structure. Unlike  the other
reserve components, budget authority and orderwriting authorization exist
at the  squadron  level.in the  Air  Force. The  Seabees  use a  flexible
Battalion and  Company structure  that allows  for rapid  mobilization of
functional detachments that can be deployed on very short notice.

     Figure  1 relates  reserve accessibility  to the Navy's  spectrum of
conflict. Similar diagrams  could be developed for  other service mission
areas.
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      Figure 1. Reserve Component Utilization/Operational Continuum

     For  many  reasons, the  transition  from  voluntary to  involuntary
support has been and  always will be the "crunch"  zone. This correlation
with the shift from crisis response to conflict is critical. First, in an
all volunteer force,  the reserve is the only asset  available to provide
an immediate  surge capacity. The National Command  Authority will always
want  excess military capacity, but the draft is not politically feasible
or  responsive to  modern  requirements. {27}  Second,  the reserves  are
generally  not comparable to active forces in training and readiness, nor
should  they be,  nor are  they perceived  to be  by the  public. America
expects the active forces  to go in harm's way  and to bear the  brunt of
the  conflict. Our society does not appear  ready to put the reserves "at
the tip of the spear."

     Strategic Reserve. A strategic response will be required for  direct
and potentially  prolonged hostilities with a regional or national force,
up  to and including  (but not limited  to) global conflict.  It was this
mission  that molded most of  today's reserve structure.  To suggest Iraq
was a contingency  operation, rather  than a use  of strategic  reserves,
stretches credibility.
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Although volunteers were critical both while awaiting political decisions
and  throughout the operation, {28} the key was involuntary recall, first
utilizing 10 USC 673b authority and then 10 USC 673 partial mobilization.

     Timing  was again the decisive element. Even though Congress doubled
the  673b 90+90 day availability  for reserve combat elements, conversion
to partial mobilization  authority (allowing for up to a two year recall)
was needed  due to the  length of the  campaign. {29}  Had this not  been
possible,  many of the early  deploying reserve elements  would have been
released  as early as February  20th. Another factor  enabling the phased
deployment  was adaptation  of the  "1002" Operations  Plan for  the gulf
area, into which many of the reserve elements were already scripted. What
remained was to  validate each  and every individual  and unit to  ensure
against wasted or incorrect billet requirements, and to properly schedule
their arrival and time in theater.

     Many  priority combat units  were not  called. Even  with additional
time for  dedicated training, large, stand alone  National Guard Brigades
were unable to deploy. Conversely, Marine Corps Reserve combat units were
efficiently integrated  into the force.  Army combat service  and service
support units were used very effectively.  Air units, which traditionally
lead in all reserve readiness categories, were on station immediately and
performed superbly. The Seabees, Military Sealift Command, Cargo Handling
units,  Fleet Hospital  and Medical  personnel, among  many  others, were
invaluable in the logistics and health care fields.

     That certain  "priority" forces were not  used indicates fundamental
shifts  in   force  mix  requirements  were  already  underway,  but  not
recognized (or  not acknowledged)  by military planners.  Throughout this
century, the  ability to manage  logistics has  been critical to  any war
effort. It was here, in the area the Army calls service support, that the
reserves  made  their  greatest  contribution. Combined  with  high  tech
weapons in the hands  of trained, motivated active forces,  they provided
the two "silver  bullets" our commanders needed to win  the war, win fast
and  win big. Perhaps more importantly, it  seemed to confirm the utility
of a force  model that had been alluded to by President Bush in his Aspen
speech.

     As is every war, Iraq was unique. Unquestionably, there are valuable
lessons to  be learned  for everyone. What  worked and why  is important;
{30} but  there is a real  danger in patterning our  future reserve force
after  what worked so successfully in the  Iraqi conflict. To do so could
result  in marginal  changes devoted  to improving  a force  structure to
support  the proverbial  "last  war," which  in  this case  represents  a
modified Soviet threat.

                         Future Reserve Structure

     The single most important factor driving our future force structure,
both active and reserve, is the force reduction that will take place over
the next five  years. Reshaping  our  forces  to  support  a  new  strategy
while impl ementing  major   force  reductions   will  be  a   monumental
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task. M aintaining  active  readiness and  deployment  patterns while
executing major  structural changes,  even  over  a  five  year  horizon,
will  be difficult.

     For the force planner, this provides two distinct planning horizons:
first, the near term transition period (1-5 years), and second, long term
future  force  options  (10-20 years).  They  are  also  critical to  the
reserves. Unfortunately, the forces needed for transitional stability may
not be ideally suited for the long haul. Therefore, these factors must be
specifically addressed and verbalized in planning guidance.

     In  a speech on  future military structure,  Senator Nunn introduced
the concept of  "flexible readiness."  {31} It is  equally applicable  to
active and reserve  forces and could  furnish a model for  the transition
structure.  What is needed is a "hedging" strategy designed to compensate
for the current  high level  of uncertainty in  the international  arena.
{32} In  essence, future forces  and their supporting  infrastructure are
"hedged  against  a resurgent  Soviet threat  or  other more  likely, yet
unforeseen,  scenarios.   This  is   particularly  appropriate   for  the
forthcoming transition  period  while  the  active forces  are  in  flux.
President  Bush's 1990 prediction that "change will be turbulent" already
ranks as one of the year's understatements. {33}

1-5 Year  Horizon: Transitional  Stability: Trained personnel  and modern
equipment will be readily  available as the active structure  is reduced.
Offered proper incentives, they could greatly enhance the current reserve
combat  and support  capabilities  for near  term  risk reduction.  Given
recent training and experience, they can provide the essential ingredient
of  a reconstitutable force that could, if required, either be integrated
into  active units on  short notice or  form the basis  for larger units.
More  importantly, their  logistic skills  could do  much to  support and
enhance  a smaller  active force.  As the  active component  shrinks, the
reserves  may have  to remain  constant, or  even expand,  to  maintain a
credible  U.S. deterrent force. This  is the opposite  of historic norms,
where the reserve forces rapidly demobilized after war.

10-20  Year Horizon: Long Term Support. The force required for the second
phase  is more difficult to project. Smaller active force levels decrease
the  recruiting  base from  which  trained  personnel  are available.  In
keeping with the concept of flexible readiness,  we should think in terms
of ready reserves  and strategic reserves. As  perishable skills degrade,
individuals must be retrained (costly) or transferred to a "deep" reserve
available  for longer term recall  for major conflicts,  a true strategic
reserve force. Once the  active force stabilizes, a smaller,  more mature
and technologically proficient  ready reserve may be  adequate for direct
support and voluntary augmentation. Fortunately, the five year transition
window should allow adequate time to generate new legislation,  recruiting
and  incentive  programs  to  support   concept development. {34}

     Some programs  may span both  horizons. The Navy's  Training Frigate
(FFT) program will  transfer 40  Knox class frigates  to Commander  Naval
Surface Reserve Force by FY 1993. {35} In  essence a "Naval Cadre," it is
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meant to retain irreplaceable structure  and trained personnel that would
be  impossible  to  duplicate  in  the  short term.  Additional  programs
designed to  retain trained, experienced personnel  together with complex
equipment must  be investigated  immediately. Base closures  offer unique
opportunities  and challenges.  The Air  National Guard  recently assumed
control  of Pease AFB in New Hampshire.  A Naval Reserve Navy Base, which
could preserve valuable infrastructure, may not be out of the question.

                                Conclusion

     Rarely  is there an opportunity to make major changes in our defense
establishment.  The  current  coincidence  of   political,  economic  and
international  factors could not have happened at a more auspicious time.
President Bush, Secretary Cheney  and Chairman Powell now have  the power
not just to refine our military system but to institute  major changes in
our  Total Force  structure and  policy. To  begin, reserve  missions and
priorities must  change. As  a starting  point for the  coming debate,  I
would suggest the following:

Revised Reserve Mission Statement and Priorities.

     1.   Provide direct support to allow active forces to fully function
across the spectrum of conflict, including peacetime operations.

     2.   Develop policy and  the management tools  sufficient to provide
immediate voluntary support  in crisis/contingency  operations and  major
response situations.

     3.  In order of priority, provide a strategic reserve of:

          a. experienced technicians and logisticians

          b. trained combat and support units

          c. modern equipment

          d. structured cadre units

          e. trainable manpower pool.

Regular Review  Process. Equally important  is the necessity  for regular
review of the planning and implementation process. Two planning horizons,
an  evolving Total Force structure, budgetary  restrictions and a dynamic
new  world  order  leave scant  margin  for  error  and will  undoubtedly
necessitate further refinement and change.

Education Required.  A concerted effort to educate decisionmakers and the
entire  chain of command is required. Simple ignorance among the military
services concerning the structure and utility of our modern reserve force
probably  does more than anything else to prohibit efficient planning and
utilization.  There is  no need  for competition  between the  active and
reserve  components. We  need a  balanced, complementary  force structure
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with  a reserve  component  able  to  function  across  the  spectrum  of
conflict, not just strategic mobilization.

     My purpose was not to propose specific alternatives but to suggest a
new way of thinking about total force issues in today's rapidly  changing
military/ political environment. As necessary and capable as the reserves
were in the Gulf War, the fact remains that the present structure may not
be,  probably is not,  the optimal Total Force structure for  an evolving
world order.
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                   Chapter 5: Force Planning Synthesis
                          A: Introductory Essay
                                  * * *
                            Concluding Remarks

                            Richmond M. Lloyd

     Our primary purpose throughout this collection of readings has  been
the further refinement and  application of a comprehensive framework  for
force planning. Much has been written on how bureaucratic, organizational
and political factors influence defense resource allocation decisions. In
contrast, this  volume emphasizes the  rational aspects  of planning  the
nation's total defense posture.

     The  nation is  now in  the midst  of an  important debate  over its
future national military strategy and supporting force structure. The end
of the  Cold War,  epitomized  by the  fall of  the  Berlin Wall  quickly
followed by the demise of the Warsaw Pact, and the harsh fiscal realities
now  facing the nation  provide the key  stimuli for this  debate and the
various calls for radical  change. However, the Iraqi invasion  of Kuwait
serves  as  a tragic  reminder  that  peace is  not  guaranteed. It  also
suggests the  dangers of basing future  plans on too narrow  a portion of
the spectrum of conflict.

     It is imperative that  the very best force planning  be accomplished
now at  the same time the nation is fundamentally rethinking key elements
of its national security strategy. Decisions made during the next several
years will  largely determine the  national military strategy  and forces
for the early twenty first century.

     Through the use of  conceptual readings and cases, you  have had the
opportunity to further  your understanding of force planning concepts and
their application across  the full  range of defense  planning cases.  In
order  to provide alternative points  of view, these  readings were drawn
from multiple sources, including the White House, Department of  Defense,
Congress,  other government agencies,  private defense  research centers,
and academia.

     This  last  chapter  provides  you  with  a  final   opportunity  to
synthesize concepts and to  further your overall perspective on  a future
national  military strategy and the requisite military forces to carry it
out. We  began our discussion  by stressing how  important it is  to plan
total defense forces from  a joint and combined perspective,  rather than
that  of a  single service.  We have  examined the  complete spectrum  of
conflict ranging from strategic nuclear  war  to  peacetime presence.  To
some  extent  these cases  are interwoven,  and military  forces have
varying degrees  of applicability across this spectrum.

     Now that we  have explored these  individual cases in  depth, it  is
important to return to the whole. We must again ask  the very fundamental
questions emphasized throughout  this volume to ensure  a well formulated
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strategy and force posture. What are the  fundamental national interests?
What are the nation's economic, political and security objectives for the
future?  What is  the best  national security  strategy to  achieve those
objectives  given future  threats and  opportunities? In  support of  the
national security strategy, what are the preferred elements of a national
military strategy? What level and mix of defense forces best support this
strategy  in a balanced fashion?  Is the defense  program fiscally sound?
Inevitably, there will  be deficiencies  and risk. Should  we change  our
objectives; can we improve  our strategy; are there other,  better, force
choices; are the risks acceptable; and if not, what is to be done?

     A short review  of where we have been is  offered before we consider
the readings in this final chapter. The first chapter began the difficult
task  of   formulating  a  new  national   military  strategy.  "Thinking
strategically"  inevitably  requires the  balancing  of  ends and  means.
Strategy provides  a  plan of  action  on how  limited  means are  to  be
employed  to achieve desired ends. The national military strategy must be
an integral  part of the  national security  strategy. The elements  of a
national military  strategy  also serve  as  important guides  for  force
planning.

     The  President's  Aspen  speech  formally  recognized  the radically
changed security environment of the post Cold War and challenged us:

     to  shape  our  defense  capabilities to  these  changing  strategic
     circumstances.  In a  world less  driven by  an immediate  threat to
     Europe  and the danger of  global war, in a  world where the size of
     our  forces will  increasingly be  shaped by  the needs  of regional
     contingencies and  peacetime presence,  we  know our  forces can  be
     smaller. . . .  our security needs can be met by  an active force 25
     percent smaller. . . . What matters now is how we reshape the forces
     that  remain. Our new strategy  must provide the  framework to guide
     our  deliberate reductions  to no  more than  the forces we  need to
     guard  our enduring interests  . . .  to exercise interests.  . . to
     exercise forward presence  in key areas,  to respond effectively  to
     crises, to retain the national capacity to rebuild our forces should
     this be needed. {1}

     The  Secretary of Defense and Chairman of  the Joint Chiefs of Staff
later outlined the major descriptors of a new national military strategy.
The strategy's  key  descriptors include  deterrence,  power  projection,
forward  presence,  reconstitution,  collective  security,  maritime  and
aerospace   superiority,   security   assistance,   arms    control   and
technological superiority. Future force requirements are defined in terms
of four "military force packages" and four "supporting capabilities." The
military force  packages are  strategic forces, Atlantic  forces, Pacific
forces and contingency forces.

The  supporting capabilities  are transportation,  space, reconstitution,
and research and development. While  this national military strategy will
be improved and refined through time,  each of its elements will strongly
influence the level and composition of future forces.
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     Chapter  2 has  developed  concepts for  planning strategic  nuclear
forces.  For  the foreseeable  future the  Soviet  Union will  retain the
capacity to threaten  the very survival of the United  States. Though the
likelihood of such a conflict is low, its consequences are so devastating
that  it remains a critically  important case. The  deterrence element of
the  national  military  strategy  underscores the  need  to  maintain  a
credible strategic force. The objective of deterrence can be fundamental:
to deter an attack on one's own homeland; or extended to one's allies. To
be  effective, an  adversary must  perceive  that the  nation's strategic
nuclear  strategy and forces  are credible, i.e.,  that we  have both the
capability to  respond should  deterrence  fail and  the will  to do  so.
Finally, uncertainty  as to exactly  when or how  our capability will  be
employed  further strengthens  deterrence.  The two  basic approaches  to
deterrence are the threat of punishment and the denial of objectives.

