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ABSTRACT

Un 1 September, 1993, Secretary of Defense Les Aspin and
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Colin Fowell
announced the results of the Clinton Administration®s Eottom-Up
Review (BUR), an unprecedented collaborative effort to
determine America’s future defense needs. This analyvsis of the
BUR identifies discrepancies with the methodolooy and
underlying assumptions of the BUR. These flaws, in turn,
resulted in serious deficiencies in the results of this
important wark.

The BUR s point of departure for an sxamination o+ futures
defense needs was t! 1991 demise of the Soviet Union.
However, rather tbk - o=lop a comprehensive picturs aof the
nature of war and prac in the 2lst Century as a basis +or
forze planning, the Bl @ aszumes limited wars of the DESERT
STORM variety are the moa=!l for future conflict. Contemporary
scholars such as Samuel Huntington, John Keegan, and Alvin and
Heidi Toffler disagree with this assumption. They point to a
clash of civilizatiens in the nsxt cent'wry and an increased
potential for vioclent cultural conflict. Such conflicts tend
to be protracted and costlv, not limited.

The BUR"s assumptions concerning peace fail the test of
history as provided by Geoffrey Blainey®'s exhaustive study of
the causes of war and peace since 1700. The BUR’s assumptions
are that the best guarantors of peace are a thriving web of
free trading relationships and an international partnership of
democratic nations. Free trade is more often a result of
peace, rather than a cause of peace. Democracy may not be the
optimal +form of government for all nations. Az Blainev
comments, free trade and democracy may have caused more
international war than peace.

The quantitative analysis approach of the BUR does not
adequately assess the numerous subiective factors that have
lead to wars in the past. When we do analyze those factors
using Blainey®s seven point thecorstical construct, we find that
despite America’s preeminent position as the worlid’s aonly
superpower, the strategy, forcea structure and budget of the BLUF
actually increase the potential for international
miscalculation and war.

The BUR has unquesticnably furthered the crucial debate on
America’e future national security needs. The BUR has kept
Congressional attention focused on national security issues at
a time of multiple competing priorities. Neverthelegss, the
deficiencies 1n methpdology, assumptions and results limit the
utility of the BUR as a blueprint for our future naticnat
strategy and force structure. It is time to put the BUR zsi1de
andc deveiop a more realilstic zet of assumptions and methodolooy
mith which to decide cur future strateqgy and force structura,
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I. INTRODUCTION

General Fowell: My dear colleague and friend, Secretary
Aspin, now my boss, he wins the debates now. He didn't
always win the debates then. But we had great fun and a

lot of excitement debating the issue.(1]

~Response by General Colin Fowell when asked why he

supported Secretary of Defense Aspin’s force structure

ideas in 1993 after he had opposed those same ideas when

espoused by Congressman Aspin in 1992.

Both Secretary of Defense Les Aspin and Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff General Colin Powell have since left their
leadership positions in the Department of Defense (DOD), but the
debate over the future of America’s armed forces continues. At
the center of that debate is the Bottom-Up Review (BUR),
Secretary Aspin’s assessment of America’s national defense needs
in the post-Soviet era. This assessment encompassed all aspects
of defense planning to include strategy formulation, force
structure, weapons system modernization, force enhancements and
the r=zconfiguration of LDOD.

One week after the 1| September BUR brie+ting, the Clintan
Administration published its draft National Security Strategy
(NS5) document, which outlined the goal of containing or
resolving regional conflicts which had the potential to escalate
or draw in major powers. The draft NSS states the United
States will pursue regional conflict resolution, in part, by

maintaining the capability to fight two such conflicts nearly

simultaneousiy. Since September of 1993, members of Congres

i

g

it}

retired flag officers and defense analysts have all oriticiz
the BUR force structure and budget as inadequate to +ight and win

twn nearly simulitanescus regional conflicts. An o equally oritical,
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but less scrutinized, aspect of the BUR is its underlying
assumption concerning the nature of 21st Century conflict. The
BPUR assumes future wars can be limited in time and cost, as
were DESERT STORM and JUST CAUSE, rather than evaolve into
protracted and expensive conflicts.

This ongoing debate has significant domestic and
international implications for the United States. Not oniv will
DOD have to protect naticnal i1nterests with the tremaining rorce
structure and budget, but potential adversaries will closely
monitor this dialogue to determine American intentions and
vulnerabilities in the next century. Some of these other
international actore may calculate they can achieve their
ends in the face of reduced American military power. This all
leads one to gquestion the validity of the BUR and 1ts potential
to alleviate crisis. Ferhaps the BUR has the potential to do
just the opposite. Will the BUR ztrategy and +rorce structure
possibly increase the potential for the United States to go to
war in the Zlst Century”™

This study examines the BUR s methodolagy, underlving
assumptions and results 1n an attempt to answer the above
questiaon. The BUR’s vision of future war and‘peace is essential
to the ultimate validity of its recommendations. Since DOD does
rot officially subscribe to any particular thesry of war with
which 1t predicts the futurs, it 1s prudent to draw from

viseilan.

i

corntemperary scholars in creating such

In hizs work, The Causes of War, Geoffrzy Blairey conteEnds

u}

that "watre usually ena when fighting rations agres on the:sr
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relative strength, and wars usually begin when nations disagree
an their relative strength." Blainey examines all wars since
1700 and identifies seven factors which influence a nation’s
assessment of 1ts strength relative to other nations. Through
the application of these seven factors it is possible to analvze
the results of the BUR and to determine the potential for other

nations to risk war with the United States.

II. 21st CENTURY THREATS AND CONDITIONS

A. THE NEXT CENTURY’S THREATS

The end cof the Cold War and the demise of the Sovizt Union
have destabilized the world and increased the pctential +or
regional conflict. FRegional and ethnic tensions kept 1n check oy
the Cold War are resurfacing in the Balkans, the Confederation cf
Independent States, Africa, the Yorean peninsula and in Southwest
Asia. Threat groupings are emerging as vregional coaliticons or
informal alliances with strategic interests contrary to U.S.
interests i.e. Iran, 5Sudan, Libva.lZ1 Internaticrnal bodiss such
as NATO and the UM are prowving less than successful at resclving
these regional conflicts.

while the specific threat is not clear, in general the L.S5.
can expect to face three broad types of foes in future
con¥licts: High technology. hybrid and low technolegy.LZ1 The
majority of our military opponents will be of the hybrid

varigty. While not uniformly equioped or well trained, thess

avbrid military forces will possese some rncreasingly lesthal ano

righn tech svstems.




Country Size Force Tanks I[FV/APC Arty Aircraft SSM NEC
China 3,030,000 200 2800 18300+ S000 yes NEC
Cuba 180,500 1770 1300 1300+ 162 unk urnk
India 1,265,000 JI200 1200 4000+ &30 yes NEC
Iran 528,000 700 750 4130 190 yes NEC
Iraq 382,500 2300 2900 2000 260 yes NEC
Libya 2150 18350 1740 454 ves gC
N. Korea 1,111.000 41C0 4200 8100 732 ves NBC
Russia 2,030,000 25000 22000 24000 3600 ves NEC
Russian war stocks: 17000 25000 21000 100G

Serbia 1000 FGS0 1360 450 -1 C
Sudan 71,300 270 286 180 S0 no b
Svria 404, OO0 4TS0 IT7S0 2970 &S0 VB (=]
Ukraine 478, Ol 7100 A0S0 600 L340 Ve MEL
us 1,759,700 13120 4729 H{00 7014 viES MED

Figure One. (Selected Military Capabilities) (4]
Proliferation of conventional weapons and weapons of mass

destructicon is widespread. Despite 1nt2rnatiocnal convenbtions

e

ntendeg to eliminats weaponrns of mass destructicn, NBC and
ballistic missile technologies are being sold by the Chinese and
North kKoreans to the highest bidder.[5]1 A recent advertiszment
by the Russian Federation™s State Corooration for Expart and
[mport of Armaments and Military Eauipment reade "I+ recugirsd,
the entire Fussian Defence Industrial Complex is at vour
digposal."” The advertisement shows photographs of attack
helicopters, surface to surface missiles and the most modern air
defense zystems.[4]

For Russia and many other +former communist countriess, such
exports are a primary source of hard currency. The temptation to
s2ll thig hardware rather than destroy much of it az reqguired
under the Convenrntional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE! Treaty may g
oo great for these struggaling economies to sesi1st.  Even 1+ Hrhay

do comply with CFE treaty recuirements, the arms rodustriss -

the former Sovizht Urnicn are capable of producing and




praoliferating large gquantities of the modern systems.

