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PROCEEDI NGS

MR. HANLEY: Ladies and gentlenmen, welcone to this
introduction of the report of the National Defense Panel.
This briefing will be on the record.

Qur Chairman, M. Odeen, will give a few m nutes of
remar ks and then open the session to questions. |If you have
gquestions, there are m crophones on either side of the room

And without further ado, 1'd like to introduce the
panel and then the Chairnman.

On ny inmmediate left is Philip Odeen, the Chairman
of the panel.

And then noving fromyour left to right is
Anbassador Richard Arm tage; ADM Dave Jerem ah; Anbassador
Bob Kimmtt; Dr. Andrew Krepinevich; Dr. Janne Nol an; and GEN
Janmes McCart hy.

Wth that, I'll turn it over to our Chairman, M.
Qdeen.

MR. ODEEN. Thank you, Paul. Two nenbers of our

panel were not able to be here today, GEN Bob Ri sCassi and

GEN Rich Hearney. Unfortunately, we've been neeting very




intensely for the | ast several weeks. And they all had to
get back to their jobs, | believe. So, unfortunately, they
coul d not be here today.

Let me add our welcone to all of you and thank you
very much for being here today.

W're going to -- I'"'mgoing to make just a very
brief set of comments on the report. You' ve all had a chance
to look at it, so hopefully you all have a fair idea of what
we're saying. So we'll try to spend nost of the tine this
nor ni ng on questions and answers. And so after a few nonents
-- afewmnutes of cooments, we'll open up the questions.

The panel nenbers are avail able afterwards; if any
of you want to spend a few mnutes with us afterwards, we'd
be happy to neet with the press on a one on one basis to
answer any further questions. So again, welcone, and we | ook
forward to the discussion |ater on.

Let me just start with a very brief overview. As |
believe you all know, this report -- this study was nandat ed

by the Congress | ast year at the same tine they managed the

-- they mandated the so-called Quadrenni al Defense Review,




DR, by the Pentagon. They also directed that a separate
i ndependent | ook be taken at the U S. defense forces and
requi renents and force structure for the future.

The panel is independent, a m xture of forner
mlitary and civilians who have been involved in this
busi ness for a long tine, also people of deep diplonmatic
backgrounds, as well.

We spent a great bit of time. W started
essentially at the end of February and over the past eight or
ni ne nonths, we've net extensively with the senior defense
| eadership, the Secretary, the deputy, the senior |eaders in
the Ofice of Secretary of Defense, the service chiefs, vice
chiefs, the chairman. W net with all of the comanders in
chief, all of the CINCs. W also net with a range of
academ c experts, fornmer defense officials. And we reached
out quite widely. W had two open sessions with the various
t hi nk tanks.

So we made a serious effort to get a broad range of

opi nions on the issues we're tal king about.




We al so had the opportunity to frequently interact
wi th nmenbers of Congress, including Senator Dan Coats, who |
just saw walk in. And Dan and sone of his coll eagues have
been very hel pful, as well, in providing their insights to
t he panel .

Qur effort was to | ook beyond the current issues
and essentially go to 19 -- the year 2020, and | ook back. W
focused very much on the threats and i ssues we're going to
face at that point in tinme and didn't really take a | ook at
near term applications until alnost the report was fully
done. W spent our real tinme |ooking out 20 years in the
future, and at the end | ooked back in a sense at what the
inplications were for the near term

The product is a report which focuses very much on
future chall enges, potential threats 20-25 years in the
future, tal ks about a range of capabilities we nay need at
that point in time. None of us are smart enough -- | don't
think anyone is -- to say exactly what the issues and threats

are going to be at that point in tinme. But we do feel there

are a series of challenges we have to begin now to prepare




ourselves for if we're going to be able to handl e them
effectively at that point in tine.

And, finally, we have a transformation strategy
whi ch tal ks about how we take actions now to begin to devel op
the capabilities and the operational concepts we'll need to
be an effective fighting force in the future.

Very, very brief top line of our report, we
-- first of all, is that the challenges will be very
different in the future. The future wars are likely to be
quite different fromthose we face today. And the kinds of
forces, the kinds of tactics, the kinds of concepts that work
very effectively in the past are risk -- there's high risk.
They will not be effective 15, 20, 25 years in the future.

We have to take a different approach.