     These  options   raise  questions  about  the   appropriate  mix  of
counterforce and  countervalue weapons,  and the flexibility  of response
options  needed. Another important concern is how best to maintain crisis
stability, deterrence stability,  and arms race stability. The nation has
three broad means to  enhance its deterrent posture: (1)  build offensive
forces  (i.e., increase  the number  of weapons  or modernize  them); (2)
build  defensive forces;  and  (3)  pursue  arms control  measures.  This
chapter  has developed the arguments for and against each of these means.
Until  this past  decade, the  nation primarily  relied on  offense, with
attempts  at  arms control.  The  controversial proposal  to  move toward
strategic defense  has stimulated a  fundamental strategy  debate on  how
defense  influences  deterrence, its  effects  on  crisis  and arms  race
stability, technical feasibility, and ultimate cost.

     Arms control traditionally is viewed  as another means to  achieving
three  objectives: (1)  reduce  the likelihood  of  war; (2)  reduce  the
consequences, should war occur; and (3) reduce the costs of preparing for
war.  It  is very  difficult to  achieve  all these  ends simultaneously,
tradeoffs  are inevitable,  and more  limited objectives  usually result.
Arms control should  be viewed as only one of  several competing means to
achieve  such objectives, and most importantly, it must never be confused
as an end in itself.

     For the past forty years, the primary focus of U.S. nuclear strategy
and forces has  been on deterring  the Soviet Union.  In the future,  the
nation  must give greater attention  to the difficult  problem of dealing
with the proliferation of nuclear,  chemical and biological weapons. This
raises significant issues  as to  how deterrence concepts  apply and  the
utility of  offensive, defensive, and  arms control  means for  resolving
this problem.

     Chapter 3  has explored planning conventional forces from a regional
perspective. Significant  political, economic,  and military  changes are
occurring in  the Atlantic and Europe,  the Pacific and Asia,  the Middle
East and Southwest Asia, the Western Hemisphere, and Africa. It is at the
regional  level that national  interests and objectives  are more sharply
focused. Emerging  threats and  opportunities become much  clearer. Thus,
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broad national  security objectives  are shaped  into more  specific, and
quite  often,  more limited  regional  objectives.  Common interests  and
objectives, among the United States, its allies and friendly nations, are
recognized and  become most important building blocks for the development
of coalition strategies. It is here that various political, economic, and
military means have  more concrete  application, and  practical plans  of
action are formulated and  implemented. Controversies emerge over whether
truly vital  interests are  at stake  and about  the utility  of military
force compared to other available means.

     The  unified  commanders  provide  most  important  perspectives  on
regional  threats  to interests,  theater  strategies,  available forces,
deficiencies, and  ultimate risks.  The operational planner  must prepare
contingency plans to  fight with existing forces,  which highly constrain
the  chosen strategy. The force planner must structure military forces to
be employed far in the uncertain  future, and thus has greater liberty to
change,  and hopefully  improve  upon, objectives,  strategy, forces  and
risk. Force  planning for the  forces used in the  Gulf War began  in the
late  1970s to counter a  far different threat  under radically different
strategic circumstances. Both planners'  perspectives must be blended and
balanced to ensure  that the nation's  current and future needs  are well
secured.

     By first studying each region of  the world, the force planner gains
insights  on  interests at  stake;  regional  priorities and  objectives,
future threats and opportunities, preferred regional strategies and force
structures. Ultimately, all  of these  factors must be  reflected in  the
national military strategy and total defense posture.

     Chapter  4 has  developed concepts and  explored current  issues for
planning conventional  forces with  emphasis on a  strategic perspective.
The full  range of  conventional capabilities  has been  considered: land
forces,  aerospace  forces, maritime  forces, strategic  mobility forces,
special  operations  forces,  and  reserve  forces.  Conventional  forces
provide  a strong  contribution to  deterrence through  forward presence,
crisis response, and force projection. The shifting focus toward regional
instabilities  and  the  uncertainty  of  future  threats  give  rise  to
increased emphasis on responsive, flexible, power projection forces. This
section  has  provided  an  opportunity  to  explore  the  force planning
implications  of the changing face of the  Soviet Union and the important
lessons  from recent  contingencies  such as  Operations  Just Cause  and
Desert  Shield/Desert  Storm. With  this  comes a  total  reassessment of
forces for the Atlantic, the Pacific, and contingencies. The important
supporting  capabilities of  transportation,  space, reconstitution,  and
research and development also must be carefully planned.

     Proposed large  reductions  in  future  defense funds  must  not  be
allocated  equally across  all warfare  areas. Strategy  must be  the all
important guide for  force planning. Such significant changes in strategy
and force levels  require a  fundamental rethinking of  future roles  and
missions, as well as, the level and mix of forces among and within all of
the services. The  total military  force structure must  be planned  with
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both active and reserve  roles and missions appropriately defined.  While
service specific forces were examined,  these must be carefully evaluated
in  terms of  their ultimate  contribution to  a comprehensive  joint and
combined force.

     This section  also provided  opportunities to explore  more detailed
approaches  to force  planning which  focus on  specific key  factors and
techniques.  These  include consideration  of:  current capabilities  and
operational  insights  (bottom   up),  threat,  mission  area   analysis,
scenarios, fiscal, technology, and hedging. While giving greater emphasis
to  a few  key  factors, such  approaches  can provide  useful  insights.
Ultimately,  however,  the force  planner  needs to  review  all relevant
factors within a comprehensive force planning framework.

                           Overview Of Readings

     William G.  Hyland,  editor of  Foreign  Affairs, challenges  us  to
rethink national  priorities as  we  shape the  economic, political,  and
military elements within our national security strategy. He suggests that
the nation  must now  turn its attention  and resources to  a "disastrous
domestic agenda:  crime, drugs,  education, urban crises,  Federal budget
deficits, and a constant squeeze on the middle class. . ."  To do this he
proposes  that the United States "downgrade foreign policy," and cut back
on foreign commitments  and forward deployed forces. His  goal is to take
advantage of our winning the  Cold War and to  use this time to "put  our
house in order." Is he correct? What should America's objectives for this
decade be  in order to prepare for the next century? How would you define
a national security strategy to achieve those objectives?

     Brent  Scrowcroft,  National  Security  Advisor  to  the  President,
speaking  to the  graduating  class of  the  Citadel, suggests  that  the
foreign and military policies of  the "Cold War" are no longer  valid. He
proposes that the U.S.  must begin a complete rethinking of  its policies
and  strategic concepts to help shape  the emerging "new world order." He
states  that the  United States  should not  be the  "World's Policeman."
This, he cautions, is unwise; . . . beyond our means and, . . . the world
would not welcome it." Rather, he feels the Gulf War suggests a new world
order  in  which   leading  nations  collectively  respond   to  acts  of
aggression. What future role will coalitions of nations play in ensuring
peace and stability? How would you define a "new world order?"

     Admiral David E. Jeremiah, Vice  Chief of the Joint Chiefs of  Staff
reviews  the key  elements of  the national  military strategy,  and then
outlines the need  for strategic forces, Atlantic forces, Pacific forces,
and contingency forces. He also displays how the force structure proposed
in the Future Years Defense Program  could be allocated among these force
packages.  What  is your  evaluation  of the  proposed  national military
strategy  and force  structure?  Would you  change the  level and  mix of
forces in each of the  force packages? What would you propose  to improve
our national military strategy and force  posture within realistic fiscal
constraints?
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     The Chairman, Joint Chiefs  of Staff provides his assessment  of the
Future  Years Defense  Program and  its ability  to support  the national
military  strategy in  light of  trends in  the security  environment. In
examining  this  assessment,   are  there  important  deficiencies?   Are
resources  allocated properly  across the  spectrum of conflict,  with an
acceptable level of risk?

     Robert  F. Hale  provides  a detailed  overview  of the  President's
Future  Years Defense Program,  explaining planned cuts  in strategic and
conventional  forces.  He assesses,  in  broad  terms,  bow  U.S.  forces
compare, before and after the cuts, against forces of the Soviet Union, a
large  foe, North Korea,  and Cuba. He  further suggests  that even after
these very large cuts in forces are completed, the level  of real defense
budget  authority proposed  for  FY  1995  will  not  support  the  force
structure  in the  long  run.  The  problem  lies  mainly  in  inadequate
procurement funds. What are the options and tradeoffs to ensure strategy,
forces and budgets are consistent in the long run?

     Colonel Harry G. Summers, Jr. critiques the administration's defense
plan in  the aftermath of the Gulf War  and proposes a shift in emphasis.
He suggests it is  time to recognize that  strategic nuclear weapons  are
not  useful except  to  deter  their  use  by others.  He  argues  for  a
deemphasis of investment in  strategic forces, as the real  deterrent for
the  future  rests in  our conventional  forces  and their  capability to
project power. More  attention, he  feels, should be  given to  strategic
mobility  forces,   appropriate  levels   of  high  technology,   further
reorganization  of  the services,  and  the  active/reserve  mix. Is  his
assessment  correct? In the final analysis, what is your overall proposal
for a national military strategy and the defense forces to support it?

     Michael  Howard  provides  a   final  sobering  caution  against  an
expansionist  definition of  national interests.  He also warns  that the
United States must  not fall into the  trap of trying  to be the  world's
policeman. He suggests that the Gulf War provides a "paradigm of problems
likely to  arise under  "the  new world  order", and  President Bush  has
provided  a model of  how to deal  with them." The  United States, Howard
states,  should  follow a  "two-track"  policy  which  entails:  a  clear
definition of national interests,  and maintenance of conventional forces
to defend them; and the "cultivation of international consensus and
international cooperation." His cautions and policy proposals merit
refle ction as force planners grapple with defining U.S. policy, strategy,
and forces for the emerging new world.

                                   Note

     1.  See George Bush, "In Defense of Defense," Chapter 1.B.1 in this
volume.
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                              Chapter 5.B.1
                                  * * *
                         Downgrade Foreign Policy

                            William G. Hyland

                        Not available at this time
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                              Chapter 5.B.2
                                  * * *
              Remarks to the Graduating Class of the Citadel

                             Brent Scowcroft

     It  is a great  pleasure for me to  be here, not  only to share this
important  moment with you, but also to allow me publicly to congratulate
this institution and its  student body for their contribution  to victory
in the Gulf War. I know that the Citadel suffered losses in the Gulf. And
I know  that, in addition to  your many graduates on  active duty, twenty
two of your cadets were called to duty  in the reserve and national guard
for  Desert Shield  and Desert  Storm.  They continue  to serve  today, a
living  example  of the  ideal of  the  citizen-soldier that  the Citadel
strives to protect. You should be very proud of all of them.

     Commencement  is one of those very special moments in life. However,
the term  "commencement" tells  only  half of  your story.  You are  also
concluding a  major part of your  lives, that part  where you are  on the
receiving end, where  society gives to you. That is  now over and society
now waits  for the contribution  you will  make with what  you have  been
given.

     You are graduating  at a  very special moment.  Special because  the
world is going through  a commencement of its  own. We are at  present in
one of those relatively rare moments of history. We are in the process of
transition from one major historical era to another.

     The era  we are leaving is  the one which was just  beginning when I
sat where you are today. It is  the one in which your parents have  spent
all  their adult  lives. It  is  the period  dominated  by a  fundamental
confrontation of philosophies and the  principles of the organization and
functioning of society. It is aptly epitomized by the term "Cold War."

     That confrontation  for  four decades  dominated  our  international
existence. Our foreign policy, our military policy, the size and shape of
Our armed

________________________________________________________________________
     Lieutenant General Brent  Scowcroft, U.S. Air Force (Retired) is the
National Security Advisor.

____________________________
     Reprinted  from Remarks  to  the Graduating  Class  of the  Citadel,
Charleston, South Carolina, Saturday May 11, 1991.
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forces, all were designed for and  shaped by that experience. And now, in
a  breathtakingly  short period  of  time  historically, that  world  has
crumbled.  It  has  not yet  completely  disappeared,  and certainly  the
outlines of the world which will replace it are seen only dimly. But this
rapid change left  us with attitudes  and policies which  have served  us
well and have brought us success, but which are no longer appropriate for
the world of today and tomorrow.

     We  are  now in  the process  of shaping  new policies  and concepts
geared  to  the future,  not the  past;  policies which  will themselves,
hopefully, help to influence this  emerging world in directions congenial
with American values and aspirations.

     Just recently we were perhaps given  a glimpse of what this emerging
new world  could become. That glimpse  was the recent crisis  in the Gulf
and  the  way it  was  handled. The  way  the world  community condemned,
sanctioned and  defeated Iraq's naked, unprovoked  aggression. Could that
be a forecast for the future. That scenario was possible  only because of
the  thawing  of the  Cold War.  For the  first time  in decades  a major
international crisis did  not become a test  of wills between the  United
States and the Soviet Union.

     The President has referred  several times to the possibility  of the
emergence of a  new world  order. The Gulf  crisis illustrates what  that
could mean. For the first time since the Cold War began, the  UN Security
Council was able to operate as its framers had envisioned. Freed from the
gridlock  of East/West  confrontation, the Security  Council was  able to
deal  with aggression  swiftly  and effectively.  Can  we turn  this  one
example into a norm  for the future, a norm in  which the world's leading
nations coordinate and orchestrate  collective response to outlaw nations
and actions?

     That will not happen  automatically, just as the Gulf  operation did
not  happen  automatically.  It  will  take  much  hard  work,  and  wise
leadership  at  a time  when  the  temptation may  be  to  relax, on  the
assumption that really big security problems are a thing of the past.

     At this  point, a  quick  look at  history may  be instructive.  The
period  before World War I was one marked by considerable euphoria. There
was a feeling that mankind had finally become sufficiently scientific and
logical  to   avoid  the  barbarisms  of   war.  Disarmament  conferences
proliferated. Andrew Carnegie set up a foundation for World Peace. In the
Charter he specified the other uses for those funds remaining after World
Peace had been established.

     This self confident world  was shattered by the horrors of World War
I a  war sparked by an incident of virulent nationalism occurring in what
is now Yugoslavia. Have you noticed Yugoslavia recently? That war ushered
in perhaps the  bloodiest century  in human history.  Having fought  that
"War to  end all wars,"  we came home,  literally and figuratively,  thus
helping to nourish the seeds of World  War II. After World War II we came
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home  again  and  were in  the  process  of  dismantling our  magnificent
military mach ine when  we were  brought up  short by  Soviet  aggressive
moves  in Eastern Europe.