Western arms industries have been proliferating
conventional weapons for decades. While the internatioral arms
trade has dropp=ad since the demise of the Sovist Upion, arms
manufacturers continue to sell around one trillion dollars wortn
annually. In 17922, the United States, France and Britain
accounted for 0% of total arms sales to third world countries.

Many o+ these weapcns are rneilther high-tech ncr expenz i,
but are nevertheless very letnal. Internationally, there ar= 8o
million land mines buried in countries such as kKuwait, Cambodia,
Somalia, Afghanistan, Mozambique, Angola and the Balkans.
American ¥orces have conducted peace operations in many o thece
countries and will undoubtedly serve in many others 1n the newt
century. FRegardless of the status of the ongoing conflicts in
these countries, they remain very deadly places to serve, as
evidenced by their high civilian casualty rates.(7]

Today’s western supplied allyv could be tomorrow s adversary
in the new non—-Cald War world. American soldiers fought tne UZ
trained and equipped Fanamanian Defense rorces in 198%7. German
technclogy found its way into Irag’s nuclear praogram and Libva’'s
chemical weapons program. French Exocet missiles sanbk British
ships during the Falklands War and westeirn nations supparted Irso
in its war with Iran. Iragi—-purchacsed French plastic land mines
weare among the most feared by coalition forces irn DESERT STORM.
Thus émerican forces have and will again face tne bhsst westerno

technology on the battlsfield or in cp2rations abther hihan war.

wu




Advances 1n weapons technology will continue to increase the
already subsrantial lethality of these hybrid forces. The
relative destructive pawer per dollar is increasing and is
readily available to those who can pay. Weapnons are mcore uvcer
friendly (i.e. shoulder fired surface to air missiles), thus
requiring less training for the same level of lethality. U.S.
forces should eupect tu face large quantities of high gquality
weapons systems with range, accuracy and lethality compzarable to
our own.{81 While US forces will continue to enjoy a training
advantage, we cannot underestimate the ability of less well
tra:1ned forces to inflict casualties with high technology
weapons.

The low-tech Afghan muiahadeen, when armed with Stinger
missiles, were able to inflict high casualties on the weill
trained, high-tech Soviet forces. While incapable cof decisive
victory in battle, the Afghan forces were able to protract the
con+tlict to such an extent that the Soviets sverntually lost thes
wiil to continmie and l=+t Afghanistan te the muiahadesn.

zmergling 1nformation technolsgiss mav provide 2arly warning
to our acversaries of a U.5. response to a crisis. For exampis,
access to Federal Aviation Administraticn computers could
compromise large formations of military aircraft departing tre
United States. Additionally, live coverage bv the internationai
media may compromise the deployment of U.S. forces 1n response to
a Crisis. Such 1n¥ormation would enanie enemy Forces Lo

concentrat® zignivicart combat powsr at deClsive poOlints esrict 1o

icdgement arsag thst U 5. earlyv-—entry forzes will athtemst ho




seize and hold for follow on armored or Marine forces.

FParceptive enemies will also exploit U.S. vulrerabilities
learned from late 20th century opetraticons. U.S. Army Fangeres
se.zed lodgements 1n Grenada and Fanama by jumping onto airfislds
from transporf aircraft flying at an altitude of S00 feet. Uhile
doing so, they were extremely vulnerable to antiaircraft Fire.

U.S. airborne forces 1n Saudi Arabra were vulnerable to Iragl

armor=2d forces whille awaiting the arr-ival of fFriendly mecrzn:-zc
formations. 7Y Decizionmaker responcses to hign U.S. casualties

cha ‘'ed national policy in Lebanon (1987) and again in Somaliz
{1993 .

The ssaborne deliverv of Army armored forces 1n DESERT ZHIELD
was time consuming and required a secure and adequsate
infrastructure for offloading.l10]1 Mining ot harbors arnd lieelvy

assault beaches is a low cost wav to disrupt this ssaborne power

projection, thus allowing zrem:es to mass their combst powver
against lignhtly armed early entrv forgces.llll We ocznnot =8 Eums

[,

Fhat our fFuoture ermemiscs will be tactic

ey
-

stupid. hey will euploit these and cther American
vulnerabilitiezes in ar attempt o anflict maximum cazualiLiss on
U.5. forces early in a contlict in grder to evrode domestis
support.

The nature of the new multipolar world increaszs the

opportunities for U.S5. militarv involvement around the

"0
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0
o
M
a

.5. Force
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will be called upon to oroject power against

inZreasingly lethal and wall informed cpponents. Acihleving
zuroriee wiil me 1noreasingly ditfFicult due Ro o wor iienne
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threats now possess weapons of mass destruction and long range
deliver ,; means. The same hostile nations can alsa field
significant heavy conventional forces with which to attack
lodgements prior tao the arrival of U.5. armored forces. We muszst
assume these potential enemies will use these means in attempts
to inFliét maximum casualties on U.S. forces early in a campaign
in order to influence U.S. public opinion and impose their will
on U.S. decisionmakers.
B. 218ST CENTURY CONDITIONS

In 1990, President George Bush proclaimed the successful
coalition effort against Saddam Hussein to be evidernce of a new
world order in which the community of nations would punish
transgressors and maintain peace. Numerous historians, futuriste
and political leaders disagree. "I see nothing new or ocrderly
about the new world order" asserted Senator Daniel Inouve in
recent hearings on our national defense needs. 0One’s concept of
the future is essential to any consideration of naticnal security
strategy and the means +vor implementing that strategvy. Flawsad
assumptiaons will result in a flawed strategy and an impropasr
force structure. The BUR envisions future wars as limited
regiornal contingencies to punish aggressor nations that have
vioglated the sovereignty of a neighbor. The BUF assumes
these con¥licts can be militarily resolved with discrete +nrce
packages sized along the lines of past successful operations 1.&.
DESERT 3TORM, JUST CAUSE and FROVIDE COMFORT.({12I The inherantk
assumptien of this vision 18 that wars will be limited 1n scops

and Ameri1ca can use overwhelming combat power to achieve




quick, decisive victory with minimum casualties.

Noted British historian John kKeegan in his recent work, A
History of Warfare, asserts that "war embraces much more than
nolitics, 1t is always an expression of culture... in some
societies [war isl the culture itself."I[131 From 1943 to 1989,
thé world was dominated by the Cold War, 3 struggle between the
competing western ideclog:ies of capitalism and communi=m. Thisg
western world view was imposed on the rest of the globe by the
two superpowers, who examined war while wearing political and
ideological blinders. 0Ongoing cultural, ethnic and religious
conflicts were perceived as Cold War political and ideological
struggles. The end cf the Cold WNar means westerners must remcwe
their blinders and examine cultural trends, as well as political
aevents, to determine the nature of the wars we may fight.

Harvard professor Samuel P. Huntington agrees with keegan’' s
cultural Focus. In his article, "The Clash of Civilizations"',
Hurntington predicts the next pattern of global con+lict will
be aiong the "cultural fault lines” that separate civilizatioanes,
These sight civilizations are Western, Confucian, Japarsse,
Islamic, Hindu, Slavic-Orthodox, Latin American and Atrican. The
clashes between these groups will occur at two levels: at the

micro level, along their physical boundaries, or fault lines, 1n

a competition to control territory and populations; and at =
macro level, Ffor militarvy and ecnonomic power, cocntral cf

international inst:tutiorns, and the advancement of their

partizular political anmd religinus vaiues., Evidencs o+ thass

=rhes ar= found in: ronflict bhetween Americz ard Chinz over

cl:




human rights and weapons proliferation, the economic conflict
between America and Japan, the "ethnic cleansing” of the Balkans
and the religious bloodletting in the Middle East between Jews
and Muslims, to name but a few. The nature of these conflicts 14
anything but limited: rather, once they become violent, they tend
to be protracted and costlv. "Violence between groups in
di+ferent civilizations are the most likely and dangerous source
ot escalsation that could lead to global wars."[14]

According to Huntington, the central axis of future waorld
politics will be the conflict that he refers to as "the West

against the Fest.” Many non-westerners view the western

il

civilization as using 1ts military and economic might and 1t

dominance and to promote western values. While most western
states are reducing their military power, certain non-western
civilizations are increasing theirs.