And, finally, we begin to nake -- take this
transformati on soon. W need to start right now. Not only
in changing the way the mlitary operates, but we also
believe quite firmy that we have to | ook beyond DOD to the

entire national security apparatus and al so our relationships

with allies. It's inportant that the entire U. S. governnent




effectively work to preserve our national security interests.
It is not just an issue for defense. W talk about that, as
wel | .

The kinds of challenges we'll be facing 20 years in
the future are likely to be quite different than those of
today. And | don't think | need to spend a |lot of tinme on
this. You all recognize this.

The adversaries are likely to be very different
t han the Warsaw Pact kind of threat we faced in the past.

Any future adversary is likely to approach us in an
asymmetrical way -- in a sense, take a | ook at our weaknesses
and attack those, avoid attacking our strengths. Future
adversaries are certainly going to have | ooked at the results
of the Gulf War and not make the kind of m stakes the Iraqgis
made. There may be different venues. W nmay be concerned

-- we believe we'll be nuch nore concerned about defending
the United States within the United States from potenti al

weapons of mass destruction, terrorist attack as well as

m ssil e attack.




Al so, cities, which are growing rapidly in the |less
devel oped world, are likely to be areas we're going to have
to operate in.

We'l|l have additional partners. W believe
coalition warfare, allies are going to increasingly -- going
to be increasingly inportant; and al so international
organi zati ons and even non-governnental organizations are
inportant in many of our security operations.

And, finally, time lines wwll be reduced. Because
of the use of information technol ogy, everything happens nore
rapidly. W have to react nore rapidly. And obviously we're
unlikely to have the five or six nonth period to build up and
prepare for any future conflict.

As a result, we have to change in many ways.

First, we'll need a range of additional capabilities. [|I'm
not going to tal k about these, per se, but we believe
lightness, agility, nobility will be nmuch nore inportant.
We're sinply not going to have either the tinme or the ability

to lift very heavy forces into sonme conflicts. They'll

certainly have value in other cases. But in many cases,
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we'll need to be very light and able to get places very
qui ckly and not be in a position to sustain the heavy
| ogistics tail that many of our current forces require.

And they al so nmust be inter-operable, across all of
DOD. Jointness will be even nore inportant, but also with
allies, coalition partners, as well.

The culture also nust change. It nust be nore
flexible. W sinply have to be willing to change, to
recogni ze changes and to rapidly nove to change, not only the
ki nds of equi pnent we use, but how we enpl oy the forces, how
we work with our allies and so on.

We have to be innovative, willing to make change,
to recogni ze the need for change and to respond qui ckly.

And, finally, we have to be integrated across al
of DOD, but inportantly with our allies and al so across al
aspects of the U S. governnent's national security apparatus.

So, being integrated will also be nore inportant in the
future.

Qur report talks at some | ength about a

transformation strategy. This little schematic just gives
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you a flavor for what we're thinking about. W believe it's
inportant to do a |ot of experinentation, a lot of testing, a
ot of trying of new ways of waging war, new ways of
enpl oyi ng our equi pnent, trying out new kinds of equipnent,
both off-the-shelf technology, but also mlitary technol ogy.
Take sone risks in the near term And that may nean
stretching out, cutting back, or even canceling sone current
weapons in order to invest nore in new technol ogy and new
ideas. But you try them You experinment. Things that work
you then take to the next phase, which is to exploit those
capabilities and begin to produce real mlitary capability.
By doing that, you begin hedgi ng your risks and providing
yourself with significant additional capability.

We see this as an iterative process. You don't do
this just once. You test, try, exploit, and go back and test
new things. So we see this as a process that will continue
on an active basis for the long, long tine -- certainly al
t hrough the foreseeable future.

Qur bottomline is; first of all, we have to focus

on future operations. W talk in the report at sone detai
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about the current force sizing strategy of two major theater
wars. We believe in looking farther out in the future, we
have to -- we have to plan in a different manner.

The real decisions in the Pentagon are really
deci sions about risks. There are no easy decisions. It's a
choi ce about where do you want to take risks? And our view
is the near termrisks are relatively lowin the major
conflicts. And, therefore, we have to put our focus on the
| onger termand do our investnments in a way to prepare
oursel ves for the future.

We have to exploit the many, very significant
mlitary capabilities the U S. has today, information
technology in particular, teleconmunications, the ability to
network forces, the real inpact that nodern electronics is
having on the battlefield. The U S. has an incredible
advantage in that area we need to exploit over the future.