     I am not trying to suggest that history repeats itself; only that we
should not require again a dire  threat on our doorstep to remind us  the
world  remains a  dangerous place  and that  we have  responsibilities we
shirk only at our peril.

     Back  to the  new world  order. Suggesting  a global  undertaking to
enhance security and stability does not mean the US should be the world's
policeman. That is not only unwise; it is beyond our means and, even were
it not, the world would not welcome it.

     But while  we cannot do  it by  ourselves, the task  cannot be  done
without us.  It should be clear  to all that the  encouraging response to
aggression  in  the   Gulf  could  not  have   happened  absent  American
leadership. No  one else is in a position to mobilize the world community
in such a manner.

     It is also important to  recognize that, in the end, the  failure of
some  others to bear their burden would  not excuse us. We are answerable
to our own interests to our own national conscience, to our ideals and to
history,  for what we  do or fail  to do with  the power we  have. In the
1990s, our responsibility remains pivotal and inescapable.

     This responsibility extends beyond government and reaches out to the
American  people.  That includes  you.  And each  of  you  has a  special
obligation,  given the institution you have been privileged to attend, to
use  the  education you  have  received,  the values  of  responsibility,
leadership, duty and honor, in the service of a better world for all.

     I know that all of you have received extensive  military training at
the  "Military  College of  South  Carolina"  and  many of  you  will  be
receiving commissions as officers along with your diplomas. So let me say
just  a few words about the  military profession in the  new era which is
dawning.  I can  think of  no more  exciting time in  the history  of the
Republic to  be  beginning a  military  career.  You have  before  you  a
magnificent  opportunity for  creativity as  old traditional  patterns of
political and military thinking are being washed away.

     And your studies here,  especially the study of history,  will serve
you  well. The patterns of the more  distant past may have more relevance
for the future than do the personal experiences of the two generations of
military  officers who have  preceded you  into service.  These officers,
myself included, are the children of the Cold  War: a bipolar world and a
very specific threat. Learn from their experience, but do not be bound by
it. Reach  back into the richness of our military past, and look. forward
innovatively to the challenges of a presently indistinct future.

     Your  generation will be dealing  with a whole  range of issues that
will  stretch the  limits of  your  imagination, just  as  the issues  of
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containment challenged the thinking of your predecessors.

     How  will   the  proliferation   of  advanced  weapons   affect  our
traditional  problems of deterrence? How  do we combat  not a particular,
poised enemy but the  nascent threats of regional instabilities?  How can
we reduce our forces in ways that ensure we can rebuild  them faster than
an  opponent could build a  new threat against  us? Today I  can ask such
questions,  but it  will fall  to your  generation to  provide definitive
answers.

     But remember, as  you deal  with these  and similar  issues, as  you
grope with  the opportunities and challenges of a new era, not to let the
press  of problems make  you lose sight  of the fundamental  human values
which we seek to protect and on which all our efforts are based.

     The most important of these are  our fundamental values as a people,
the values for which  American foreign policy has always  stood: freedom,
democracy, peace.  When all is  said and done it  is our ideals,  not our
power, which  have  set  us  apart.  And  we now  have  what  may  be  an
unparalleled  opportunity to bring those ideals to the world community as
a whole.

     American  troops have stood watch in Europe and Asia defending these
ideals  for nearly  half a  century.  General Carl  Vuono, Army  Chief of
Staff; tells a wonderful story which underscores the significance of that
commitment.

     In the autumn of 1989, just before the breaching of the Berlin Wall,
you  may recall  that thousands  of East  Germans had  made their  way to
Prague hoping  to escape to  the West through  the recently opened  Czech
border. One group was permitted to leave Czechoslovakia by train, crowded
into  every available  space,  traveling through  a  dark night  with  no
familiar  landmarks, unsure of their destination. As they pulled into the
border  town of Hof; in West  Germany, one of them saw  a patrol from the
U.S. 2nd Armored Cavalry Regiment. Unable to contain his joy, he  shouted
out, "Look! There are the Americans. We are free."

     For all  of our  faults, most  of the  world today  still identifies
America  with freedom. Be  worthy of that  heritage, and  you will always
honor this land we love.

     The future is yours. Handle it with care.

     Congratulations and good luck.
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                              Chapter 5.B.3
                                  * * *
              Statement on U.S. Military Strategy and Forces

                   Admiral David E. Jeremiah, U.S. Navy

     Mr. Chairman, in February, Secretary Cheney and General Powell spoke
to this committee and outlined for you the major elements of our national
security  strategy.  Secretary Cheney  gave an  overview  of some  of the
strategic assumptions that underlie our planning. General Powell sketched
out emerging and  enduring strategic  realities at home  and abroad,  and
also  explained the force packages and supporting capabilities we need to
meet our  future defense needs.  It is  my intent today  to provide  some
detail to what General Powell said regarding our force structure plans.

     The end of the Cold War is clearly the most  dramatic change to have
altered  the  international strategic  environment.  The  change has  two
important components for us.  The first is our changed  relationship with
the Soviet  Union. In  years past, we  took it  for granted that  we were
locked in an adversarial  relationship with the Soviets, and  planned our
national security  programs accordingly.  This is now  changed. Secretary
Cheney pointed out,  however, the concerns we have over  recent events in
the  Soviet Union that seem to be  contrary to their earlier moves toward
democratization and demilitarization.

     The second  important component of change  caused by the  end of the
Cold War concerns the  altered geopolitical situation in Europe.  However
the current tensions within the USSR work themselves out the fact remains
that  Europe is  no longer divided  into two  camps separated  by an Iron
Curtain. The Warsaw Pact is  a thing of the past, and Soviet  hegemony in
Eastern and Central Europe cannot be revived even if reactionaries within
the  Soviet Union  gain the upper  hand. Our  estimates now  are that the
Soviet  Union would  require  one to  two years  to  mount a  traditional
strategic offensive in Europe of  the type we were prepared to  oppose on
short  notice in  the past.  These changes  have caused  us to  shift our
strategic focus.

____________________________
     Reprinted from  Statement of Admiral  David E.  Jeremiah, USN,  Vice
Chairman of  the  Joint Chiefs  of Staff  before the  Committee on  Armed
Services United States Senate, 11 April 1991.
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     But the end  of the Cold War has not brought with it a wholesale end
to international conflicts, or even to threats to our national interests.
The war in  the Middle East to  liberate Kuwait is only  the most obvious
example of this.  We have had several other occasions  within the past 18
months in which we have  used our military forces to fulfill  both combat
and  noncombat missions.  Even with the  end of  the Cold  War, the world
remains full  of dangers, uncertainties  and potential challenges  to our
interests.

    Figure. Post Cold War Hot Spots/ Post Cold War Use of Armed Forces
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                       Key Elements of US Strategy

     Given the rapidly changing world situation  and the uncertainties of
the future, the Department of Defense has developed a strategy to achieve
our  national security  objectives.  President Bush  has specified  those
objectives as national survival;  a healthy economy; a stable  and secure
world; and  healthy, cooperative and politically  vigorous relations with
our allies and friendly  nations. Implicit in a healthy,  growing economy
is an  obligation for us to  operate within the fiscal  guidelines of the
budget agreement between Congress and the President.

     That strategy, and a comprehensive assessment of our planned forces,
are contained in the 1991 Joint Military Net Assessment recently approved
by the Secretary of Defense for  provision to Congress in accordance with
the National Defense Authorization Act of 1989. Quoting from the JMNA:

     "US  military strategy is founded  on the premise  that America will
     continue to serve a  unique leadership responsibility for preserving
     global  peace and stability. It is derived from US defense strategy,
     which formerly focused primarily  on containing Soviet aggression on
     a global scale. This defense strategy is now shifting to added focus
     on  forward presence,  crisis  response, and  reconstitution as  its
     major  themes, while maintaining  our long term  reliance on nuclear
     deterrence. Because  of changes in defense  strategy, priorities and
     emphasis  among the  various principles  that describe  the national
     military  strategy have  begun  to shift  significantly. This  shift
     represents  an essential  adaptation  to the  new realities  already
     described  a receding Soviet threat and a declining defense budget."

                   Central Military Strategic Concepts

     The  Department has linked these elements of defense strategy to our
forces through fundamental military  strategic concepts which have guided
this  nation  since  the  beginning of  the  nuclear  age  and which,  in
testimony to their resilience, remain valid today:

Deterrence. The requirements of robust and stable nuclear deterrence will
continue to  define the  composition of  our strategic  offensive forces.
Likewise, global capability  to deter conventional aggression  influences
the size and  characteristics of US forces, the location and magnitude of
forward deployments, and the tempo of forward presence. The false economy
of withdrawal  from regional  responsibility belongs  to an earlier  age.
Isolation is a costly error.

Power   Projection.   The   Desert   Shield   mobilization   convincingly
demonstrated the  military value of power projection capability. No other
nation  on  earth possesses  this  capability.  The sealift  and  airlift
mobility  programs, which enable projection  of land and  air forces, are
truly national  assets that must be preserved  and modernized at or above
current levels of capability.

Forward  Presence. American forces contributed to the winning of the Cold
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War in  part by remaining  engaged in  Europe for over  40 years;  making
clear  to  potential adversaries  the  extent of  American  interests. We
stayed  in Europe even when economic times were  lean at home and when we
were engaged in a major conflict in Southeast Asia. Forward  presence can
include, but is not limited to, stationed forces, rotational deployments,
access  and   storage  agreements,   combined  exercises,   security  and
humanitarian assistance, port visits, and military to military relations.
Now that the immediate  military threat to Western Europe is  fading, the
time  has come to refocus the  emphasis of our forward presence. However,
certain forward basing,  force deployments,  and materiel  prepositioning
must also be done to support power projection.

Reconstitution. This concept signals that the nation is prepared to field
additional  forces if required to  protect our vital  interests against a
future,  expanded  threat.  Reconstitution   capability  begins  with  an
industrial base that  is capable  of responding to  increased demand  for
munitions, weapon systems, and supporting materiel to provide sustainment
for major combat operations. It also includes detailed and accurate plans
for  gradual mobilization  of national  assets in  response to  strategic
warning. Finally, it  includes the ability  to regenerate forces  through
activation of cadre units and to create additional new units.

Collective Security. Collective security is the concept that acknowledges
our enduring  commitment to  those alliances and  bilateral relationships
that have served this nation  so well in the past. Reductions  in forward
presence  and  lower  defense  budgets  will  increase  our  reliance  on
collective security arrangements.

Maritime  and Aerospace Superiority. Control of sea, air, and space lines
of communication is  essential to  our capability to  protect our  global
interests and to project  power, reinforce and resupply forces,  and gain
access. Maritime and aerospace  superiority stem from the synergism  of a
variety  of  factors,  including  advanced  technology,  a  robust  force
structure, and high states of readiness.

Security Assistance. When we  nurture the capability of other  nations to
protect  their  own  national  security  interests,  we  are  effectively
lessening  the  potential  for greater  burdens  on  our  own forces  and
furthering  the cause  of regional  security cooperation.  Thus, security
assistance  continues to receive emphasis even as our own force structure
declines.

Arms  Control.  Arms  control has  succeeded  in  limiting  the scope  of
strategic  arsenals,  removing  an  entire  class  of  weapons  from  the
battlefield,  and providing  a framework  for reduction  in the  level of
confrontation  in Europe. Not  an end in itself;  arms control serves our
interests by reducing military  threats, increasing the predictability of
military  relationships,   and   increasing  the   stability   of   force
modernization.

Technological  Superiority. Technological  superiority is  a hallmark  of
American forces.  We cannot  surrender the technological  leadership that
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has consistently put the best weapon systems in the field and backed them
up  with supporting  systems  to  match. We  have  used the  term  "force
multiplier"  so  often  that it  has  lost  its  impact in  conversation;
fortunately, it has not lost its impact in conflict.

                           Other Military Tasks

     In addition to these central strategic military concepts, two  other
specified military  tasks required our consideration. First, we have been
directed by the President and  the Secretary of Defense to assist  in the
war  on  international drug  trafficking. Second,  we  seek to  deter and
defend  ourselves against  international terrorism.  Both of  these tasks
require appropriate forces and resources, and neither can be neglected as
we consider the future structuring of our forces.

                           Flexibility and Risk

     These central  strategic concepts and tasks provide the link between
our strategy  and our  force structure. In  the past, adherence  to these
broad concepts have yielded a diverse force with enormous flexibility. In
the future, it  may well be that a reduced force structure will limit our
flexibility somewhat. A reduction in overall military flexibility carries
with it the possibility of increased risk under certain circumstances. In
consideration of this, we have tried  to configure our future forces in a
way  that  minimizes  risk  and maximizes  flexibility  within  our given
constraints.

                         Military Force Packages

     The four  force packages and four  supporting capabilities discussed
below  apply the new strategy  concepts to our  military force structure.
This  is  the structure  we  have proposed  in the  Future  Years Defense
Program.

                             Strategic Forces

     Our  planned   strategic  offensive  force  retains   the  triad  of
submarines,  ground  based  ballistic  missiles  and  manned  bombers  in
recognition of the strengths of  each leg and their value to  our overall
nuclear  strategy.  Our  planned  strategic  force structure  anticipates
continued  progress  in  arms  control  while  ensuring  necessary  force
modernization. The 18 remaining SSBNs in  the force are all Trident class
submarines equipped with a mix of C-4 and D-5 missiles. At a total of 181
by 1995, the  bomber leg reflects the contributions of  the B1 fleet, and
retention  of sufficient B-52s to  ensure a credible  bomber force during
introduction of the B-2.

                    Figure:  STRATEGIC NUCLEAR FORCES

                         o   RETAIN TRIAD
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                         o     REMAIN   CONSISTENT   WITH  ARMS   CONTROL
                         OBJECTIVES

                         o   ELIMINATE DESTABILIZING SYSTEMS

                         o  CONTINUE TO PURSUE DEFENSES

     STRUCTURE

     o   SSBN: 18 TRIDENT II

     o   ICBMs: 550 MISSILES

     o   BOMBERS: B-52H + B-1 + 75 B-2s

     o   DEFENSE: SDI R&D FUNDING

     The greatest potential for change lies  in the structure of our land
based  missile  forces.  Arms   control  may  yet  succeed  in   removing
destabilizing silo  based missiles  with multiple  warheads. If  so, this
will  promote  single warhead  missiles in  silos  or missiles  in mobile
basing modes. To protect our future  options, we have chosen to  continue
research and development in both the rail garrison deployment mode of the
PEACEKEEPER  missile and  the Small  ICBM while  deferring  deployment of
either. At  the same time, we plan  to reduce our ICBM  force by retiring
Minuteman II  in  expectation of  mutual and  effective verifiable  force
reductions.