Huntingten ceontends that a Contucian—Islamic military
connectian has developsea which 1s designed to provide iLs membses
with ths weapons and technologies to counter the Wezt. CThimz has
exportead nuclear and nerve gas technologies to both Libvya and
Irag. It helped Algeria build a nuclear reactor suitable +for
nuclear weapons ressarch and production. China has proviadaed Iran
with nuclear weapons technology and Fakistan with 300 mile range

wtraEm

missile compronents. North korea has provided both Svria and

with advanced missile technoloagiss: and Fanistan providead Chinz

with Gtinmger missiles.




All of tﬁese nations have taken to heart the Indian Defense
Minister®s lesson learned from DESERT STORM, "Don’t fight the
United States unless you have nuclear weapons." This rnew arms
race between the West and the Confucian-Islamic =tates 1s unusuail
because while the Islamic and Confucian states are attempting to
increase their power, the West is attempting to limit its

competitors while reducing its own military strength.L13]

1]

f e STy (R

Hurtingtern concludes the West must mnaintzin the

and military power necessary to protect its interests in the face
of increasing non—western power. This means moderating the
reduction of Western military capabilities, maintairing military
superiority in East and Southwest Asia and limiting the expansion
of Confucian and Islamic military strength.

The West must also make more of an effort to understand ard
accommodate the other civilizations that make up the world
community. "For the relevant future, there will be no universal
civilization, but instead a world of different
civilizations."[146] Huntington®s conclusions point to incraased
potential for costly and protracted conflict, rather tham a new
world order in which the community of nations takes collective
action against transgressors.

Futurists Alvin and Heidi Toffler in their bestseller War an

Anti-Wars Survival at the Dawn of the Zlst Century also reject

the notion of a new world order. They see the world undergoing &
transformatiaon of unprecedented scope and depth. A3 we mcwz 1nto
the Zist Century, the world is trisecting. States, nations and

entities fall into cne of three "waves", . srian, industrial or

11




informational, each with its own unique characteristics. FRather
than a global community of nations that resolve conflicts through
effective international institutions, the Tofflers envicion a
world with sharp tensions between first, second and third wave
economies pursuing their own diverging needs througn any and ail
means.

Some '"crazy states" may prefer crisis and war .o peace+ul
conflict resoluvtion. The increased speed Nt events and
interrelated nature of the world will increase the risk of war.
"Ethnic vendettas generate ethnic battles that generat. ethnic
wars larger than a given reqgion can handle." Such wars between
ethnic groups or between "haves" and "have—-notz" tend to be
protracted and costly.[17]

While they warn of war, the Tofflers also point tc the
tremendous opportunities of the next century. If third wave
economies help their first and second wave neighbars tc meet
their needs, many potential conflicts and global problsms cam be
psacefully resalved. But, the Tofflers warn that if we persist
in using the intelilectual tools of yesterday, we risk losing the
promise of the 21st Century. Thus, the Tofflers se=s a world with
high potential for protracted and costly conflict, but one where
increased interaction can prevent conflict. Increased
interaction means increased numbercs of operations other than war
as a preventative measure.

All »+ the trends described by these scholars point t2 an
uncertain anc potentially wviolent future. Far from the DESERT

STORM model of international rcooperatinn to punish rouge states,




they envision a great potential for protracted conflict bhetween
competing civilizations. There will be increasing demands for
peace operations both before and atter armed confl:cts, and third
wave militaries will become involved in rendering nation buildirg
assistance to first wave states. These authors reiject the
assumptione and intellectual toocls of the 20th century,
redirecting our focus to cultural factors and excanding our
horizonse bevond the Clausewitzian notion that war 1s primariiy
golitical in nature. The BUR, seems to be focused aon underlving
assumptions and intellectual tools that are the very ones

these scholars warn us to discard.

C. 21ST CENTURY DOMESTIC TRENDS

With the end of the Cold War, many pressing domestic needs
came to the forefront of naticonal attention. Imperatives for
deficit reduction, ecaonomic renewal, solving problems of orime,
drug abuse and poverty all require attention. For many. tne
collapse of the Soviet Unien meant 1t was time to reap 3 "peacs
divigend" from tne roughivy $300 Billion annuai defense budget.

The +ollowing chart mutlines the cost saving proposals pum
forth 1n late 1991. It includes proposals +rom several prominent
iegizlators and the Bush Administration’s planned reduction in
defense spending. Then Congressman Aspin recommended four
possible force options with force structures varying from the

quite =mall to the robust.




PEACE DIVIDENDS

FROPOSAL FIVE YEAR SAVINGS: FY 1993-97
Agpin Qption D =8

Bush Administration S0

Senator Gramm 74

Senator Mitchell 100

Aspin Option © 114

Senator Kennedy 115

Senator Sasser 120,140
Zonator McCain 1320

Aspin Ootion B 137

Aspin Optionm A 22

Brookings Institute I
Representative Dellums 400 (FY 1797~3F4)

Figure One: Peace Dividends(181l
The severest defense cuts of all, %400 Billion in four
vears, were recommended bv Congressman Fonald V. Dellums who is
now the Chairman of the House Armed Services Committee.
Fresident Clinton’s goal is to realize $127 Billion 1in cefense
savings over the five years from fiscal years 1992 to 1797.
This redirecting of resourczs from defense to the domestic

agenda is viewed by many as essential to American maintenance of

its superpower status. In his two works, The Rise And Fall ¢

The Great Fogwers and Freparing For The Twenty~First Century, Yale

University professor Faul kKennedy chronicles the challenges that
have faced great powers in the past and that face emerica todav.
Fennedy asserts that the United States suffers from "imperial
overstretch." American global interests and obligations g2uceed
our national means to defend them all.[19]

Worsening the situation is America’s economic
declirne relative to the world’s other great =conomic powsrs.

Marmy of the factors that influences this relative decline arz

bevond the control of national deciszionmakers 1.e. shifhiing pacs




of productive growth, technological innovation, internatiocnal
changes and alterations to power balances. While the natirn can
redirect resources within its own economy to affect growth, trere
is much let+t to the skill of national leaders and the willingness
of the populace to make the necessary changes to remain on top.

Yennedy draws a parallel between contemporary America and
turn-of-the—century Britain. When faced with the need for
change, HBritons decided to "muddle through", rather than sutrrer
the national discomfort of sacrifice and change. The result was
slow, steady, relative decline and the eventual loss of their
pesition in the world. [201]

Fresident Clinton took Kennedy’'s warning to heart and has
embarked on an ambitious domestic agenda to overhaul everything
in America from deficit reduction to health care. Such an effort
requires a painstaking reassessment and redirection of resources
within the federal budget.. This means budgetarvy considerations
more than any other factor will drive change on the rnaticnal
agenda. This budget driven decisiconmaking process is the majior
domeEstic factor affecting the debate on military force structure

and strategy.[21]

III. THE EVOLUTION OF THME BOTTOM-UP REVIEW (BUR)
A. CONGRESSMAN ASPIN’S PROPOSALS
In January of 1992, while the House Armed Services Committee
{HASC) Chairman, Mr. Aspin authored two studies on defense
restructuring.  Aspin’®s "An Apprzach to Sizing American

Conventional Forces For the Fost-Soviet Era" proposed z

methodology for analvzing Amer:ica’s ruture defense neens.  Mr.




Aspin used tha same methodaology +for the BUR. In his “Four
Illustrative Options" document, Aspin recommended a force
structure which closely resembles the BUR’s recommended force
structure. A detailed examination of these studies will provide
valuable insights into the intellectual tools used by Mr. Aspin
in his assessment of America’s future defense needs.
REGIONAL THREAT ASSESSMENT: THE IRAG EGQUIVALENT
Aspin’s two studies i1derntified six functions for military
forces: countering regional aggressors, combatting prolit+eraticn
of nuclear and other mase terror weapons, fighting terroricsm,
restricting drug trafficking, peacekeeping and assisting
civilians. Within these categories, Aspin qﬁanti#ied the threats
in order to determine the necessary level of American force
required to counter it. He uses the "lraq Equivalent", or the
pre-DESERT STORM military capability of Iraq, as his basic threat
model. Other potentizal regional aggressors are then gquantified
1n relation to irag’s pre-war military strength. Aspin chose ta
measure the capabilities of China, MNorth kKorea, lrag, Iran,
Syria, Libya and Cuba. (See Appendix A) All +ell well beinw
Irag’s pre—war strength with the exception of China who rateg =
.2 Iraq Eguivalent. These numerical values were objectiveliy
derived by counting numbers of men and pieces of equipment.