We al so have to worry about energing threats. W
don't see any significant threat in the scope of -- in terns

of the Soviet Union anywhere in the foreseeable future. But

al nost certainly there will be new threats, regional threats
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perhaps and certainly smaller threats, including threats to
the United States, terrorists, use of weapons of nass
destruction. And, therefore, we'll have to focus nore on

t hese changing threats in the future.

And, finally, the Pentagon today is really burdened
heavily by many | egacies of the cold war, in particular an
excessive infrastructure, too many bases, an expensive
support structure which relies on outnoded ways of doing
business. And we believe that it's essential that over the
next several years, we take active steps to not only cl ose
bases, have additional rounds of BRAC -- to close bases is
inportant -- but also to take advantage of the new ways of
doi ng busi ness that the Anerican business community has
pi oneered so effectively. So, outsourcing, re-engineering of
busi ness processes and things are also inportant. It wll
al so free up significant dollars to do the investnents that
will require it.

| mentioned earlier the need to broaden jointness,

not only to be nore joint with our own mlitary but also to

incorporate in there our allies, coalition partners, non-
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governnment al organi zations, international organizations. So
we have to reach out nore widely for the future.

And, finally, wwthin the United States, we have to
really involve the entire national security establishnent
-- the State Departnent, the econom c parts of governnent, as
wel |l as the Defense Departnent. And that's not just for
mlitary operations, but peacetine operations, humanitarian
operations, what the Pentagon calls shaping activities, which
we believe are very inportant, maintaining a stable
-- stability in regions around the world is inportant if
we're going to avoid having to use mlitary power. So we
think it's critical that we think nore w dely about the
broader national security establishment. And the changes
there are also part of this transformation strategy.

So, in summary, we believe there will be very
different challenges that we'll have to face, the United
States will have to face 20 years fromnow. Mre concern
about protecting the United States fromexternal threats,

including terrorism Space is |likely to be contested by sone

of our potential adversaries. W'Il|l have to pay nore




15

attention to space -- not only to exploit the very
significant advantages we have there already, but to maintain
t hat advantage and protect our assets and to avoid potenti al
enem es from usi ng space.

I nformation, again, an area of great opportunity
for the United States, but one that can be exploited by
potential adversaries, as well.

And, finally, we could expert asymmetrical kinds of
threats in the future.

This transformati on strategy we propose is not just
a defense strategy, but there we're tal king about broader use
of joint testing, joint operations, joint activities of all
ki nds. W suggest a nunber of changes to the so-called
uni fi ed command plan, the way the mlitary is organized for
unified activities.

W also think it's inportant to go nore broadly to
other parts of governnent and international agencies.

It's critical that we continue the reforns of the

acqui sition systemand that we take very aggressive steps to

cut the very heavy cost of support infrastructure. O the
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$250 billion budget, $140 billion is spent on support-type
activities, including infrastructure. And we sinply have to
reduce the cost of that part of the overall budget in order
to free up the funds we need to take the kind of changes that
-- to transformour forces the way that are required.

And, finally, we need to think beyond the
boundari es of the Pentagon and | ook at the -- the entire
national security establishnent, as well. And that should be
part of our transformation strategy.

Let me stop at that point. And |I'mdelighted to
take your questions. What 1'Il dois I'lIl kind of noderate
here and pass the m ke.

Senat or Coats, do you want to nmake a comment ?

SENATOR COATS: |I'mhere to listen

MR. ODEEN. (Okay. Thank you very nuch for being
here. John?

QUESTION:  You inplied that there is a -- that each
of the services is having difficulty enbracing the future --

the way that they plan, the way that they fight, the way that

t hey buy their weapons. Can you go service by service and
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tal k to us about how the existing structure of the service,
in your opinion, has to change fromthe way they are today?

MR. ODEEN. COkay. Let nme -- | think one of the
things we were inpressed by is that all of the services have
real ly thought through future operations. They have studi es.

Each one has a series of studies on what they see the
warfare being like in 20 years in the future, and sonme very
creative, very innovative ideas.

Qur concern, | believe, is that while they have
these very clear ideas in mnd, they talk a | ot about them
We don't see nmuch investnent going on to -- to nmake those
changes. And we believe you're sinply not going to be able
to get there without -- wi thout those investnents. Let ne
coment briefly on the Arny and maybe ask sonme of ny panel
menbers to coment.

There's a series of studies called "The Arny After
Next," very interesting ways of -- a very different kind of

Arny. Divisions go away. Conbat units are nuch smaller.

They're very agile. Firepower is enployed in very different
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ki nds of ways. The weapons they use are quite different than
t hose of today.