     We also remain  committed to the development  of strategic defensive
forces. We  need to have  the ability  to deter an  attack on the  United
States and  to defend  against  an attack  if deterrence  fails. The  SDI
program,  although  restructured, remains  consistent  with  the Phase  I
objectives established by  the Joint Chiefs.  Given the proliferation  of
missile technology and the possible proliferation of unconventional warheads
in future years, investments in defenses  against  limited  strikes  and
in  theater  ballistic  missile defenses are complementary and prudent.

                             Atlantic Forces

     Atlantic forces  form the  backbone of conventional  deterrence from
the eastern shores  of the United States through the  Persian Gulf. These
are  the forces  that maintain  our peacetime  engagement in  Europe, the
Middle East, the Mediterranean, and Southwest Asia. They will also be the
bedrock of our reconstitution  capability should we receive warning  of a
Soviet  return to  a posture  of direct  military confrontation  with the
West.  Although we  are reviewing  our forward  presence in  the Atlantic
region  with our allies  and, hence, no  final decision has  been made, I
expect the  active  component  of the  Atlantic  forces  will  eventually
include a forward presence in Europe of  a heavy Army corps with at least
two divisions; a full time Navy and Marine presence in the Mediterranean;
and  Air Force  fighter wings  possessing the  full spectrum  of tactical
capability. We  are in the process  of working with our  NATO partners to
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refine  the composition,  location, and  future command  relationships of
these forces. As we shift from an atmosphere of tension and confrontation
to one  of prudent watchfulness and  engagement, multinational formations
may well become the command arrangement of choices.

                       Figure. Atlantic Forces

     In the wake of the recent conflict in Kuwait and Iraq, we may retain
a modest  future presence in the Middle  East in the near  term to ensure
stability in the region, to provide  for the orderly redeployment of  our
equipment and munitions, and to assist  the restoration of Kuwait's
infrastructure. In the longer term, we will keep a continuous naval presence
in the Gulf; and we expect  to exercise ground and air forces  there
regu larly. We are currently working with the CINC and our friends in the
Gulf to define the details of that presence.

     The forward deployed elements of  Atlantic forces, and their  active
component reinforcements in CONUS, also provide a potent crisis  response
capability to protect American interests and project force in the region.
While  the number of full time forward deployments will decline, Atlantic
forces  will maintain access and influence throughout the region by means
of port visits,  joint and  combined exercises, and  periodic short  term
redeployments of selected units.

     The  bulk  of  the Reserve  Components  of  the  Services have  been
allocated to  Atlantic  forces. This  reflects  their essential  role  in
demonstrating  America's continuing  commitment  to the  security of  the
region. However,  we will continue to  call upon our reserves  to perform
combat and  combat support  missions in  crisis response  and contingency
operations in  other areas as  needed. While the degree  of readiness may
vary among specific  units, we remain fully committed  to the Total Force
concept, as reflected to  our intention to continue the  modernization of
reserve forces.
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     When  viewed in total, our Atlantic forces are structured to protect
American  political and economic interests in the region from our eastern
shore to the Persian Gulf.

                              Pacific Forces

     The Pacific is a region of growing importance to  the United States.
Several  nations of  northeast  Asia and  the  Pacific Rim  have  dynamic
economies, and our commercial, political and military ties to this region
are vital  to us. Since  World War II,  the United States has  fought two
wars,  Korea and Vietnam, in the Far East against regional troublemakers.
We cannot  ignore the  fact that  today the seven  largest armies  in the
world operate in  this region.  Furthermore, nearly every  nation in  the
region holds some  kind of geographical,  ethnic, religious or  political
complaint  against one  or  more of  its  neighbors. Our  Pacific  forces
continue to deter wouldbe  aggressors in the region, and  demonstrate our
commitment to our  allies. But our  presence there  is beneficial to  the
entire region and not just to our military allies.

                       Figure. Pacific Forces
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     America's military presence guarantees a stable security environment
in the Pacific, allowing economic and commercial development to flourish.
When I was Commander  in Chief; Pacific Fleet, I  saw first hand how  our
forward  presence gives  us both  access and  political influence  in the
region.  Our Pacific  forces remind  everyone that  the United  States is
itself a  Pacific power, and  that we  remain vitally  interested in  the
destiny of that region. Thus, in cooperation with our Japanese allies, we
plan to  maintain a  combat  air, naval,  and  Marine presence  in  Japan
throughout the 1990s, but at reduced numbers. As South Korea continues to
gain confidence in its own military capabilities, we expect to be able to
reduce our own ground presence, but to retain  smaller deployed light and
heavy forces. Air Force deployments to Korea will also be reduced, but we
will remain  fully engaged on the  peninsula, lest the door  be opened to
adventurism  by the  North  Koreans.  We  expect  to  remain  engaged  in
Southeast  Asia through a program of frequent exercises, short term force
deployments  and  visits by  units stationed  in  the United  States. The
Defense  Program  provides  for  a  capability of  maintaining  one  CVBG
continuously (operating from Japan) and one ARG and MEU (SOC) for most of
each   year  in   the  western   Pacific.  Reflecting   their  geographic
orientation, Reserve Component  forces in Alaska and Hawaii are allocated
to Pacific forces.

     Several  of  our alliance  partners in  the  region have  gained the
economic  capability  to share  more fully  in  the costs  of maintaining
mutually advantages  American military presence.  Accordingly, we  expect
that our infrastructure costs in the region will continue to decline even
as we retain significant forward presence.

                            Contingency Forces

     Contingency  forces provide  global crisis and  contingency response
capability  across the  spectrum  of conflict  from counterinsurgency  to
major conventional conflict. Because the emphasis in contingency response
is  on timeliness, the forces  are versatile, primarily  light, and drawn
from the  Active Components. Each  Service brings unique  capabilities to
contingency  forces. The  Army contributes  airborne, air  assault, light
infantry, and supporting forces. The Air Force brings the entire range of
tactical forces, plus conventional strategic bombers, command and control
aircraft, intelligence platforms,  and so forth. Carrier  based naval air
power  is  an  essential ingredient  of  contingency  forces,  as is  the
amphibious  combat power  of  the Marine  Corps. Many  likely contingency
scenarios vary from our recent experience in Desert Storm, where numerous
bases and  an extensive  logistics infrastructure were  available ashore.
Frequently, access  ashore will  be contested or  unobtainable, requiring
employment  of sea  based forces.  The Special  Operations Forces  of all
Services are also  a major  ingredient of the  contingency forces.  These
forces, due  to their unique capabilities, constitute a special resource,
one which  has been revitalized over the past decade. It is an investment
which we must protect, even as we reduce our General Purpose forces.
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                    Figure. Contingency Forces

     The   forces  deployed   from  the   United  States   during  Desert
Shield/Storm  provide an  accurate  gauge of  current thinking  regarding
appropriate sizing of contingency forces. Recall, however, that the total
force drew upon not just US based forces, but  forces from the Atlantic,
Pacific,  and Europe as well.

                  Basic Military Supporting Capabilities

     Potent  though these  four force  packages may  be, they  are highly
dependent upon, and  incomplete without, the four  supporting elements of
our force structure.

     Transportation capability  comes to the fore in every contingency as
it delivers combat power  to the region  and sustains that power  through
the  contingency  and redeployment.  No  other country  possesses  such a
comprehensive   combination  of   airlift,  sealift,   and  prepositioned
resources.  We must  ensure that  this  national resource  remains intact
through the years immediately  ahead as our forces are  restructured. For
airlift,  that  means continuation  of the  C-17  program to  replace the
capability  lost as the C-141  Starlifter fleet is  retired. For sealift,
that means a  modest increase in the  size of the Ready Reserve  Fleet to
achieve  the capability  of  deploying a  heavy Army  corps  in a  single
sailing, then sustaining that corps, plus the Marine and Air Force forces
associated   with   our   most  stressful   contingency   scenario.   For
prepositioning, that  means deploying three squadrons  of Marine maritime
prepositioning   ships,   and   prepositioned   materiel   plus   standby
installations in both Europe and Southwest Asia.
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     This is a potent  power projection capability, one which  would seem
incongruous with the overall direction of our force structure were it not
for  our ongoing experience in  the Gulf. As surely as  the heat rises in
the desert,  there are other "Desert Storms" over the horizon. It is only
through  the maintenance of our transportation capability that we will be
able to project power with such confidence.

     Over  the past twenty years,  space capability has assumed integral,
though nearly invisible, roles  in the functioning of both  our strategic
and  our general purpose combat forces. In the future, space technologies
will impact more  than any other area the accomplishment  of the military
mission. Space  will be the  key to deterrence and  in a global  war will
likely  be a battlefield. An integrated system of satellites will provide
a significant portion of the national command and control infrastructure.
Communications, intelligence, and navigation functions performed by space
systems are  now central to  the success  of virtually every  US military
operation,  including  the  viability  of our  strategic  deterrent.  Our
program for space forces includes efforts to further institutionalize and
modernize current capabilities and initiatives to increase  the degree to
which space systems support commanders  and forces in the field.  We will
complete deployment of  several highly  capable satellite  constellations
during this period, including the Global Positioning System. In addition,
with  the assistance of  NASA and the President's  Space Council, we will
pursue the development of advanced launch systems to achieve greater
reliability by modernizing our fleet of boosters and our aging space launch
infrastructure.

     The  Chairman often refers to  our military forces  as the "national
insurance policy." Continuing that analogy, reconstitution capability can
be thought of as our "catastrophic illness" rider. That is,  as we reduce
our  forces  in   response  to  a  new  strategy  for  a  changing  world
environment, prudence  cautions against foreclosing  options available to
us to provide for  creation of additional force structure should  such an
eventuality  become   necessary.  Reconstitution  capability   has  three
subcomponents: Industrial capability, mobilization capability,  and force
regeneration  capability.  Our plans  for  the  research and  development
portion   of  industrial   capability,   not  just   as  an   element  of
reconstitution, but as a key supporting  capability in its own right, are
discussed below. I am particularly concerned over the effect future force
reductions  will  have  on  production capacity.  Because  of  commercial
demands, the missile, electronics, and aircraft industries, while reduced
in  size,  will  continue  to  maintain  a  supply  base  and  production
capability. However,  the number  of major contractors  for shipbuilding,
nuclear  power  propulsion  units,  and combat  vehicles  may  shrink  to
unacceptably low levels.  This problem  extends to  subtier suppliers  as
well. The loss of  these manufacturers of subsystem components  of larger
systems  is a  threat to  our ability  to field state  of the  art weapon
systems on a timely basis. Examples of the low numbers of firms supplying
selected items are  shown in the following table extracted  from the 1991
JMNA.

               Figure: Suppliers of Selected Military Items
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Product/Item                  Number of Suppliers

Airborne radars                    2
Aircraft engines                   2
Aircraft landing gear              3
Aircraft navigation systems        2
Infrared systems                   2
RPV/Missile/Drone Engines          2
Gun mounts                         2
Doppler navigation systems         2
Aluminum tubing                    2
Titanium sheeting                  3
Titanium wing skins                2
Titanium extrusions                1
Optic coatings                     1
Needle bearings                    2
MILSPEC - qual connectors          3
Radomes                            2
Image converter tubes              1
Specialty lenses                   2

     National  mobilization  capability  involves support  for  both  the
transportation  infrastructure  and  for  maintenance  of  the  Selective
Service system, as well as capabilities  for increased recruiting and for
use of trained prior service personnel. The initial, regenerated force
structure would be  grown from our two  Army cadre divisions. These  units
would be capable  of restoration  to combat  ready status  in 12  to 18
months in sup port of a  nationwide response to a  return of the Cold War
threat of con ventional  confrontation or  similar national  emergency. This
is new gro und,  an&  an  element  of  the  force  structure  that  is
receiving considerable attention from the Department and the Services.
However, the concept appears to make the most of our prior investment  in
equipment as well as respond to the requirement to maintain "hedging"
capability while reducing the force.

     Research  and  development  capability  is the  final  but  critical
supporting  element   of  our   force  structure.   Product  improvement,
modernization,  and innovation  all  stem  from  R&D  and  put  the  best
available weapons and supporting systems in the hands of American forces.
Returning  once again to our experience in the Gulf; we have convincingly
demonstrated that our long term strategy of substituting high  technology
for  quantity has  been correct  and resulted  in swift  military success
while limiting American casualties.  As we transition to a  smaller force
which  will have to meet the  demanding requirements of our new strategy,
the  need to  have high  quality  weapon systems  that can  perform in  a
variety of  roles and missions will be even greater. We will need systems
that  are  versatile, mobile  and  lethal. Our  acquisition  process must
insure that our  requirements are  being met. However,  as the  following
chart  demonstrates, there is  reason for concern  regarding the vitality
and  responsiveness  of the  resource base  and  ability to  compete with
foreign countries.
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         Figure: U.S. Relative Standing in Emerging Technologies

TECHNOLOGY:                   R&D                 PRODUCT INTRODUCTION
                         (Current / Future):      (Current / Future):

Advanced materials            even/losing              behind/losing
Advanced semiconductor
   devices                    even/holding             behind/losing
Artificial Intelligence       ahead/holding            ahead/holding
Biotechnology                 ahead/losing             ahead/losing
Digital imaging
   technology                 even/losing              behind/losing
Computer-integrated
   manufacturing              ahead/holding            even/holding
High-density storage          even/holding             behind losing
High-performance
   computing                  advanced/holding         ahead/losing
Opto-electronics              even/holding             behind/losing
Sensor technology             ahead/losing             even/holding
Superconductors               even/losing              even/losing

     America's lead in the laboratory, while far from secure, is at least
unquestioned in a host of critical technologies. More troublesome in our
failure  to  retain  a   position  of  leadership  in  developing   those
technologies  which  translate  the  fruits of  research  to  usable  end
products. This is  a national  problem beyond the  capability of  defense
industry  alone to  rectify. But we  must all  do our  share to  make the
investments  necessary to  climb back on  top in  the area  of industrial
productivity.