There 1s not evidence of a subjective assessment of the

rt
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threat leadership, training, doctrine, tactics, readinesz and
conditions that would e encountered in likely theaters or

operations. [22]1 Most importantly, the Irag Equ:ivalent does not

adequately zssess the humarn dimension of these potential
threats. Maooisorn gnece commented that "the moral 18 to the

1é




physical as three is to one."” Moral factors always have =
profound impact an the outcome ot military operations. n
kuwait, much of the Iraqi Army chose not to fight. In another
conflict situation, we cannot afford to aszume the North kKgoreszn
or Chinese armies would do the same.
COUNTERING THE REGIONAL THREAT:
THE DESERT STORM EQUIVALENT

Since American forces handily defeated [rag 1n DESERT STIRM.
Mr. Aspin uses a DESERT STORM Equivalent as the friendly force
structure yardstick necessary for countering any regional
threat. However, the DESERT STORM Equivalent is not the force
that deployed to Saudi Arabia. FRather, it includes oniy those
units that "mattered" in defeating lragq. For example, it
e:xcludes two Carriers, same Air Force tactical aircraft ard onsz
Marine Expeditionary Brigade, none of which were requested by the
CINC. It grudaingly includes "some forces that didnt really
fight:" Marine Forces at sea, tactical and strategic reserves.
and the 82nd Airborne Division.L2ZI]1 Such an assessment
misjudges the importance of reserves, deception and demonstrabting
US resolve by deploving ocur airborne division early. In effect.
Aspin’s methodoloay penalizes the armed force for their
overwhelming success in kKuwait and not using all forces
available.

Mr. Aspin’s DESERT STORM Equivalent, the "force that
mattered" had six heavy divisions, an air-transportable light
division., one Marire division on land, one Marine origade at ses.
24 Axr Force fighter sguadrons, 70 heavy bombers, two cartrier

battle groups obuilding up to four groups over tias, and naval




surface combatants providing Aegis defenses and large numbers of
cruise missiles. Additional prepositioning ships and fast
sealift would insure early arriving light forces would be quickly
reinforced with heavy forces.

Mr. Aspin proposes proporticnate matching of DESERT STORM
Egquivalents against the Irag Equivélent value of potential
threats in order to determine the necessatry force lzvel reqguirsd
to counter them. For example, since North Horea 12 a 0.6 Irag
Equivalent, it would only require a 0.6 DESERT STORM Equivalent
to counter their invasion of South Korea.

Just as with the threat methodolagy. there are serinus
deficiencies with this friendly force methodology. First and
foremost, this approach ignores our curvrent military doctrine and
how it relates to our National Security Strategy emphasizing
overwhelming combat power to achieve quick, decisive victory. [+
the United States decides to risk the lives of 1ts young men and
women, 1t should not merely be a fair fight. By providing just
enough force based on historical hindsight, Aspin’zs methodology
lzaves no margin for ervor. The slightest miscalculation and we
have unnecessarily high American casualties. Given the highly
subjective nature of warfare and the minimal margin of error
inherent in the DESERT STORM Equivalent, the chances of having
a catastrophic miscalculation are high.

The DESERT STORM Equivalent does not consider numerous other
factors critical teo our ultimate success i1n DESERT STORM. First,
it 1s a purely military assessment. There is no discussion of
a political leader®s reole 1in setting the conditions +ov miiitary

success by his exspert handling of the other instruments of
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national!l power. For example, had Fresident Bush not mobilized
American national will, diplomatically isolated Iraq, t+aorged an
international coalition, secured Russian agreement, pushed
Congress 1nto supporting military action and sought 1nternationat
funding, DESERT STORM might never have occurred, much less been
successtul. The HASC methodology maintains a myoplc view of war
as a purely military endeavor.

In terms of military ¥actors the DESERT STORM Eaquivatlent dosc
not consider coalition armed forces and theilww contributions to
the victory. While American fgarces certainly did most o+ the
fighting, the metre presence of other armies, especially Arab
armies, bestowed zx legitimacy upon the entire operat:ion thzxt was
essertial to policy success. The terrain favored American aitr
and ground ocperations as the Iraqgis had nowhere to hide +rom aour
firepower. The proximity of waterways allowed the application ot
American naval air power and cruise missiles against all tarqete
and presented the enemy with the threat of Marine landings on his
flank. The Saudi infrastructure facilitated rapid offloading o¥f
American troops and equipment from vessels and aircraft. The
featureless and unpeopulated nature of the battlefield +avorea
neavy force operations and minimized civilian casualties.

America fougnt DESERT STORM with 1ts Cola War,
unlimited war, logistical infrastructure intact. Huge war stocks
of ammuritior and large quantities of smart munitions interded
for the pctential conflict with the Soviet Union were availarle
t+or the Gul+y War., Airbasss, squipment stores and hosEpttals 1o

Europe were essential to the sffort. Thne Ai1vr Force's C-141 air

caran fiest had sudsfFicient +lioht hours remaning to
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tncreased airlift requirements. None o+ these assets are at
their pre-DESERT STORM levels today. In testimony

before the Senate, the regional Commanders 1in Chief testitied
there were 1nsurficient smart munitions to fight two

regional contingencies near simultanecusly.[24] Europe nad nine
military hospitals in 1990, today it has three. The C-i141 fleet
aged prematurely due tc the Gulf War airli+t requirements and 1¢
undergoing a major overhaul to extend 1ts life until the C-17 1«
tielded. {Z5]

PEACEKEEPING REQUIREMENTS: THE PROVIDE COMFORT EQUIVALENT

The Aspin studies severely underestimated the impact of
peacekeeping operations on the armed forces. One of these
studies states:

Past U.S. peacekeeping efforts in Lebanon and

elsewhere and our recent experience in providing
humanitarian assistance to the Kurds and in Bangladesh
demonstrate that these operations involve no mare than

a few thousand trocgs. and so are not major censidersfiion:s
in force building. {(Author underline added) [2461#

On anv given day there are 20,000 US scldiers deployed in &0
countries around the world in addition to those permanently
stationed abroad.[27] Many of these troops are involved peace
operations in Croatia, the Sinai, Macedonia and Northern Iragqg.
Opetration FROVIDE COMFORT in northern Iraq, while successful,.
still involves US troops three years after it was begun.(28]
Such commitments will continue to have a significant impact on
the forces available for regional contingencies. Additicnal lv.

none of these op2rations are funded bv Congress. Typical iy, ]

T
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services are tcold to pavy for these operations from their swizsting
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Both HASC studies assume away the potential for protracted
war in the belief that future conflict will be of the DE3ERT
STORM and JUST CAUSE limited war variety. “"In the post-Cold War
ara we will not plan an fighting long wars with high casuslties,”
states Congressman Aspin.[291 We may not plan on long wars., but*
we may get them anyway. Given the predictions of Huntington,
Kennedy and the Torflers., this 1s a dangerous assumpt:ion for
future force plarning.

Even though we may not be able to afford a "protracted war"
active army, our reserve component force structure and
mobilization base are dramatically affected bv the limited war
assumption. For example, the decision to phase out reserve
component divisions 1n favor of enhanced readiness brigadecs
provides the total Army with a more responsive, but less robust,
reserve component combai. capability. Whereas divisions take
longer to train up for war, they are more durable and =apabis
formations once they are combat ready. 5Should Amer:ca +ind
herself irm a protracted war, she wiil have to recreate tnhne verw
formations she 1s disbanding 1n favor of a limited war Army.

There is no discussion cf funding except 1n terms of
the projected savings or peace dividends that Mr. Aspin’s various
options provided. At the end of the Bush Administraticn, then
Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney and Chairman of the Joint Chief=s

of Staff General Zolin Powell both criticized Aspin’®s proposais

il

a rid irnadeguate a3
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unaffordable with the savings ke projzcted

meet the nation’ s needs.