And there is broad support within the Arny for this
kind of thinking. A nunber of books have been witten, one
cal |l ed, "Breaking the Phal anx," sone things |ike that that
are quite w dely known.

But if you |ook at the investnent, there's noney
bei ng spent, but our viewis not nearly enough. They need to
nove nore rapidly.

The Marines have a lot of interesting ideas. U ban
warfare, joint operations, doing a lot of interesting things
out in the desert. But, again, are they noving as quickly as
t hey shoul d?

Let nme ask Dave Jerem ah, ADM Jerem ah, to talk
briefly about the Navy and then Jim McCarthy about the Air
Force, since we have those two with us today. Dave.

ADM JEREM AH. The Navy has al ways been a very

nmobil e force, and particularly with the submarine arm has

had a stealth conponent to it. That has been significant.
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As we | ook at the future, what we see is a need to
pull the various elenments of force structure together as an
organi zation, but not necessarily in the old classic battle
group where you had, in Wrld War Il at least, you d have a
couple of carriers surrounded by destroyers. And that's
still the nental inmage that people have.

But today the United States Navy operating in the
Medi t erranean, for instance, enconpasses the entire
Medi t erranean under the scope of what used to be a single
battle group. And it does that through -- and is noving
toward what has been called network-centric warfare in which
you pull together the mass of the weapons not by physically
nmoving themto a single place, but by creating a network of
information that flows throughout the force enabling sonmeone
who wants to bring firepower in a concentration in a
particular area, the ring of fire that's been described in

sonme ot her docunents, focuses that firepower in a particular

pl ace.
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So the first thing that the U S. Navy is |ooking
towards will be to inprove even nore than we have today our
ability to operate in a network-centric node.

Secondly, in doing that, we want to increase the
firepower that we get out of the Navy, so that when you put a
surface conbatant adjacent to an area where you want to exert
i nfluence, you have firepower that will reach in and support
ground forces, be they Marines or Arny forces.

| think that we also are particularly interested in
being able to see a transformation of firepower in ternms of
t he ki nds of weapon systens and the wei ght of weapon that we
can bring to bear in support of the forces on the ground.
That's not to say that we're going to forget about the diesel
submarine threats and the mne threats that exist at sea.
Those things are still very nmuch on everyone's mnd. And the
Navy has been working hard to try to deal with those, as
well, so that we keep our defenses -- so our defenses keep

pace with the offensive capability.

MR. CDEEN. Jim
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GEN McCARTHY: | think the Air Force describes
where they're heading quite well. | believe our conments
suggested that there needed to be |onger range aircraft
rather than the | arger nunbers of shorter range aircraft to
deal with the challenges that we see in that tine frane.

In terns of production quantities, smaller nunbers
and then noving to the next generation of technol ogy as
qui ckly as possi bl e.

And then ground surveillance capabilities need to
be expanded in nunbers. And | think that's the major thrust
of the inpact on the Air Force system

MR. ODEEN. Let nme ask Rich Armtage, Anbassador
Arm tage, to comment, as well.

MR. ARM TAGE: John, | think a nore specific answer
to your question, we lay out a tenplate of characteristics of
the force of 2020. Speed, stealth, nmobility, small |ogistics
footprint, precision strike, long-range strike, capabilities,
et cetera. And if you accept that tenplate -- and | believe

nost of the services do -- as the characteristics of the

force of 2020, then you | ook back and have to question sone
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of the specific procurenents that the services are making
now.

For instance, if you accept that tenplate, it m ght
make you question why you never have anot her 70-ton, 65-ton
tank. It mght nmake you question why you'd have technol ogy
that's 30 or 35 years old in your helicopters, things of this
nat ure.

So | would inplore you to |ook carefully at the
characteristics of the force, which | think the services
woul d endorse, and then apply that against their procurenent
pl ans of the present. And | think you'll see that it wll
lead themin a very different direction.

QUESTION:  So they're having troubl e making the
transition, is what you're saying?

GEN McCARTHY: |'m suggesting they haven't started
the transition. And | think the job that M. Odeen and the
rest of us engaged in was to try to give themour views of
how to transform how to get on the plan to transition

MR, ODEEN. | think the issue is, they have a | ot

of near-termchallenges. They're very busy, very active.
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And it's not easy to reduce the investnent in today's weapons
and focus on the future. They've got alot of -- it's a

t ough choi ce you have to make, but it's an issue of risk, as
| said earlier. And we believe the long-termrisks are much
greater, so they need to nove.