                         Figure: FORCE STRUCTURE

                         FY 1990                  FY 1995

Army Divisions           28 (18 active)           18 (12 active)
Aircraft Carriers        13                       12
Carrier Air Wings        15 (13 active)           13 (11 active)
Battle Force Ships       545                      451
Tactical Fighter Wings   36 (24 active)           26 (15 active)
Strategic Bombers        268                      181

                     Testing and Resourcing the Force

     Bringing these force packages together reveals the breadth and depth
of  the pending  changes  to our  force  structure. During  the  internal
debate, which fashioned this force structure, each Service's contribution
was  tested  at  the margin  to  ensure  adequacy in  the  most stressful
scenarios in our strategy. The 1991 JMNA is a comprehensive assessment of
the  force prepared in  coordination and  consultation with  the Military
Service  Chiefs  of Staff,  the  commanders of  the  unified~nd specified
commands,  the US Coast Guard,  the Intelligence Community  and the Joint
Staff.  When  constructing the  force, we  took  special care  to protect
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unique capabilities  such as Special Operations,  operations and disaster
relief. We also took care to consider  the vital contributions of reserve
components to  the total force. As a result, our future plans for reserve
component  forces   including roles,  missions, structure,  and readiness
fully complement the active forces of each Service. Last summer's program
review  and  the  fall budget  review  ensured  that  forces matched  our
strategy and investment programs matched our forces.

                      Operation Desert Shield/Storm

     Operation Desert Shield  occurred at a  critical and yet  fortuitous
time  for  us. The  new  strategy  and the  logic  behind  our new  force
structure were  well developed before the crisis  in the Gulf arose. But,
as the  contingency unfolded,  operational experience confirmed  our view
that  we   must  remain  prepared   to  deter,  and   confront,  regional
troublemakers.   It  also   confirmed   a  continuing   requirement   for
prepositioning of equipment backed  up by a massive and  rapid deployment
capability.  And it  demonstrated that  a coalition of  nations providing
forces and support can provide substance to unity of purpose.

     Desert Storm proved that  our current forces are certainly up to the
challenge of combat operations. Our future force structure will also have
a capability to succeed in  a Desert Storm type contingency. However,  it
will be more  difficult. Our flexibility  will be reduced  and our  total
response  time may  be  longer.  We  are  now  thoroughly  reviewing  the
operation for  lessons learned and will apply  them accordingly. Clearly,
one  lesson learned  is  that we  must  improve our  strategic  mobility,
particularly for rapid sea movement of heavy forces and supplies. We must
also continue  to pursue opportunities for  international cooperation and
burdensharing. At the  same time, we will seek to  retain key bases while
pursuing access rights around the world.

                                 Summary

     Our  proposed  force  packages   and  supporting  forces  have  been
structured  in full consideration of  our strategy and  our assessment of
future events. In  this regard, the reduced force levels we are proposing
are reached in an orderly manner,  which provides us with the flexibility
to reevaluate our decisions and fine tune the force in response to change
and emerging world events. Although we have programmed for smaller forces
based upon reduced  requirements and a corresponding reduction in defense
resources, we must be careful to ensure that our defense program does not
become a self-fulfilling prophecy in  which force reductions continue  in
isolation from world events.
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                              Chapter 5.B.4
                                  * * *
            Excerpts from 1991 Joint Military Net Assessment:
                                Assessment

                     Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

                       Trends in a New World Order

     The  Cold War  was  a  major  factor  governing  previous  US  force
structure and investment decisions, and, despite many changes, the Soviet
Union  remains  a   formidable  adversary  with  large,   technologically
sophisticated forces. Until recently, the Soviet political leadership had
been willing to allocate resources to their armed forces and use military
force  to achieve their political  goals. However, current  events in the
Baltic  republics  indicate that  the  Soviet transformation  is  not yet
complete; we cannot abandon our concern over a reversal of recent trends.

     Nonetheless,  change is in the air. The  prospect of a global war is
more remote now than at any time since 1945. Currently, the strife within
the  Soviet Union  suggests  that  it lacks  both  the  strength and  the
coherent  political  will to  threaten  US interests.  Future  threats to
American security interests seem  far more likely to arise  from regional
conflicts, instabilities, and terrorism  than from the traditional vision
of  a general war against the Soviet  Union. Achieving stability in a new
environment where the threat may take on a variety of attributes presents
different security challenges to the United States.

     A  qualitative  assessment  of   trends  in  the  current  strategic
environment  is depicted graphically  in Figure 1.  The hollow rectangles
represent  the  relative positions  of  an  element  of  national  power,
interest, or threat over the past  5 years. The shaded rectangles express
a macro assessment of the  trends. expected over the  next 5 to 7  years.
Collectively,  these  trends  are  mixed. Formal  and  informal  economic
groupings are expected to gain importance

________________________________________________________________________
     Reprinted  from  1991 Joint  Military  Net  Assessment, March  1991.
Prepared by the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff.
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as  forums for  collective policy,  while at  the same  time, traditional
military alliances most likely will wane. There is a high likelihood that
weapons of mass destruction will proliferate  and domestic pressures will
increasingly  press for further economy  in spending. On  the other hand,
the risk of global war is much lower than it has been in decades.

             Figure 1. Trends in the Strategic Environment

                         Implications for Forces

     The Defense Program has  been shaped in the context of the strategic
environment; it meets most of our enduring needs. The program attempts to
minimize risk, preserve options against uncertainty, and signal intent to
retain a position  of leadership. It provides  adequate strategic. forces
for deterrence stability through,a capable and modernized offensive force
but  only  marginal  resources  for  R&D  to  offset  strategic   defense
deficiencies.  The  Defense  Program  provides  conventional  forces  for
ground, air, and maritime presence in regions crucial to US interests and
RC forces to support  long term commitments. However, although  there are
suff icient contingency forces,  they  have a  marginal  reinforcement
capability for  worldwide response,  and there  is a  declining
reconstitution  base that  deserves attention.
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                           Resourcing the Force

     Although the Defense Program  provides significant funding for force
structure and investments, a substantial number of  critical programs are
underfunded or unfunded. Even though the Soviet threat has declined, risk
in  the Defense  Program  is increasing  because  of key  vulnerabilities
emerging  in the  defense industrial  base, underfunded  R&D, sustainment
shortcomings,   strategic  mobility  shortfalls,  and  strategic  defense
deficiencies.  This situation  resulted  in part  from the  negative real
growth  in defense spending  which began in  FY 1985 and  is projected to
continue through FY 1999 at an accelerated rate.

                            Dimensions of Risk

     The assessment of  risk that follows in this chapter  was derived by
analyzing  the  relationship  of the  variables  shown  in  Figure 2  and
assessing their impact on risk. Of the variables, force capability is the
only  one  that  can be  directly  affected  through  budget and  program
decisions.  Warning  time,  political   decisions,  and  the  threat  are
underlying assumptions in the  analysis and are not directly  affected by
DOD processes.

%G P004032.PCX;Figure 2. Variables in the Risk Equation

             Figure 2. Variables in the Risk Equation

                             Risk Assessment

Forward  Presence. In  peacetime,  given  the  range  of  threats  to  US
interests throughout the  world, the  potential is great  for US  forward
presence forces to become involved in a crisis; the consequences of failing
to accomplish US national  security objectives vary.  The programmed forces
through FY 1999  provide a minimal and  declining forward presence  to
accomplish US national security  objectives. Force  reductions planned
through  FY 1999 will  decrease capability, create an  image of US  global
withdrawal, and reduce  US influence.  Furthermore, fewer  forward deployed
forces limit response options.

Strategic  Forces.  US  offensive  strategic  forces  provide  sufficient
capability for  deterrence. US strategic  defensive forces have  only the
marginal capability  of early  warning of  a strategic  attack. Continued
Soviet modernization could  increase the strategic  threat to the  United
States.

Space Forces. Space forces remain critical to our national strategy. With
the exception of kinetic energy ASAT and SBWAS programs, most systems are
reasonably well  resourced  to meet  requirements  through FY  1999.  Our
launch  infrastructure  requires modernization  to streamline  the launch
process and improve response time.

Crisis  Response. In assessing the risk associated with our capability to



424

respond to various crises, the scenarios described in [Chapters 1.B.4 and
4.E.2] were  developed  to represent  a  range of  potential  contingency
situations at discrete  points along the  spectrum of conflict.  Although
these scenarios represent  the types of situations we believe  we must be
prepared to face in  the future, they were not the basis for the programs
that produced our current capabilities; their details remain under study,
and  their implications are only  now being incorporated  into the Future
Years Defense Program. Thus, this assessment represents a first report of
the  transition from  planning and  programming for  global war  with the
Soviet Union to planning and programming for  the situations we expect to
face in  the 1990s. As  a result,  when current, or  even some  currently
programmed  capabilities are compared to  the assessments of the specific
scenarios described  here, deficiencies are identified.  The objective is
to reduce or  eliminate these  deficiencies as the  scenarios evolve  and
future programs are adjusted to their needs.

     Figure  3  arrays  the scenarios  on  the  spectrum  based on  their
probability of occurrence. In  Figure 4, the scenarios are  arrayed based
on the consequence of the United  States failing to meet its  objectives.
Generally, the two figures show that  as the level of violence increases,
the  probability of occurrence decreases,  and the consequence of failure
increases.

     Superimposing these  two figures  on one  set of axes,  as shown  in
Figure 5,  allows us to visualize  the area of most  potential risk where
the probability of occurrence and  consequences of failure are relatively
high.  The  Defense  Program  provides  the   force  capability  to  meet
requirements near  the center of the two  charts where risk is relatively
high. The requirements of the lower

%G P004033.PCX;Figure 3&4. Probability of Occurrence/Consequences of Failure

    Figure 3&4. Probability of Occurrence/Consequences of Failure

end of the spectrum are largely subsumed by forces focused on higher
intensity conflicts. The requirements at the upper end of the spectrum,
where force structure has traditionally been focused, are less imperative
because of lower
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    Figure 5. Probability of Occurrence and Consequences of Failure

probabilities of occurrence.  At the  same time, the  global nuclear  war
scenario  at the far right is most compelling because of the catastrophic
consequences of failure.

     In summary form, the relationships of the various components of risk
are compared against the range of scenarios used for analysis. The threat
and  warning time  are specified  by scenario,  intensity of  conflict is
derived from the threat, likelihood  of occurrence is based on  trends in
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the strategic environment, and  the consequence of failure is  a judgment
of  implications of not meeting US objectives. Additional aspects of this
assessment are as follows.

     Mobilization. Reserve forces are required  in one degree or  another
in  all  contingencies.  The  principal  requirement  is  for  additional
strategic  airlift crews;  this requirement  generally has been  met with
volunteers. Preliminary  analysis of Operation DESERT  SHIELD reveals the
need  for  some  adjustments to  emergency  action  procedures. This  net
assessment,  while validating the Total Force  Policy, concludes that the
responsibility to  respond initially to contingencies  with combat forces
rests with AC units.

     Deployment.  Generally,  the  Defense  Program   provides  minimally
sufficient strategic lift.  Strategic lift will  become more critical  as
forces  are  withdrawn  from  forward deployment  locations  and  sealift
declines. Risk  in deployment  shortfalls could  be reduced  by increased
amounts  of  prepositioned  equipment (either  ashore  or  afloat) or  by
obtaining additional lift assets.

     Employment. Excluding  all other factors,  US forces are  capable of
defeating the  threats postulated  in each  of the  assessment scenarios.
However, shortfalls in other  elements of capability reduce  the fighting
effectiveness of the force. The requirements for a  quick deployment to a
rapidly  developing  crisis   put  a  strain  on  insufficient   US  lift
capability. Our ability to sustain forces in combat at the  higher end of
the spectrum of conflict will degrade combat capability.

     Sustainment.  The United  States  has  deficiencies in  sustainment.
Sustainment shortages include preferred munitions, bulk petroleum storage
and  distribution,  selected  secondary   end  items,  PWRS,  CW  defense
equipment, and aviation maintenance items.

Force Generation Potential. The risk of  failure in this area is moderate
and  increasing. Vulnerabilities  already exist  or are  emerging  in the
industrial base, to include  over-reliance on foreign sourcing, projected
closings  of  critical  defense  production lines,  and  obsolescence  of
defense facilities. By  the end of FY 1997, it is estimated it would take
from 2 to 4  years to restore capacity  to FY 1990 levels  of production.
Additional  vulnerabilities   are   emerging  because   of  reliance   on
increasingly  scarce  resources and  the  declining  capability to  apply
innovative technologies.  We consider these  vulnerabilities significant;
at the  same time, longer warning times, the reduced Soviet threat, and a
lower potential for  conflict keep  the associated risk  in the  moderate
range.  Should any  of  our fundamental  assumptions  change, risk  could
escalate rapidly and the ability to meet our fundamental objectives would
be in jeopardy.

                               Conclusions

     Given  the transitional  nature  of the  strategic environment,  the
forecast trends,  and the  assessed risks, the  Defense Program  provides
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minimum   capability  to   accomplish   national   security   objectives.
Vulnerabilities in  the  current force  structure,  declining  investment
patterns, and  the  forecast of  dramatically reduced  funding and  force
structure  result  in  an  overall  assessment  of  moderately  high, but
acceptable, risk. However:

     o    We are rapidly  approaching the point  where, if capability  is
     reduced further, the United States will have to  fundamentally alter
     its  position in  the world  order and  redefine its  objectives and
     policies.

     o  The continued erosion of defense capability, left unchecked, will
     undermine  the foundation of the US force structure and preclude the
     fostering of US interests.

     We  are  moving rapidly  toward  unacceptable risk.  How  quickly we
arrive will depend on how much of the Defense Program goes underfunded.
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                              Chapter 5.B.5
                                  * * *
           Excerpts from the Administration's Proposed Drawdown
         of U.S. Military Forces and Associated Budget Reductions

                              Robert F. Hale

     I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  discuss  the   Administration's
proposed  drawdown  of U.S.  military  forces and  the  associated budget
reductions. These last few  months have been eventful times for  the U.S.
military.  The nation's  attention  has been  riveted on  the war  in the
Middle  East. At  the  same time,  the  Administration has  proposed  the
largest reduction  in U.S. military forces  since the end  of the Vietnam
War. Like the Administration's budget  proposal, my testimony today  will
focus on the proposed reduction of forces.

     After  a brief  discussion of  the overall  budget proposal,  I will
analyze the details of  the Administration's plan in  categories proposed
by  the Chairman.  I will  first discuss  changes in  the number  of U.S.
forces, including the effects of those changes on the balance of military
power  between the United States  and its potential  adversaries. Next, I
will talk  about spending related  to the  readiness of  U.S. forces  and
Overhead  activities. Finally, I  will address the  modernization of U.S.
forces, including the near term  effects of the force reductions  and the
longer run influence of spending on research and development.