B. SECRETARY ASFIN’S BOTTOM-UP REVIEW

The BUR methodology is based on Mr. Aspin®s HASC studies.
The very name, "Bottom Up Review," is contained in his previousl.
described documents. While the BUR certainly was the
‘unprecedented and collaborative effort" that Secretary Aspin
claimed, there was not much new in the results. Its stated
purpose was to "define the strategy, force structure,
modernization programs, industrial base, and infrastructure
needed to meet new dangers and seize new opportunities.”[Z0]1 All
of these elements were definea in the BUR in essentially the same
manner as they were defined in the HASC studies. (See Appendix By

These "new dangers" were essentially the same as those
identified in Mr. Aspin’s previcus studies with one important
addition: the danger of "the failure to build a strong and
growing U.S5. economy." Faul kKennedy’s research supports the

rremise that a robust military is a+fordable only when a nation

i

has a growing economy.lL31]1 The BUR, however, turns this premisa
on it= head by implving that a robust military budget can provide
the stimulus to i1mprove sluggish economic growth whilz
simultanecusly providing for the national defencse. "fRADY can
help address these economic dangers....we can maintain [militaryl
capabilities sufficient to meet cur present and future security
needs while reducing the overall level of resources devoted to
detfence, "L321

Thne GUF states DOD will address economic dargers by: using

rewer ressources, act:vely aszisting in the tramsaition of the tis

acanomy away +raom a Cald war forting. providing trangition

o
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assistance to departing military members, facil:itating converzion
of defense industries, and encouraging a freer flow ot
technologies between the civilian and military sectors.

While assisting the national economy in this manner, the BEUR
asserts DOD will also remain "the best-trained,
best-equipped, test-prepared éighting force in the world." None
o+ these assertions are supported by hard budget figures 1n the
BUF documents, rather, it estimates savings of #71 billiorn over
the Bush Administration’s baseline defense costs. The
budget estimates are caveated with the statement that "the BUR
developed a strategic framework for defense reductions, not a
budget."[3Z]1 This caveat reveals one of the major flaws witn the
BUR, namely, neither the strategic framework nor the budget csuld
be considered in isolation Trom one another. Because they
apparently were, a significant budget shortfall developed which

rendered the BUR results unaffordable.

[RK]

The BUR usez the same building block methocdology as the HAED
studies. The "Desert Storm Equivalent" of the HASC study is
called the "MRC Building Block" in the BUR., The "Fanama
Eguivalent" of the HASC study is transformed into forces reguiren
for "Feace Enforcement and Intervention Operations." A
comparison or these building biocks reveals the similarity of the
conclusions produced by these similar methodologies. The BUR
force structure options are almost 1dentical to the +our options

described in the Aspin HASC studies. (See Appendix T} The final

BUR force structure is very similar to Aspin’s recommended Ootion

2 aof the HASC =ztudies.




One who agrees with this methodology might arque the BUFR
results canfirm the validity of Mr. Aspin’s earlier HASC
studies. However, this assessment ignores the early criticism of
Aspin’s proposals by DOD agencies and in particular the Joint
Chiefs of Staff (JCS). It also ignores another motivation for
agreement with the BQR methodology. namely, budget
preservation.

While most DOD services and agencies preferred the larger
budgets and force structures they enjoyed under the Bush
Administration, they recognized the domestic agenda demanded
more resources. The BUR methodology., flawed as it was, offered a
sound rationale for more budget authority than they would
otherwise retain., Mr. Aspin, a genuinely conscientious and
intellectually honest public servant, found himself caught
between his intellectually driven BUR results and the fiscally
driven budget constraints of the domestically focused Clintan
Administration. The result was his resignation.

This interpretation is not intended to paint a picture of
cynical bureaucrats and flag officers desperately holding onto
every last dollar as their boss is forced to resign. Nothing
could be further form the truth. Feduced budgets and force
structure translate into greater risk for the nation. As the
custodians of national security, the leadership of the armed
forces will always seek to minimize that risk, hence their desire
+or adequate budgets and force structure. The JC5 evidently
pelisved the BUR strategy minimized risk, but the force

structure and oudget to support that strategy was founa




unaffordable by the Administration.[34]

C. THE NATIONAL SECURITY STRATEGY (NSS)

Fourteen months into office, the Clinton Administration hac
vet to publish a National Security Strategy. In an apparent
bottom—up strategic development process, the NSS is being derived
from the BUR. The draft NSS published after the BUR in September
of 1992 focuses on the same dangers and opportunities as the
sUK. The propossd M5S puts hope in a strong i1nternational
economic syvstem and promotion of democracy and human rights as
the best guarantors of world stability. It underscores a US
commitment to fight two MRCs as well as support United Nations
peace operations.

IV. BLAINEY?’S CONCLUSIONS ON THE CAUSES OF WAR

In his work, The Causes of War, Geoffrey Blainey contends
"wars usually end when the fighting nations agree on their
relative strength, énd wars usually begin when fighting nations
disagree on their relative strength."L351 EBlainey assertz tne
Soviet Union and the United States neves +“ought World War [I1
because they agreed on their relative distribution of power ard
on the costs such a war would entail. This measurement of power
is critical. "War itself isNa dispute about measurement; peacs
...marks a rough agreement about measurement."[36]1 Elainey
identifies seven factors which influence a nation’s assessment ot
its strength relative to cther nations. I+ the factors combins
to convince & ration 1t iz more powerful than 1te rivals, znd 1ts

rivals ars equally convinced they are more pcwer+ul, than the

pocterntial for war is high. EBlainey’s seven +tactor

{

provide a




useful methodology for analysis of the BUR results to determine
the potential for other nations to risk war with the United
States because of a disagreement over our relative strengths.
As he develops nis theory, Blainey examines severai
popular theories concerning war and peace. Some of these popular
theories are i1ncorporated into the BUR’s underlying assumpt:ions.
Blaimey’s insights concerning short wars, the Manchester Doctrine
and democracy are usetul for examining the validity of the BUR =
underliying assumptionrs.
A. THE SEVEN FACTORS

Blainey’s "abacus of international power" is based on

relative perceptions of these seven factors:

1. Military strength and the ability to efficiently appivy
it in the chosen theater.

2. Fredictions of how outside nations will behave in the
event of war.

2. Ferceptions of +riendly and enemy i1nternal unity.

4, Memory or forgetfulness of the realities ancd
sufferings of war.

3. Perceptions of prasperity and of the sconomic apility
toc sustain the +ind of war envisioned.

4. Nationalism and ideclogy.

7. The personality and mental qualities of the leadcrs
who decide for war or peace.

No one factor is more important than another. It is their
combination that is key. The nation state determines its
relative strength based on how it perceives and combines these

factaors. It is imporiant t5 rememier non—Western naticns may

weight the power derived from their ideclogies as more mportant




than the quantifiable measures of power traditionally used by

Western nations.

B. POPULAR THEORIES OF WAR AND PEACE

Blainey examines over twenty different popular theories
concerning the causes of war and peace. His analysis of three ot
these theories is relevant to this examination of the BUR.
Femember, the BUR assumes future wars will be limited
ard we will win them with our overwhelming military might,
technological superiority and our quick, decisive victory
doctrine.

Both the proposed NSS and the BUR cite economic strength as
the kev to long term national security, and arque internationai
prosperity will bind nations together and decrease the likelihood
of war. The proposed NSS and BUR advocate support for emerging
democratic ztates in the belief mare democracy means less
conflict and lower potential for war. While hizs book predates
the BUR, Blainey’s analysis reveals flaws with each
of these beliefs, thus invalidating some of the BUR" s most
important assumptions.

Limited War and Quick, Decisive Victory

While wars have generally shortened in the last 3ZI00 vears,
there is no discernible formula for predicting their duration.
"Most predictions are simply projections of recent euperience.
they are assertions that history will repeat i1tsel+," contends
Blainev.L37} 1In wars between maior poweres, optimism and

contidence often +tostered the bel:ef that wars would be qQquictk znn

decizive. Frior to the Firzst Worid War, all of European powsrs




believéd increases 1n the volume and lethality of fires
would result in a short conflict. Instead, these technological
advances resulted in stalemate and unprecedented destruction.