     The testimony reaches several conclusions:

     o   The proposed cuts  in forces should  permit compliance with  the
     limits on budget authority in last year's budget agreement.

     o   From a U.S. perspective, the proposed cuts worsen the balance of
     military  forces with  potential  adversaries,  but  those  negative
     effects may be offset by other military advantages.

___________________________
     Excerpts  reprinted  from Statement  of  Robert  F. Hale,  Assistant
Director  National Security  Division, Confessional Budget  Office before
the  Committee on Armed Services U.S. House of Representatives, March 19,
1991.  Published by  the  Congress of  the  United States,  Congressional
Budget Office Washington, D.C.
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     o    Trends  in modernization  among categories of  weapons will  be
     mixed between  now and  1995. Remaining  forces, however,  should be
     able to operate  at current levels of readiness for  war if overhead
     activities can be reduced  in proportion to other cuts  in operating
     costs.

     o   In the long run, substantial real increases in the U.S.  defense
     budget  would be required  to modernize fully  remaining U.S. forces
     with the net  weapons now  planned. To avoid  budget increases,  the
     Congress will have to be highly selective in choosing new weapons to
     be bought.

               The Administration's Defense Budget Proposal

     In  1992,  the  Administration  proposes budget  authority  for  the
national defense  function (function  050) of  $290.8 billion,  rising to
$295.1  billion by 1995 (see  Table 1). Compared  with funding for fiscal
year  1990,  the  year   used  for  comparison  in  last   year's  budget
discussions,  the  Administration's  proposed budget  authority  would be
lower in real or inflation adjusted terms by 13 percent in 1992 and by 22
percent by 1995.

TABLE 1. THE ADMINISTRATION'S PROPOSED NATIONAL DEFENSE BUDGET FOR 1992
         THROUGH 1995 (In billions of dollars of budget authority)
_____________ ______________________________________________________________
                                                Fiscal Year
                             _____________________________________________
Category                      1990    1991    1992a    1993    1994   1995
_____________ ______________________________________________________________
Department of Defense
 Military personnel           78.9    79.0     78.0    77.5    76.5   75 9
 Operation and maintenance    88.3    86.0     86.5    84.7    84.6   85.7
 Procurement                  81.4    64.1     63.4    66.7    68.8   74.7
 Research, development, test
 and evaluation (RDT&E)       36.5    34.6     39.9    41.0    40.1   37.5
 Military construction         5.1     5.0      4.5     3.7     7.0    6.4
 Other defense b               2.9     4.3      6.0     4.2     1.2    0.6

  Total                      293.0   273.0    278.3   277.9   278.2  280.7

Department of Energy           9.7    11.6     11.8    12.2    12.9   13.6
Other Defense-Related
 Activities                    0.6     1.1      0.8     0.8     0.8    0.8
Total, National Defense
 (Budget Function 050)       303.3    285.6   290.8   290.9   291.9  295.1

Real Percentage Reductions c
 (Relative to 1990)           n.a.    -10     -13     -16     -19    -22

Real Percentage Reductions c
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 (Relative to 1991)            n.a.   n.a.     -3      -7     -10    -13
_____________ ______________________________________________________________
SOURCE: Congressional office

NOTE: Numbers may not add to totals because of rounding.
      n.a. = not applicable

a.  Excludes a proposed transfer of $165 million from procurement to
    RDT&E for the V-22 program.

b.  Category includes family housing, revolving funds, and allowances.

c.  Using CBO economic assumptions.

     While the overall  budget declines,  there is no  shift in  emphasis
between  operating  and  investment   funds.  (Investment  funds  include
appropriations for procurement, research  and development, and  military
cons truction.)  The percentage of Department  of Defense (DoD) funds
allocated to investment is 42 percent in both 1990 and 1995.

     The portion  of the  declining budget allocated  to various  defense
missions shows more of a shift. Unclassified data contained in the Future
Years  Defense Program (FYDP) show that general purpose forces, which are
the  forces that fight  most conventional  wars, receive  a significantly
smaller  share of the declining DoD dollar  (down from 39 percent in 1990
to 35 percent in 1995). Intelligence and communications receives a larger
share (up from 10  percent to 12 percent), as do  the forces that provide
airlift  and sealift  (2 percent to  3 percent). The  share for strategic
forces increases only slightly (from 6 percent to 7 percent) based on the
Administration's  narrow definition of the mission. The increase would be
larger if, for example,  the definition was broadened to  include funding
for the Strategic Defense Initiative.

     The shares of the budget each military service receives also shifts.
Between 1990 and 1995, the Army's  share declines most sharply (from 27.0
percent to 24.6  percent). Smaller shifts  take place  in shares for  the
other services, downward  in the Navy  and upward in  the Air Force.  The
share  received by  the  defense agencies  grows significantly  (from 6.1
percent to  8.7 percent), in part because of increases in funding for the
Strategic Defense Initiative. . .

                    Reductions in the Number of Forces

     The  Administration's defense  budget  request proposes  substantial
reductions in the  number of military forces  between 1990 and  1995 (see
Table  2). The Army will  experience the largest  percentage reduction in
major forces.  It plans to reduce  the number of divisions  in its active
duty  forces from 18 in 1990  to 12 in 1995, while  divisions in the part
time reserves will decrease from 10 to 6 over the same period. Air  Force
tactical fighter wings will decrease  from 36 in 1990 to 26 in 1995. Nine
of the  ten tactical fighter wings eliminated from the Air Force come out
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of active duty forces. Ships in the Navy's battle force will decline from
545 in  1990 to 451  in 1995. One brigade  of Marine Corps  forces (about
15,000 Marines) will be eliminated.

     Reductions in strategic forces will also be made. CBO estimates that
the number  of strategic missiles  based on  land will be  reduced by  35
percent between  1990 and  1995 as  a result  of the  phasing out  of the
Minuteman  II missile. However, land based warheads would decline by only
14 percent. Missiles  based on submarines will be  reduced by 18 percent,
while the total number of strategic bombers will fall by 28 percent.

     These  reductions  in  forces  will   allow  the  services  to  make
significant  cuts in military and civilian personnel. By 1995, the number
of personnel on  active duty and those in the  selected reserve will each
have been reduced by about 20 percent compared with numbers at the end of
1990 (see Table 3). The Army
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TABLE 2:  PLANNED ACTIVE AND RESERVE MILITARY FORCES THROUGH
          FISCAL YEAR 1995
________________________________________________________________________
                                                       PERCENTAGE
FORCES:                            1990:          1995:     REDUCTION:
________________________________________________________________________
                           CONVENTIONAL FORCES

Army Divisions                      28             20            29
  Active                            18             12            33
  Reserve                           10              6            40
  Cadre                              0              2            n.c.

Navy Ships                         545            451            17
  Carriers (Deployable)             13             12             8
  Carrier air wings                 15             13            13

Active Marine Corps Brigades         9              8 {a}        11

Air Force Tactical Fighter Wings    36             26            28
  Active                            24             15            38
  Reserve                           12             11             8

                           STRATEGIC FORCES {b}

Land-Based ICBMs                 1,000            650 {c}        35
Sea-Launched Ballistic Missiles    608            496 {c}        18
Strategic Bombers, Total           291            210 {c}        28
Strategic Bombers (PAA) {d}        268            181            32

________________________________________________________________________
SOURCE:  Statement of Secretary of Defense Cheney before the House Armed
Services Committee (February 7, 1991), except as noted.

NOTE:  n.c. = not calculable

a.  Reduction estimated by CBO to account for personnel reductions
reported by the Department of Defense.
b.  Strategic forces in 1990 are based on data in the Budget of the
United States Government Fiscal Year 1992 (February 1991), p. 85.
c.  Estimated by CBO.
d.  Primary aircraft authorizations.
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       TABLE 3. PERSONNEL REDUCTIONS PLANNED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF
                   DEFENSE (In thousands of personnel)

________________________________________________________________________
                              End Strength in          Percentage
DoD Component:                 1990:        1995:      Reduction:
________________________________________________________________________
Army                            751            536          29
Navy                            583            510          13
Marine Corps                    197            171          13
Air Force                       539            437          19

Subtotal
Active Forces                 2,069          1,653          20

Selected Reserve Forces       1,128            906          20

Total, Active and Selected    3,197          2,559          20
  Reserve

Civilian Personnel            1,073            940          12

________________________________________________________________________
SOURCES:  Department  of  Defense,  "Fiscal Year  1992-93  Department  of
Defense Budget Request" News Release, February 4, 1991, and Department of
Defense, Manpower Requirements Report FY 1992 (February 1991).

will experience  the largest percentage  reduction, losing 29  percent of
its active personnel. Over the same period, the Air Force will experience
a reduction  of 19 percent,  while Navy  and Marine Corps  personnel will
decrease by 13 percent.

     Personnel changes  are  the  best common  denominator  we  have  for
measuring  reductions  in   all  the  services.  By   this  measure,  the
Administration's proposed  cuts  in forces  through 1995  represent a  20
percent  cut  from  the 1990  level  rather  than  the widely  advertised
reduction of 25 percent.

Effects of the Cuts on the Balance of Air and Ground Forces. The proposed
cuts in  forces will  affect the balance  of conventional (that  is, non-
nuclear)  air and  ground  forces  between  the  United  States  and  its
potential  adversaries. This  section focuses  on air  and  ground forces
because  the reductions  proposed by  the Administration  are largest  in
these categories  and because  relatively simple analytic  techniques are
available  that permit  us to  assess the  balance  of such  forces. This
testimony does not analyze the effects of the Administration's proposed
reductions on the balance of naval forces. Nor are naval  and marine
aviation forces  included in  the analysis of  air forces.

     In measuring the balance of air and ground forces, CBO  used scoring
methods that  attempt to  take into  account  both the  quantity and  the
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quality of  a nation's  weapons. These methods  do not take  into account
losses  resulting from combat;  rather, they  estimate the  capability of
forces that would be  available to each side during  mobilization, before
an attack  begins. Nor do  the methods capture  the effects  of training,
tactics, logistics support,  intelligence and  communications, and  other
factors  that  influence  the outcome  of  battles.  These factors  would
generally  favor  the  United  States, especially  when  matched  against
countries other than the Soviet Union.

     Operation Desert Storm provided clear  evidence that factors such as
training and tactics can  contribute to overwhelming an opponent  who, at
least on paper,  enjoys parity in terms of the number and quality of some
types  of weapons.  No  one, however,  can  predict with  confidence  the
effects of factors  such as training and  tactics on future battles,  let
alone  relate  such  factors to  the  Administration's  proposed cuts  in
forces. Thus, the numerical results in  this section focus on what we can
predict, the numbers and quality of available weapons.

     Comparisons with Soviet Union. The threat posed by the forces of the
Soviet Union and its  allies in the Warsaw  Pact has shaped the size  and
structure  of the  U.S.  military for  the  past four  decades.  Military
conflict with the  Soviet Union now seems unlikely, or  would at least be
preceded by  a substantial  period of  warning. Nevertheless,  the United
States and  its NATO allies will  still probably want to  consider Soviet
capability in  assessing proposed  force reductions. Although  the Soviet
Union's social  and  economic  problems  may  well  have  diminished  the
capability of  Soviet forces,  the assessments  in this testimony  ignore
that decline because it is difficult to quantify and could be reversed.

     Even  after  the  Administration's  proposed  force  reductions, the
balance  of capability for  ground forces will  be more  favorable to the
United States than it was in 1988, before the end of the Cold War. (These
assessments  of the capability of  ground forces, which  include the Army
and other forces that would contest a land war, reflect only those forces
that  are expected to  fight in Europe.)  In 1988, the  capability of the
Soviet Union and its allies in the Warsaw Pact exceeded the capability of
the United States  and its NATO allies by a ratio  of 1.6 to 1 for ground
forces  (see Figure  1). With  the  dissolution of  the Warsaw  Pact, the
Soviet Union  can no  longer count  on its allies  for military  support.
Thus, in assessing the balance of forces today, it is most appropriate to
compare NATO forces with those of the Soviet Union alone. That comparison
shows rough parity of capability for ground forces.
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%G P004035.PCX;Figure 1.

   SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office.
   NOTE: CFE = Conventional Forces in Europe;
         CONUS = Continental United Stales.

a. Assumes full mobilization of U.S. Soviet, and other NATO forces.
b. Includes all forces in Europe plus reinforcements from CONUS.
c. The Warsaw Pact will no longer be a military alliance after March 31,
   1991.
d. Includes all reinforcements from CONUS.
e. Excludes Naval and Marine aircraft.

                                 Figure 1
                 Comparison of U.S. and NATO Forces with
                 those of the Soviet Union and its Allies

     The Administration's proposed cuts could reduce U.S. ground
capability for NATO by about 25 percent below the Current level. After
these cuts, the ratio of the capability of Soviet ground forces to those
of the NATO allies could rise to about 1.3 to 1. This ratio assumes that
our NATO allies make reductions in their forces proportional to those the
United States makes, but that the Soviet Union makes no reductions in its
ground forces beyond the cuts it has already made unilaterally. Although
worse than today's balance of ground forces, this ratio would still be
more favorable to NATO than the balance before the end of the Cold War.

     Moreover, the Soviet Union may make some further reductions in its
forces. Eventually, it might comply fully with the provisions of the
Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) treaty. That treaty has been signed
but has not been submitted for ratification to the U.S. Senate because
the Soviet Union insists on an interpretation of the treaty that none of
the other 21 parties shares. Should the Soviet Union comply with the
treaty as signed, it would have to destroy large numbers of its ground
weapons. After the treaty was carried out, NATO's ground forces would
enjoy an advantage over the Soviet Union of about 1.5 to 1, even if all
of the Administration's proposed force reductions have been carried out.

     Compared with ground capability, the balance of capability in the
tactical air forces would be less favorable for the United States and its
NATO allies. (Assessments of the capability of tactical air forces, which
include the fighter and bomber aircraft that would attack enemy forces,
encompass all those aircraft that are expected to fight in the region
between the Atlantic Ocean and the Ural Mountains in the Soviet Union.)
In 1988, before the end of the Cold War, the ratio of tactical aircraft
capability between the Warsaw Pact and NATO was about 1.2 to 1 in favor
of the Pact (see Figure 1). Currently, with the dissolution of the Warsaw
Pact, a rough parity of capability in tactical air forces exists between
the Soviet Union and NATO. The Administration's planned reductions could
reduce U.S. tactical air forces for Europe by about 40 percent below its
current level. If the NATO allies make proportional reductions in their
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air forces but the Soviet Union makes no reductions, then the Soviet
Union would enjoy a substantial advantage over NATO of about 1.4 to 1.