In wars against third world countries, major powers often
found themselves unable to apply their military superiority in
the local conditions. America’s nuclear arsenal was 1rrelevant
in korea; and, in Vietnam, guerilla warfare was difficult to
cambat with air power. Rlainey points out feelings c+
cultural superiority hinder major powers in these types of
conflicts. Anything short of total victory is nationally
humiliating. Blainey concludes one cannot predict a
war’s duration with any certainty and four factaors
typically lengthen conflicts. These are: one, multiple fronts:
two, unexpected conditions which equalize the sides; three,
cultural and ideoclogical differences make similar peace aims
incompatible; four, the caonflict is insulated from outside
interference. [38]

America’s future canflicts could certainly feature some of
these characteristics. FRestrictive terrain and weather could
degrade the effectiveness of our air power and severely degrade
this important advantage. Foor theater infrastructure would
prevent our armored systems from getting to the battlefield and
disrupt our ability to achieve guick, decisive victory. A highlv
dedicated opponent who chooses to wage protracted guerilia war
will present challenges to our doctrine. All of these condit:ons

ar=z present 1n Bosnia today. Trnus, protracted war is not the




anomaly that HASC/BUR studies would have us believe. The
danger of protracted war is real and it has sign:ficant
implications for our force structure and budget.
THE MANCHESTER DOCTRINE

The US seeks to move its economic interaction towards new

modes of coopetration rather than to an intensificatior of

fundamental! rivalries among majotr powers....Our influence

will 1ncreasingly be defined by our competitiveness in the

international marketplace, L[ratherl than by the

predominance of our military capabilities.[3?]

-Dra+t US Mationai Security Strateqy, September 1957

This assumption which underlies the proposed MSS and the BUR
closely resembles a false theory of peace that flainey calls the
Manchester Doctrine. This doctrine gained popularity in
mid-nineteenth century Europe during the long period of peace
following Napoleon®s defeat at Waterloo. Ite adherents believeu
that was an international marketplace. The free fiow of
goods and ideas between nations would curb national prejud:ices.
forge new respect between peoples and guarantee long and unnroken
pericds cof peace. Contemporary believers in this credo might acd
that international political institutions like the United
Mations, internaticnal eccnomic lirkages such as the Hereral
Agrzement on Tariffs and Trade (BATT) and stock exchanges, and
modern information systems so closely link the world that
misunderstandings will become increasingly unliikely.

Biainey points out historically, the free flow o+ goods
and ideas 1 more otten a result ofr peace, rather than a cause of
peare, Furthermore, rations which tend to promote this theory
ara those leazt threstened with vorelgn 1nvasion, for 2zamp ie,
1=%h Cencuary Sritoin ang Z0tn century America.  Elainey’'s

armalvils of peacs+rul peErlcds in hHistory reveals strong




military forces were maintained by those nations at peace in
spite of their extensive web of trade relationships. A study of
twelve international wars between 1830 and 1914 revealed

wars were most likely to occur when an econamic recovery was well
underway. Often the warring nations had tasted some prosperity
and were quick to confront any perceived obstacle to continusd
grawth.[40]

America is currently undergoing an economic recovery and 1s
exerting a significant diplomatic effort in order to gain access
to markets in Europe, Japan, China and other parts of the worid.
Many of these nations restrict the free flow of American goods
into their markets. Foreign obstacles to domestic economic
recovery, whether real or perceived, have been a contributing
factor to past wars and could be so for America in the future.
Thus, a national policy of peaceful economic engagement does not
inherently reduce the potential foar war. Indeed, by raising
national expectations of prosperity, such a policy could actually
contribute to increased domestic frustration resulting in calls
for retaliation against the competitor nation.

The proposed NSS implies that as economic power increases, it
will predominate over military power as a means of influence.
Blainey sees no such dynamic. The mere existence of a strong US
ecanomy will not dissuade adversaries from acting against our
interests. Strong economies can better support strong armed
forces, which in turn are very effective deterrents to

miscalculation and war initiation by potential enemies.

Blainey’s anaivsis shows economically strong nations wikh




strong mxixtary forces and favorable geographic position have
best defended their interests throughout history.
DEMOCRACY GUARANTEES STABILITY

A broad coalition of democratic states provides us with

our best assurance of long term international stability.

-=-Draft US National Security Strategy, September 1993{411

Again, BRlainey’ s analysis leads to a different conclusion
than our propased NSS. The causes of peace are much more compiex
than merely sharing a common form of government. He points out
the popularity of a democracy among Anglo—Saxons nas had as
much to do with the military security provided by oceans as with
the inherent qualities of democracy. When Britain faced
invasion, she ocften suspended her democratic pracedures
in favor of more e+tficient wartime practices. Blainey points out
democratic nations rely as much on threats and force as do
autocratic nations. Ultimately, it has been the favorable
geographic position and military strength of Britain and the
United Statzs that has guaranteed the survival of their
democratic forms of government, rather than the inherent
qualities of democracy.

To sell democracy as the best form of government because it
has worked in America and western Europe will undoubtedly
alienate nations with other forms cof government. The conditions
for the success of western—-style democracy may not exist
elsewhere due to the cultural differences described Dy
Huntington. The Feople’s Kepublic of China 1s modernizing and
2xpanding 1ts intEraction with the rest o+ the world 1n spite of

its non—-demecratic government. African cultures that recogpize




the leadership role of clan or tribal elders might view democracy
as a threat to their traditional and effective means of
self-government. Muslim nations that incorporate religious
values 1nto their governmental systems might criticize democracy
because of its secular nature. Thus, a stated nmaticnal interest
of propagating democracy may actually increase, rather than

decrease, the potential for conflict and war in the next century.

V. ANALYSIS OF THE BUR

Factor One: Military Strength and Applying it in
the Theater of War

Blainey’s first factor involves two separate issues: US
military strength and our ability to project it to the
appropriate area of the world. Most states wouid agree that the
US armed forces are the most technologically advanced, lethal and
well trained in the world. But potential enemies will reasonably
question our ability to get sufficient forces to the fight if we
are already involved in another conflict. Despite the BUF
strategy statement that the US will be able to “deal” witn two
major regional continmgencies (MRC! near simultanecusly, the
numbers do not add up.

During their 1 September 1993 BUR briefing, Secretary of
Defense Les Aspin and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staft
GEN Colin FPowell discussed the force structure that 1s to
accomplish this twe MRC strategy. GEN Powell stated that sight

active duty Army divisions, six reserve component Army divisSions,

B

1ght carrier battle groups, the erntire Marine Corps and =

reduced alr force would orovide suffFrcient Force for onge majos




regional contingency and "a little extra.”"” This leaves two
active Army divisions, three carrier battle groups and some air
wings to "deal"” with the secziua MEC until the US resolves the
first MRC.L[421

The military Commanders in Chief (CINCs) of the regional
unified commands confirmed the inadequacy of the BUR force
structure during hearings before Congress in February af 1774,
"Forget fighting two major regional wars at ornce...1s thse messacs
from the L[CINCsl."L[431 Shortages of strategic lift, specializ=d
weapons and munitions, and certain kinds of troops were all sited
by the CINCs in theit+ testimonvy.

Both the service secretaries and service chiefs have
expressed concerns about the size of the force structure. &Army
Secretary Togo West Jr. recently outlined the Army’s 1993 support
for operations other than war which involved over 20,000 soidiers
in Somalia, Cropatia, the Sinai, Macedonia and Northern Irac.

Army troops alsc assisted state and local governmerts with

flooding in the midwest., earthquakes in California and heavv

winter snow and ice removal. Forgces involved in these operation
may not be training for their wartime missions and are not
readily available for deployment to a conflict.

General Merrill A. McFeak, the Air Force Chief of 3taff,
stated his service lacks sufficient precision bombers and
strategic transport to handle two wars at once. The Marine Corps
haz 11 Amphribious Ready Groups, one fewer than reguired by ths
unified commands. The Navy has no carriers assigned to the

Fersian Buld and limited coverage in the Mediterranean 3ea.

ey




Essentially, the services have been cut to the bone; and their
sufficiency to execute the national strategy is being called into
question by the very men who will have to execute that
strategy.[44]

The response to this criticisem resulted in a declaring of a
"win-hold-win" strategy backed by a force structure strategic
lift and force enhancements making 1t a "win-win' capable
force.[4S]1 These force enhancements i1nclude
pre-positioned =squipment, additional carrier airpower and
precision guided munitions. However, those supporting the BUR
conceded "in the short term, you can’t get more lift... and we
have problems with one of the key elements of this laift...the
C-17." Since the BUR briefing, DOD has further reduced the
programmed number of C-17 aircraft from 100 to 40. While DUD
plans to build twenty additional fast sealift ships, these are
years from completion.

The CINCs were more direct in their assessment. "Strategic
l1ift in this country is broken right now," asserted Marine Corps
General Joseph F. Hoar, Central Command Commandetr. GSeneral Cary
Luck, the CINC of U.S. forces in kKorea, asserted that the U.S5.
would have difficulty delivering troops and equipment to korea
quickly encugh if already involved in another regional conflict.
The CINC of U.5. European Command, General George Joulwan,
emphasized that troop reductions in Europe increased his
command’®s deoendence on strategic lift in the event of war.ldal

In March 13, 1994 testimony before the Senate Armed Services

Committee, all of the service chiefs emphasized the criticality




and current inadequacy of strategic lift. Admiral Frank B.
Kelsao, the Chief of Naval Operations said sealift would have
to be contracted because his service lacks sufficient li+t +or
two MRFCs. General Merrill A. McPealk, the Air Force Chief o+
Staff, said th2 airli+t is even more tenuous than the sealift
fleet. The C141 Starlifter fleet ic ncar retirement and the C-17
over budget and behind schedule.l[47]1 The bottom line 1s thz BUR
requires the nation to assume strategic risk, hoping that any two
MRCs wi1ll be sufficiently separated in time to permit the shift
of decisive combat power from one conflict to the other.([42]
Fotential enemies read these reports and know these US
vulnerabilities. These enemies may calculate they can
achieve their ends against the smaller MRC #: force before tne U3
can shift decisive combat power from MRC #1. They may calculate
existing US commitments to O0TW will sufficiently reduce our
MRCH# 1 force to give them an opportunity fotr victory. O0OTW
commitments might preclude the US from sending anvthing but =
token force to MRCH# 2. Worse still, these potential enemies
could farm ceoalitinnse to synchronize their actions 1n order To
rorce the United States into a simultaneous two MRC situaticn.
The Feople’s Republic of China and Morth korea alveady
vioclate weapons proliferation agreements in selling restricted
arms to Iran and other countries. It is not unreasonable to
assume the mutually bene+icial Confucian—-Islamic miiitary
trage relationship might provide the foundation Ffor svnchroni zea
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potential enemy or coalition of enemies could calculate they have
sufficient combat power to prevail in a regional conflict aor two
synchronized regional conflicts against US military forces.
Factor Two: Behavior of Outside Nations

Miscalculations over Blainey’ s second condition couid recuit
from the lack of specificity in current US definitions of
regional i1nterests. While GEN Powell spoke of Southwest Asia and
North Keorea in the 1 September briefing. neither DOD nor the
State Department has addressed how America will respond to
regional wars in the former Sovi~t Union, Eastern Europe
(excluding the former Yugoslavia), the Spratly Islands or betwesn
India and Fakistan. While this ambiguity allows the U5 ma«imum
latitude in dealing with regicgnal crises, it increases the
potential for miscalculation by both sides.

Factor Three: Perceptions of Intarnal Unity

US and NATG inability to effectively deal with Serbian and
Croatian aggression. United Mations disharmony over Somaiias ang
UN inmaction in Haiti will certainiy increase the potsntial ror
miscalculation by paotential aggressorz s to Blainey™s third
issue: perceptions of internal unity. While the BUR does not
specifically address UN, NATO or other combined ocperations, both
the NSS and BUR articulate a policy of support for budding
democracies, especiallyvy in the former Soviet Union and the
developing world. Nevertheless, the lack of s Matiognal Security
Strateqv document signed by President Clinton, coupled with vhe
ambiguity of the US position on regional conflictse could lead to
miccalculation unless the US states 1ts position early 1n a

Crisls.




Factor Four: The Realities of War

Assuming the US will only fight limited, regional caonflicts
that can be won with small high-tech forces, DOD is creating the
expectation that the nation®s conflicts will be shaort, decisive
wars with few casualties. Indeed, both the BUR and the proposed
NSS emphasize the goal of quick, decisive victory with minimum
casualties. Thig expectation constitutes a vulnerability. I+
potential enemies can convince the US that conflict with them
would be protracted, indecisive or result in high casualties,
they could place the US at a willpower disadvantage before or
during a conflict. The willingness of Mohammed Aldeed’s clan to
suffer fifteen casualties for every one American they hit in
Mogadishu on October 3rd 1993 enabled that First Wave entity to
impose its will on the world's only superpower. On the heels of
that action, Haitian military leaders only had to threaten
"another Mogadishu" in the streets of Fort au Frince in order to
achieve their ends in a confrontation with US arnd UM peacekeeping
faorces.

The perception of such an advantage on an aggressor’s part
could lead to a miscalculation as to American resolve in & given
scenario. Thus, the BUR, essentially a force structure decision,
hag implications not only for government policymakers but for
public perceptions of the realities of war, as well.

Factor Five: Economic Ability to Wage War

On the surface, Blainev’'s fifth factor of economic ability Lo

wage war has the least potent:al for miscalculation. The US

military outspends its allies by a factor of seven and most thivd
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world countries by a factor of thirty to fifty.L49] Even though
the BUR knowingly takes the defense industrial base down
significantly from Could War levels, there is substantial
consideration gi:ven to maintenance of selected defense industries
and upgrades of existing systems to maintain technological
superiority. l

It is unlikely potential enemies will miscalculate our
economic capacity to wage limited war. If conditions indicate
the potential for a world war, the strategic position o+ the
United States between two oceans and two smaller friendly nations
bodes well for our ability to safely gear up the defense
industrial base. Nevertheless, their is cause for concern i1n
this area.

Precisely because of our current superiority, there have been
numerous calls for deeper cuts in the defense budgets than the
already severe ones thé services are undergoing. The Clinton
fAdministration seeks %104 billion i1n defense savings over the
next five vears to support its long range ecornomic plan. The
Congressi1onal Budget Office (CBO)» projects the current defense
reductions will not achieve the desired savings. the CBO
believes the two MRC strategy can still be supported with an
even smaller force. Chairman of the House Armed Services
Committee Representative Ronald V. Dellums advocates further
troop reductions to save an additional %23 billion. Mumerous
lawmakers disagree with Dellums. None of the Army’s current 00TW

e ail

receive additicnal funding from Congress. Rather, they

B

funded out of the existing &rmy budget.[S50]




Factor Six: Nationalism and ldeology

It is important to note the BUR essentially ignores
Blainey’s sixth factor, namely, the moral domain_oF war. The
conclusions of Samuel Huntington’®s "Clash of Civilizations" is
that such differences not only are significant, but will become
more pronounced in the future. I[declogies or religionse that
gleorify death for their cause, such as the Somali warrior culture
or martyraom in an Islamic holy war, hardly lend themselves to
gquick, decisive defegat. 0On the contrary, these potential
belligerents are capable of ideologically or culturaliy
sustaining protracted struggles against their enemies. Saddam
Hussein lost a big part of his Army, but he is stili 1n power and
has yet to comply with all of the provisions of the DESERT STORM
cease fire.

While cur limited war victaory evicted him from
Fuwait, ne in effect 1s waging a protracted struggle that
continues tc cost American lives and resources. The BUR has

O V]
4 i

iy

defined away this part of the problem of war by not conside
the requirements of protracted conflicts. The i1deocicgical,
religious and nationalistic resiliency of our potential oppocnents
may =nable many of them to survive our quick, decisive victory
fozus. The BUR does not address the important issue posed by
zuch scenarios, namely, what to do when quick, decisive vichtary

doctrinme faliils to achieve the des:red erndstate.




Factor Severmi The Personality and Mental Qualities of the
Leaders Who Decide For War or Peace

The BUR has no impact on the personality aor mental qualities
of the leaders who decide for war or peace. While it may shape a
FPresident’ s perception of what the nation can or cannot do in a
time of crisis, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs aof Staff in his
advisory role will provide the necessary military information for
such decisions. Foreign leaders who are opportunistic and have
interests counter to those of America may see the reduced
military capability directed by the BUR as providing new

opportunities.