     Other factors, however, may offset this advantage. For example, if
the Soviet Union were to comply fully with the CFE treaty, it would enjoy
an advantage over NATO in tactical air forces of only about 1.2 to 1.
Moreover, the ratios do not include naval and marine aircraft, a category
whore NATO would have an advantage. Also, some Soviet aircraft that are
included in CBO's comparisons may not be used to oppose NATO forces. Many
Soviet aircraft, while capable of opposing allied forces, are configured
to defend the Soviet homeland and so might be kept out of any offensive
action.

     These balances of forces may suggest why some policy makers are
cautious about carrying out all of the Administration's proposed
reductions in forces. If the Soviet Union does not make substantial force
reductions, the cuts the Administration proposes, coupled with cuts by
the NATO allies, could leave the Soviet Union with some military
advantages over NATO, particularly in tactical aircraft. If the Soviet
Union were once again to become aggressive in its use of military forces,
those advantages could be worrisome.

     However, the analysis in this section makes assumptions that may
significantly overstate the Soviet Union's advantages. For example,
NATO's forces may be better trained and enjoy superior logistical
support, factors that are not captured in these ratios. More important,
the analysis assumes that Eastern European nations would remain neutral
in any future conflict. Some of these nations, however, have indicated a
desire to join NATO and might fight on NATO's side in any future war.
Factors such as these may offset, perhaps more than offset, any Soviet
advantages.

     Comparisons with Other Nations. Although Soviet forces still pose
the largest military threat to the United States, most analysts agree
that war with the Soviet Union is unlikely. A conflict with some other
country may be much more likely. Thus, this testimony compares U.S.
military capability, before and after the Administration's proposed force
cuts, with the capability of three potential adversaries other than the
Soviet Union: Cuba, North Korea, and a large armored foe.

     We selected the three potential adversaries to illustrate a wide
spectrum of potential opponents. The comparison with Cuban forces is
included to illustrate U.S. capabilities against potential threats closer
to our own country. The United States is committed by treaty to the
defense of South Korea from its northern neighbor. In assessing
capabilities against North Korea, we assume that ali the forces of South
Korea fight with the United States. The large armored foe, which is
assumed to have forces similar to those of Iraq before the war, is
included to illustrate how U.S. military capability would compare against
a heavily armed nation in the Middle East or elsewhere. (Table A2 in the
Appendix shows the key forces of various heavily armed nations.) While no
obvious adversary has this capability, it is prudent to assess the
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effects of the proposed force cuts against a well armed foe other than
the Soviet Union. Because of uncertainty about the presence of allies,
none is included in assessing U.S. capability against this large
adversary.

     A comparison of the capabilities of U.S. forces against those of
other nations reveals one clear conclusion. Even after the
Administration?s proposed reductions in forces, the United States would
enjoy overwhelming advantages in tactical aircraft over all three
potential foes. After U.S. reserve forces had been called up, the ratio
of capability would range from 4 to 1 against the large armored foe to 16
to 1 against Cuban forces (see Figure 2, which notes the US forces that
are assumed to be pitted against each of the potential
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%G P004036.PCX;Figure 2.

     SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office
     NOTE: CONUS = Continental United States.

A. Based on the equipment holdings of pre-war Iraq.
b. Includes one-half of U.S. forces in Europe plus reinforcements from
   CONUS.
c. Includes U.S. forces in the Pacific plus reinforcement from the CONUS
d. Includes U.S. forces In Panama plus reinforcements from CONUS.
e. Includes U.S. reinforcements from CONUS.
f. Excludes Naval and Marine  aircraft.

                                 Figure 2
          Comparison of Illustrative U.S. Force Deployments to
              Various Theaters with those of other countries
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adversaries). Ratios of capability would still heavily favor the United
States, even if reserve air units were not called up. Nor do these ratios
capture the effects of the superior training of U.S. pilots, which means
that the United States has an even greater advantage.

     On the ground, the effects of the force cuts on U.S. capability
against these three potential adversaries would vary more widely than is
the case fori air forces. Against the relatively small Cuban military,
those U.S. ground forces that are on active duty and might reasonably be
used in such a conflict would be roughly equivalent in capability to
Cuban forces, even after the Administration's proposed cuts in forces.
(CBO assumes that about two thirds of all U.S. ground capability on
active duty would be available for a Cuban conflict.) Adding in U.S.
reserves would provide the United States a substantial advantage.

     The story would be similar in a conflict against North Korea. South
Korean forces, coupled with those U.S. forces that are on active duty and
that might reasonably be used in such a conflict, would match the ground
forces of North Korea even after the Administration's force cuts. (CBO
assumes that about three quarters of ail U.S. ground capability on active
duty would be available for a Korean War.) Adding in U.S. reserves would
provide the United States and South Korea with a substantial advantage.

     Against a country with the forces of the large foe, the United
States would face some disadvantages on the ground. The U.S. ground
forces likely to be used in such a conflict, including both reserve and
active forces, would be at a modest disadvantage today (about 1.2 to 1)
and a somewhat larger disadvantage after the Administration's proposed
cuts in forces (about 1.6 to 1). Before adding the reserves, U.S. ground
forces could be outnumbered even more heavily, by more than two to one
today and by almost three to one after the force cuts.

     These disadvantages against a large foe, which is patterned after
the forces Iraq possessed before the war, are clearly not consistent with
the overwhelming military victory achieved during Operation Desert Storm.
The ratios, however, capture only the effects of the number and quality
of weapons. The ratios do not reflect important assistance that the
United States received from its allies. Nor do the ground ratios reflect
the military advantage the extensive air campaign conferred. Finally, the
ratios do not reflect the coalition's apparently superior military
training, logistics, intelligence, communications, and tactics.

     In sum, even after the Administration's proposed cuts in forces, the
United States and its allies would have important military advantages
over a wide range of potential foes, particularly in the air. Against a
large foe, such as one with Iraq's prewar forces, the planned force
reductions would slightly exacerbate the U.S. disadvantage on the ground.
However, the overwhelming victory recently achieved in the Persian Gulf
suggests that disadvantage may be more than offset by factors other than
numbers and quality of weapons.



439

Effects on Balance of Strategic Forces. Today, the strategic nuclear
forces of the United States and the Soviet Union are roughly in.balance.
The United States has a slight edge in the number of strategic warheads,
roughly 13,000 warheads compared with about 11,000 warheads in the Soviet
Union's arsenal. The United States has an advantage in that its warheads
are generally more accurate. But Soviet missiles have the capability to
launch larger payloads.

     This rough balance of strategic forces should be preserved even
after the Administration's proposed force reductions. By the year 2000,
the reductions would cut the number of U.S. strategic warheads by about
20 percent. The reduction in warheads would be slightly larger during the
period before the procurement of the B-2 bomber was completed. If the
United States and the Soviet Union agree to and carry out the provisions
of the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START) treaty that is now being
negotiated, the Soviet arsenal of warheads should be reduced by at least
as much as the U.S. arsenal.

     Even if the START treaty is not carried out, the Administration's
proposed reductions would still leave the two sides with roughly equal
numbers of warheads. Without START, however, the Soviet missiles would
retain the advantage of launching larger payloads. With or without START,
new forces being deployed by both sides will be better able to survive an
enemy attack, which should enhance stability during a period of crisis.

                          Readiness and Overhead

     Readiness of military forces can be defined as the ability to fight
well early in a war. If U.S. forces are to be reduced in number, it is
particularly important that those forces that remain on active duty be
ready to fight quickly in the event of war.

     The Department of Defense states that it has budgeted funds to
maintain the readiness of U.S. military forces at current levels through
1993. Consistent with that decision, spending on training, maintenance,
and other readiness related accounts is to be kept high enough to
maintain current levels of key measures of readiness related accounts is
to be kept high enough to maintain current levels of key measures of
readiness, such as training days for Army units, flying hours for Navy
and Air Force aircraft, and steaming days for Navy ships. The overall mix
of active duty and reserve personnel is not changed between 1990 and
1995, which also suggests that readiness will not change.

     Though DoD plans no reductions in readiness related spending
readiness may still fall temporarily. During the next few years, DoD
plans to eliminate roughly one in five military units. To carry out these
cuts, forces will have to be reorganized and moved to Permit the closing of
military bases. Some of those active and reserve units that remain in the
force will receive new equipment from units that are deactivated. The
turmoil associated with these many changes may well temporarily reduce
readiness.
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CBO Estimates Are Consistent With Constant Readiness Spending. CBO's
estimates of operating costs are consistent with the assumption that
readiness related spending does not change. CBO estimated the cost of
operating the Administration's planned forces in 1992 through 1995. We
assumed that readiness related spending for each major type of military
unit remained roughly constant at its real level in 1989. (1989 was the
last complete fiscal year before the beginning of the reductions in
forces that make it difficult to identify budgetary relationships.) CBO's
estimates of operating and support costs (which we define as funds for
military personnel and operation and maintenance) are within about 4
percent of DoD's planned spending, both spending in 1995 and total
spending in the 1992 through 1995 period. Given the inevitable errors in
estimation, these are not significant differences.

     However, CBO's estimates of operating costs match DoD's planned
funding only when we assume proportional reductions in all categories of
operating and support costs, including so called "overhead" costs. Some
portions of operating and support costs, such as the pay for personnel in
military units and the cost of fuel used in unit training, can be related
directly to the number of units. Other portions, for example, parts of
the medical and training establishment can also be related to the number
of units in the military, though only indirectly. The remainder of
operating and support costs tend not to respond to changes in the number
of units. These activities, which CBO terms overhead, include much of the
training and medical establishment as well as many administrative
services and many of the activities that provide central supply and
maintenance services. If changes in numbers of forces are small, little
or no reduction in these overhead activities would be expected. Larger
changes in forces, however, suggest eventual reductions. CBO's estimates
of operating costs in 1992 through 1995 match DoD's planned funding only
when we assume that reductions in overhead are proportional to reductions
in the direct and indirect categories of operating costs.

     This assumption of proportional reductions in overhead seems
consistent with DoD's future year plans. Between 1990 and 1995, the total
dollars in the three DoD budget programs that are most closely related to
overhead (training and medical, central supply and maintenance, and
administrative costs) are reduced roughly in proportion to cuts in the
overall budget.

Proportional Cuts in Overhead. Proportional cuts in overhead are
desirable in that they avoid cutting the "teeth" of the defense
establishment more than its "tail." However, proportional reductions in
over head may be difficult to achieve in the next few years. If budgetary
targets must be met, this difficulty could lead to reductions in categories
of spending more directly related to readiness and, hence, in readiness
itself.

     The budgetary history of the Vietnam period suggests the difficulty
of achieving proportional cuts in overhead quickly. After the peak of the
Vietnam War, forces and personnel were reduced; active duty personnel
levels fell from a peak of 3.5 million in 1968 to a level of 2.2 million
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in 1974. As Figure 3 shows, in the early years of this reduction, support
costs rose sharply in relationship to the direct costs of strategic and
tactical forces. (Support costs in Figure 3 include both overhead and
some indirect categories of expenses.) It took about seven years for the
ratio to return to its prereduction level. Thus, if history is a guide,
DoD will have trouble achieving proportional reductions in overhead by
1995.
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                                 Figure 3
                Ratio of Support Costs to Operating Costs
                    for Strategic and Tactical Forces

     Some categories of overhead spending may be difficult to reduce, at
all, let alone proportionally. For example, the Congress has expressed
reservations about making any cuts in the military medical establishment,
which makes up an important portion of overhead funding.

     Of course, the Department of Defense may be able to achieve
substantial efficiencies in its operations that will help it meet its
budget targets for operating costs. Indeed, the Department has stated
that it is se eking such efficiencies by carrying out the recommendations of
its Defense M anagement Review. In the past, however, DoD has had difficulty
achieving large dollar reductions through efficiencies.

                              Modernization

     How does the Administration's defense program affect the
modernization of U.S. military forces? Modernization is important because
newer weapons are generally more capable, and future U.S. weaponry may be
pitted against modernized enemy weapons.

Research and Development: Key to Future Modernization. In the long run,
modernization is influenced by funding for research projects in new
technologies that can increase the capability of the next generation of
weapons. The Administration is requesting research, development, test,
and evaluation (RDT&E) appropriations totaling $40 billion in 1992. The
request for 1992 represents a real increase of only 1 percent compared
with funding in 1990. Growth is not sustained in the years beyond 1992.
By 1995, real funding for RDT&E under the Administration plan would be 16
percent below its 1990 level. Moreover, much of the growth in 1992 pays
for increased funding for one program the Strategic Defense Initiative
(SDI). Funding requested for SDI is $4.6 billion in 1992, compared with
$2.9 billion the Congress appropriated in fiscal year 1991.

     Despite Congressional guidance to establish a 2 percent real
increase in basic research as a target, the Administration did not
propose real increases in funding for the technology base in either 1992
or 1993. Indeed, funds for basic research and exploratory development
(that is, those in subcategories 6.1 and 6.2) would actually decrease in
real terms by about 6 percent in 1992 and remain at that lower level in
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1993.

     As reflected in the above budget trends, DoD's priorities are
unlikely to contribute significantly to the national goal of increasing
productivity in U.S. industry. Spending on defense research and
development represents about one half of the federal government
commitment to R&D, which will total about $76 billion in fiscal year
1992. However, 90 percent of DoD spending for R&D pays to develop
weapons, not to engage in basic research, and much of the technology is
classified. Thus, this spending may do little to promote general advances
in U.S. industrial productivity or to develop new products to enhance
U.S. competitiveness. Nor does most of DoD's R&D budget do much to offset
the funding advantages some U.S. competitors enjoy. Measured relative to
the size of their economies, other major industrial nations, such as
Japan and Germany, spend about 50 percent more on non-defense R&D than
does the United States.

Near-Term  Trends in Modernization. The pace of modernization in the next
few  years can  be measured  by changes  in the  average age  of weapons.
Changes in average age suggest changes  in the proportion of weapons that
have newer and, usually,  more capable designs. Average age  is certainly
not a  perfect measure of capability. An  ideal measure would compare the
abilities  of  U.S.  weapons with  the  enemy  threats  they might  face.
However, average age provides a reasonable index of modernization and the
improved capability that often goes with it.