VI. RECOMMENDATIONS
America faces difficult choices with respect to the 21st
Century. Our political leaders apparently want to retain the
power inherent in cur military might, but are unwilling to pay
for it. These leaders have four options:

1. Maintain a Superpower National Security Strategy ana
adequately resource it.

2. Maintain a Suparpower National Security Strategy but do
not adequately resource it. Essentially, assume increased
strategic risk by bluf+fing the American public and the rest of
the world.

3. Adopt an isolationist National Security Strategy,
significantly reduce the military and devote those resources to
domestic needs.

4., Aaopt a National Security Strategy that incrementally
reduces global commitments as it draws down military capability.
Such a strategy must leverage octher instruments of natiormal power
to replace influence lost by the reduct:on of militarvy power.




The BUR falls in the second category. ‘By maintaining a
global NSS, but inadequately resscurcing it, we are setting the
conditions for strategic failure. The consequent lass of
American prestige and referent power will be much more severe
than the incremental loss we will knowingly accept under the
fourth option. In this sense, the BUR represents a "muddle
through" solution to the "imperial overstretch" descriped by
Fennedy. The result is continued decline.

We need an NSS that clearly defines American interests now.
The force structure and budgetary decisions before Congress can
only be properly made in the context of a clearly defired
national strategy. Without such a strategy and well defined
defense endstate, the nation will have to live with the
strategy, force structure2 and budget that emerge from the
legislative process. While there are manyv important issuves on
the Fresident’s agenda, the responsibillity +or our national
security strategy 1= clearly his and his alone. The BUFR
ie not a natiagnal security shrategy, it is essentially a
force structure decision driven by budgetary considerations.

America must leverage its other less costly instruments of
national power in protection of our vital i1nterests abroad. I+
the nation can no longer atford a superpower military, than 1t
must maximize the effectiveness of its other means of influence.
This necessitates a mor2 holistic approach to natiocnal security
than that implied by the BUS. Interagency cooperaticn and

rotsoT our
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syrnchronization must improve 1+ we are o effectivelw
intzreszts with fewer resources. Feviewe of 2ther governmentzo
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and cooperation.

Any review of America’s defense needs must use valid
assumptions. One of the uses of theory is to provide a framework
for predicting future events. DOD could draw on the substantial
body of available theory to derive valid assumptions concerning
the nature of war and peace in the Zlist Century. The scholars
quoted in this work: Blainey, Huntington, Keegan, kennedy and the
To+t+lers, provide a solid point of departure for such an
analysis. Realistic assumptions concerning budget authority are
essential to prevent a repeat of the BUR fiscal miscalculations.
A DOD and State Department regional review of expected coalition
partners in the event of reagicnal conflict will facilitate
realistic assumptions concerning required force structure bv
region.

The methodology for a comprehensive review of futuire defense
needs must be based on a sound vision of the future, a realistic
set o+ assumptions and on a coherent NSS that clearly defines
national interests. The methodology must consider ail
instruments of naticnal power and projected budgent auvthority.
Finally, it must involve the national political leadership from
the beginning, in order to prevent any further lose of time 1in
resclving the future of the nation’s strategy, force structure

and budget.

VII. CONCLUSIONS
This sxaminaticon of the BUR identified flaws with tine

methodologv and underlving assumptions of the BUR. These ©iaws.

in turn, resultea in serious deficiencies in the results of tniz




important work. The BUR's point of departure for an examinatinon
of future defense needs was the demise of the Soviet Union, an
event that is already three years old. However, rather than
develop a comprehensive picture ot the nature of war and peace in
the 21st Century as a basis for force plarning, the BUR assumes
limited wars of the DESERT STORM variety are the moadel faor future
conflict. Contemporary scholars such as Samuel Huntington, John
besgan, and Alvin and Heidi Toffler disagrse with this
assumption. They point to a clash of civilizations 1n the next
century and an 1ncreased potential for violent cultural

conflict. Such conflicts tend to be protracted and costiy. not
limited.

The BUR s assumptions concerning peace fail the test of
history as provided by Geoffrey Elainey’s exhaustive study of the
causes of war since 1700. These assumptions are that the best
guarantors of peace are a thriving web of free trading
relationships and an international partnerships of democratic
nationrs. Free trade iz mcore often a result of peace, rather tharn
a cause ot peacz. Democryacy may not be the optimal +orm o
government for all nations. A= Blainey comments, free trace and
democracy may have caused more interrational war than peace.

de for the results of the BUR, the guantitative analvsis
approach of the BUR does not adequately assess the numerous
subjective factorzs that have lead to wars 1 the past. When we
dn analvze thase racters using Blainev's severn ooint thEoretiosd
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budget of the BUR actually increase the potential for
international miscalculation and war.

Secretary fAspin®s BUR has unquestiocnably vurthered the
crucial debate on America’s future national security needs. The
BUR has kept Congressional attention focused on national security
issues at a time of multiple competing priorities. Nevertheless,
the deficliencies in methodology, assumptions and results limit
the utility of the BUR as a blueprint for ocur future natioral
strategy and force structure. It is time to put the BUR aside
and develop a more realistic set of assumptions and methodolagy

with which to decide our future strateqgy and force structure.
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Appendix At HASC Study lraqi Equivalents Chart

. Land, Sea and Air Strength of Major Regional Powers
. Region/Nation Land Sea Air
Irag(pre—~war) 1.0 1.0 1.0
Middle East/SW Asia
Irag (1992) 0.3 0.1 0.2
Iran 0.13 3.0 0.4
Syria 0.6 1.0 2.6
Libya 0.3 1.0 0.7
Asia
North Korea Q0.6 10.¢ 0.5
China 1.2 40.0 2.8

Western Hemisphere
Cuba 0.135 2.0 O.1

Land ratios based on calculations of equivalent heavy divisions,
specifically, inventories of tanks, APCs and artillery with
slight modification based on quality of equigr»ent. The current
(1992) Iraq score is based on equipment destroyved in the Gul+ War
and reported reorganizations within the Iragi forces.

Air scores are based on numbers of aircraft modified by quality
of equipment. Naval scores are similarly based but are somewhat
more subjective because of the variety of eguipment and
formations. Data on numbers and type of equipment +rom
International Institute for Strategic Studies, The Militair:
Balance 1991-1992.




Appendix B: Comparison of HASC Threat Chart with BUR’s

“New Dangers and New Opportunitiaes"
HASC STUDY
Title: Situations for which

Americans Might Want Military
Forces in the 1990s

1. Countering Regicnal Aggressors

2. Combatting the spread of Nuclear

and other Mass Terror Weapons

J«. Fighting Terrorism

4. Restricting Drug Trafficking

5. Keeping the Peace

4. Assisting Civilians
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BOTTOM-UP REVIEW

Title: New Dangers

1. Regional Dangers

2. Spread of NBC Weapons

3. Dangers to Demccracy
arnd Retform

4. Potential Faiiure to

Build a Strong and
Growing US Economy

Title: New Opportunities

Expand Security Fartnerships
Improve Regional Deterrence

Impiement Dramatic Nuclear
Reductions

Frotect US Security with
Fewer Rescurces




Appendix Ci1 Force Building Block Comparisomi HASBC and BUR

1. HASC Alternative Future Force Structures

Force A Force E Faorce C Force D
ARMY
Active Divisions 8 8 9 10
Reserve Divisions 2 2 6 &
MARINE CORPS
Active Divisions 2 2 2 I
FKeserve Divisions 1 1 1 1
Ak FORCE
Active Wings ) =] 10 11
Reserve Wings 4 1) 8 @
NAVY
Ships (total) 220 290 340 430
Carriers 6 8 12 15
SSNg 20 40 40 S0
Assault Ships S0 SO S0 gz
SEALIFT
Fast Sealift Ships 1é& 24 24 24
Afloat Preposition 20 24 24 24
Ships
2. Bottom-Up Review Force Options for Major Regional
Conflicts
STRATEGY: 1 2 3
Win 1 MRC Win 2 Win 2
Win 1 MRC Hold 2d MEC MRCs MRCs plus
ARMY:
Active Divs 8 10 10 12
Reserve Divs 6 6 8
Reserve Enhanced Readiness Brigades 15
NAVY:
Carrier
Battle Groups 8 10 11+1 (Res) 12
MARINE CORPS:
Active Brigades S S S =
Reserve Divisions 1 1 1 1
AIR FORCE:
Active Fighter Wings 10 13 13 14
Feserve Fighter Wng & 7 7 Lo
Farce
Enhanczments
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