     Measured by average age,  trends in modernization are mixed  between
now and 1995, depending on  the type of weapon. Most categories  of ships
will be as or  more modern than  they were in 1990  (see Table 4).  Major
surface combatants  and attack submarines  decline or remain  constant in
average  age; submarines carrying  ballistic missiles are,  on average, 7
years  younger. As  a result  of older  aircraft being  retired, tactical
aircraft in the Air Force decline sharply in average age by 1993, from 10
years  to 8 years.  By 1995, however,  the average age  of these aircraft
returns  to approximately its 1990 level. (These and other conclusions in
this section  reflect CBO's  understanding of  DoD's  plans for  retiring
older weapons and buying  new ones. The results might change  somewhat as
more information becomes available.)

          TABLE 4. AVERAGE AGES FOR SELECTED MILITARY EQUIPMENT
________________________________________________________________________
Equipment:                         1990:          1993:          1995:
________________________________________________________________________

Air Force Tactical Aircraft        10             8              10
Navy Combat Aircraft               12             13             15
Naval Surface Combatant Ships      15             13             14
Attack Submarines                  14             14             14
Ballistic Missile Submarines       18             15             11
________________________________________________________________________

SOURCE:  Congressional Budget Office based on Department of Defense data.
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     In contrast to ships and Air Force aircraft, the average age of Navy
combat aircraft rises steadily between 1990 and 1995, from 12 years to 15
years.  CBO does not have  detailed data on  Army equipment. However, the
average  age of the Army's tanks, fighting vehicles, and helicopters will
probably grow considerably between now and 1995.

     Both  purchases of  new  equipment and  retirements influence  these
trends in average age. Faced with the need to reduce forces, the military
services will generally  choose to retire  their oldest equipment  first,
which tends to make  weapon inventories  younger  and more  modern.  Over
the  1992-1995 period, for  example, the Navy is likely to remove from its
active fo rces all  of the remaining James Madison and Benjamin Franklin
class ballistic missile sub marines (retaining only the 18 Ohio-class Trident
submarines), nearly all its Knox class frigates, older Adams and Farragut
class guided missile  destroyers,  and  its  four  modernized  battleships.
Surviving remnants of the o lder generation of aircraft will also be retired.

     While retirements tend to make U.S. military equipment more  modern,
cuts in the procurement of new  weapons have just the opposite effect. In
its  last   two  budget   proposals,  the  Administration   has  proposed
terminating at least 20  major acquisition programs. In addition,  it has
proposed  sharp reductions in the rates of production for other programs,
including  the F-16  and F/A-18  aircraft. For  some major  categories of
weapons,  particularly Army tanks and  Air Force tactical aircraft, these
decisions mean that DoD's proposed levels of procurement represent only a
tiny  fraction of its inventory requirements, even after the planned cuts
in forces (see Table A3 in the Appendix for details).

     This  sharp diminution of orders for weapons could reduce the number
of companies producing equipment  for the military. Loss of  DoD business
will affect most  heavily the  major firms that  specialize in  producing
military equipment and weapons  and the smaller firms that  support their
activities. The Administration, for  example, plans to close five  of the
13 active ammunition plants by 1993. Two factors could, however, serve to
cushion  the impact  of  the reductions.  The  first is  the  substantial
backlog  of orders  that still remain.  At the  end of  fiscal year 1990,
$136.3  billion  in  DoD  procurement obligations  remained  unspent  and
another  $32.4 billion  in funds  were yet  to be. obligated.  The second
factor is sales of military equipment to foreign markets. In  the wake of
the  invasion  of  Kuwait, Saudi  Arabia  ordered  some  $7.5 billion  in
equipment,  and total  sales  to that  country  may  amount to  some  $21
billion.  Additional sales to other nations may result from the exemplary
performance of U.S. weapons in conflict.

     Despite  the   potential  for  negative  effects   on  some  defense
companies, the sharp cutbacks in procurement may be quite consistent with
the situation  facing the Department of Defense. As a result of the large
procurement   budgets  of  the  1980s,  DoD  entered  the  1990s  with  a
substantial  stock  of  relatively new  equipment.  Moreover, procurement
programs in  the 1980s were designed to meet the needs of military forces
significantly larger than DoD now plans. Thus, the military services have
more  of many items of equipment than they  need to equip forces, and can
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afford to terminate  or slow procurement programs for  the next few years
to accommodate budgetary pressures.

     Sharp procurement  cutbacks, however, will  in some cases  more than
offset the effects of reductions  in forces and the retirements of  older
weapons that accompany them. Thus, by 1995 several categories of DoD weapons
will not only be fewer in number but also less modern.

              Adequacy of Defense Funding in the Longer Run

     So   far,  this   testimony  has   analyzed  the   effects   of  the
Administration defense plan for 1992 through 1995. Those will be years of
transition  and  turmoil for  the defense  establishment  as it  seeks to
accommodate lower budgets and smaller forces. Will this period of turmoil
end in 1995?

     Perhaps not. Our analysis suggests that,  even if the Administration
carries out its proposed cuts in forces, the level of real defense budget
authority  the Administration  proposes for  1995 will  not be  enough to
support  the smaller forces in the long  run. The main problem is funding
for procurement.  Between now and 1995, and  perhaps for some years after
1995, DoD can hold down  spending on procurement by living off  the stock
of equipment it acquired in the 1980s. Eventually, however, the equipment
bought  in the  1980s and  in  earlier years  will wear  out and  require
replacement.

     CBO  estimates that,  in the  long run,  the average  annual funding
required  to  replace this  aging equipment  would  amount to  about $109
billion in 1991 dollars  (see Table 5). Demands for  substantially higher
procurement funding  would most  likely occur  in the  late 1990s  or the
early part of the next century. At that time, the average annual level of
required funding  could exceed  the  amount the  Administration plans  to
spend  on  procurement  in 1995  by  more  than  $40 billion.  Long  term
requirements for procurement funding are large because the Administration
plans to buy the new and much more expensive generation of weapons now in
development or the early stages of procurement. These new weapons include
the SSN-21 submarine,  the C-17  aircraft, the B-2  bomber, the  Advanced
Tactical  Fighter, a replacement for  the A-6 aircraft, and replacements.
for the M-1 tank and Bradley Fighting Vehicle.

     These estimates of annual procurement funding are based on  numerous
assumptions.  Estimates depend  critically on  how long equipment  can be
maintained in the DoD inventory. CBO has made assumptions based, wherever
possible, on recent experience with planned  or actual retirements. These
assumptions imply quite lengthy service lives, ranging up to 46 years for
some  ships and  aircraft (see  Table A-4  in the  Appendix for  selected
examples of the service lives assumed in this analysis). CBO  also had to
make  assumptions about the cost of  the new generation of weapons. These
assumptions are based on the latest available  information about expected
costs. In the case of the Army, which is just beginning  to develop a new
generation of weapons, CBO assumed an average annual real growth in costs
of about  3 percent a  year. Finally,  CBO made explicit  estimates about
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funding  required to pay  for major weapons.  For more  minor weapons and
support systems, where detailed  data are not available, CBO assumed that
long term levels of real funding  maintained the same relationship  with
major procurement as has been the case in the recent past.

TABLE 5.  ESTIMATED ANNUAL PROCUREMENT COST TO MAINTAIN 1995
          FORCES OVER THE LONG RUN
          (In billions of 1991 dollars)
________________________________________________________________________
                              With Current        With Modernized
Service:                      Equipment {a}       Equipment
________________________________________________________________________

Army                               17                   26
Navy and Marine Corps              23                   42
Air Force                          26                   39
  Total, Military Services         66                  106
Defense Agencies                    2                    3
  Total, Department of Defense     67                  109

________________________________________________________________________

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office.

NOTE: Details may not add to total because of rounding.

a. Alternately, replacement weapons could be new versions
that have the same unit costs as current weapons.

     DoD  could  attempt to  avoid its  long  term budgetary  problems by
altering various policies.  It might,  for example,  attempt to  maintain
weapons in its  inventory even longer than  CBO assumed in its  analysis.
However, this analysis  already assumes lengthy service lives.  DoD might
also be  able to develop new  weapons that cost less  to operate, thereby
offsetting higher procurement  costs with lower costs  for operations and
support. Lower  operating costs are  often a  goal in the  design of  new
weapons, and DoD  has succeeded  in developing new  weapons that  require
fewer people and funds to pay for direct operating costs.

     However,  the history  of the  relationship between  procurement and
total operating costs (including not only direct operating costs but also
indirect  costs and overhead)  is discouraging. During  the years between
the  mid 1970s  and the  latter part  of the  1980s, total  operating and
support costs  have often tended  to increase with  the overall  value of
DoD's stock of weapons. Thus, in  the past,  more  costly  weapons  have
been  associa ted  with  total operating budgets that are higher, not lower.

     To offset higher procurement costs, DoD could also attempt to reduce
categories  of spending  other than  operating  and support  costs. These
other  categories are, however, relatively  small. Moreover, some of them
have  already been cut substantially. For example, during the early 1990s
funding  for military construction, which pays for new building and other
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physical structures, will  be at its  lowest real  level since the  early
1970s.

     DoD may  also be able to  find less costly ways  to provide adequate
national  security,  perhaps based  on the  lessons  of the  current war.
Increased use  of  smart  munitions  may  represent  one  such  approach.
According  to press reports, the  performance of some  U.S. munitions has
been  outstanding during  Operation  Desert Storm.  By focusing  research
efforts on improving munitions  rather than on improving the  more costly
ships, aircraft, and tanks that deliver the munitions, it may be possible
to  hold  down  procurement  costs.  Such  a  policy,  however,  requires
difficult and uncertain choices between cost and military capability that
are not likely to be made quickly.

     One policy could  resolve DoD's  long term funding  problem. If  the
services  elected to replace aging  equipment with the current generation
of weapons, or with replacement weapons that cost the same as the current
generation, then instead of $109  billion the average annual  requirement
for procurement funding would be about $67 billion, roughly the  level of
procurement  funding planned  for  1995, expressed  in  1991 dollars.  Of
course, such a policy is no panacea because it would require DoD to forgo
the benefits of the new generation  of weapons. Comparing the $67 billion
with  the $109 billion does,  however, dramatize the  budgetary effect of
choosing to modernize U.S. forces with the next generation of weapons.

                                Conclusion

     We have examined the  Administration's proposed defense budget using
the  categories proposed  by  the Chairman.  Between  now and  1995,  the
Administration's  proposed defense  budget should  comply with  limits on
defense  budget authority,  in part  by maintaining  a smaller  number of
forces. While trends in modernization among various categories of weapons
would be mixed,  the remaining forces should be able  to maintain current
levels of readiness if overhead can be cut in proportion to reductions in
other categories of operating costs.

     In the late 1990s and beyond, however, funds may not  be adequate to
support the smaller number of forces, largely because of the high cost of
the  new  equipment  DoD  plans  to  buy.  This  finding  emphasizes  the
importance of a choice that will  be made, not in the late 1990s,  but in
the next few  years. If DoD begins to procure all  of the new weapons now
proposed, production lines for the current generation of weapons will be
closed. In that case, the choices for defense in the late  1990s and the
early part of the next century  may  be simple:  find substantially  more
funds or  accept much larger cuts in forces. If those  choices are not
acceptable, t hen DoD and the Congress  must be selective over  the next few
years  about which new weapons are bought and which older weapons are not.
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                            Appendix A. Tables

Table A-1: Illustration of Smaller Force Cuts
________________________________________________________________________
                                   Cuts by 1995:
                                             Administration's
Force:                        Smaller Cut:    Proposed Cuts:
________________________________________________________________________
Army Divisions
  Active                            4              6
  Reserve                           3              4

Navy Ships                         63             94

Marine Corps Brigade                0              1

Air Force Active Tactical
  Fighter Wings                     7              9
________________________________________________________________________
SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office based on Department of Defense data.
________________________________________________________________________

Table A-2: Armed Forces of Various Nations
________________________________________________________________________
                                        Ground Troops       Combat
Adversary:               Tanks:         (in thousands):     Aircraft {2}:
________________________________________________________________________
Soviet Union
  (Forces in Europe)

   1988                  38,100         2,200               7,600

   Current               20,694         1,960               6,445

   Post CFE Treaty       13,150          n.a.               5,150

China                     7,750         2,300               5,070

Large, Heavily
  Armored Foe {b}         5,500           955                 607

Syria                     4,000           300                 634

North Korea               3,500         1,000                 796

Cuba                      1,100           145                 191

________________________________________________________________________
SOURCES: Congressional Budget Office based on The International Institute
for Strategic Studies, The Military Balance 1990-1991 (London: IISS 1990)
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and Congressional  Budget Office,  "Budgetary and Military  Effects of  a
Treaty Limiting Conventional Forces in Europe" (September 1990)

NOTES:  n.a. = not available
        CFE = Conventional Forces in Europe

a. Excludes naval and  marine aircraft, but includes trainers  capable of
combat that are assigned to air forces.
b. Based on the forces available to Iraq before Operation Desert Storm.

Table A-3. Comparisons of Equipment levels and planned procurement for
           selected categories of weapons.
________________________________________________________________________
                                                       Average
                                                        Annual
                                        1995         Procurement
Equipment:                              Level       in 1992-1995

Navy Ships {a}                            451               9

Navy/Marine Corps Combat Aircraft {b}   3,330              78

Air Force Fighter Aircraft {b}          2,800              18

Army Tanks {c}                          6,300               0
________________________________________________________________________

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office based on Department of Defense data.

a. Includes battle force ships.
b.  CBO  estimates of  approximate  inventory required  to  equip planned
number of wings.
c.  CBO estimates  of approximate  inventory  to meet  Army requirements,
excluding war reserves.

Table A-4.  Selected  service lives  used  in estimates  of  steady-state
procurement (in years)
________________________________________________________________________
Equipment Item:                                   Service Life:
________________________________________________________________________
                              Army Equipment

Combat Vehicles                                        30
Helicopters                                            30
Patriot Launchers                                      30
Missiles                                               20

                                  Ships

Aircraft Carriers                                      45
Cruisers/Destroyers                                    40
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Frigates                                               30
    Submarines                                         30
Amphibious Ships                                       35
Replenishment Ships                                    40

                                 Aircraft

F/A-18 Aircraft                                        20
E/A-6B Aircraft                                        35
Navy Helicopters                                    22-34
Air Force Helicopters                                  21
Strategic Bombers                                      42
Tankers                                                46
Strategic Airlifters                                   45
Tactical Airlifters                                    30
________________________________________________________________________
SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office
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                              Chapter 5.B.6
                                  * * *
                     How to Be the World's Policeman

            Colonel Harry G. Summers Jr., U.S. Army (Retired)

                        Not available at this time
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                                  * * *
                          The Burdens of Victory

                              Michael Howard

                        Not available at this time
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