Question right here.

QUESTION:  Yes. Do you see a m ni num budget to
sustain this or to support this? And, secondly, do you see
t he experinentation being driven by an expanded ACT -- ACTD
pr ogr anf

MR. ODEEN. Sure. Two-part question. As far as
t he budget, our -- we used -- our assunption is the budget
will be relatively stable for the next, you know, X years,

t hi nk, which is what the Pentagon assuned.

We certainly | ooked at the possibility of asking
for additional funds in our discussions, but | think that
that's not very likely to happen. |[If anything, the risk is
on the down side, that there will be pressure on the budgets

in the out-years when we -- as we get closer to 2002 and sone

of the non -- the discretionary non-defense spending cuts
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start taking place. There nmay be a |lot of pressure on the
def ense budget.

So we feel that it's even nore inperative to nove
qui ckly on these infrastructure costs to try to get those
reduced right now to free up funds, or if the worst case
happens and the budgets get cut, there are still funds
avai l able to do the transformation.

In terns of how you do it --

QUESTION:  (Away from m crophone.)

MR. ODEEN. W don't have a nunber, per se. |
mean, our -- we believe it would be -- if we could maintain
roughly today's |levels, we believe that funds are adequate to
handle this transformation if we're willing to make sone
tough choices. And if you don't make tough choi ces, you're
sinply not going to have this transformation or at |east one
that is going to be effective.

In terns of how you do it, ACTDs, which are

essentially tests of new technol ogy, we think that's a very

good approach. They shoul d be encouraged, expanded.
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One of our proposals is to create sonmething called
t he Joi nt Forces Conmand, which should have control over al
U.S. base forces, but also have the responsibility for
testing new concepts. W propose creating sonmething called a
joint battle | ab, which would be a headquarters that would
run all of these joint experinents. W think the testing
needs to be joint in nost cases. The service testing sure
ought to go ahead, sone service-unique capabilities.

But we believe you need a joint process, which
woul d be run by these joint battle labs to run a variety of
experinments with not only new technol ogy and new weapons, but
al so new ways of operating, new ways of communi cating and so
on. So we see a very active set of experinents and tests
largely driven by this joint activity, but enconpassing al so
the service test. And ACTDs woul d certainly be an inportant
part of that.

QUESTI ON: Anbassador Armitage started a

contingency list of what he thought he could do without. Can

anyone el se expand on that?
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MR. ODEEN. Well, we have a section in the report
on that. Wy don't we -- why don't you take a | ook at that
and we'd be happy to talk to you afterwards about it in nore
detail. But we have a |ot nore questions. Right here, right
behi nd you.

QUESTION: There's a section here on how t he
national security apparatus has failed to get a handle on the
change or the need to change, and it sounds |ike you've
totally brushed them of f. That being the case, | wonder if
you could expand a little bit on what the national security
apparatus has failed to do --

MR. ODEEN: Sure.

QUESTION: -- and if it wasn't all that critical,
why did you (away from m crophone)?

MR. CDEEN. Let ne ask Anmbassador Bob Kimmtt to
answer that. He's had a wi de range of experience both within
t he Pentagon and across the executive branch, as well as
bei ng an anbassador. So, Bob, how about responding to that?

MR KIMMTT: W put it late to make sure you'd

read it that far back. I'mglad to see that you have. |
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think, just historically, if you look in 10-year Dbl ocks, the
period of '75 to '85, we had to put our individual services
back together after Vietnam

"85 to '95 was really the tine that jointness cane
intoits ow, largely as a result of the inpetus and
ol dwat er-Ni chols. W think now not only do we need to nove
to the new |l evels of jointness that Phil nentioned and that
are laid out in the report, but that you' ve got also to get
the interagency piece right and the conbi ned piece right,
that is, wwth friends and allies.

O herwi se, what you're going to find is that our
forces are going to be both enpl oyed and depl oyed too early
and too often into non-strategic situations that are perhaps
better handl ed by di pl omacy, econom c assi stance, non-
governnment al organi zations, friends and allies.

And | think that for the mlitary itself,
particularly when you | ook at friends, you want to nake sure
that we don't not just nove ahead, but |eap ahead, and | eave

the others so far behind that we're sort of condemi ng

ourselves to unilateral action in many circunstances.
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On the national security apparatus itself, | think
that there has been a growi ng trend when people sit around
the interagency table and | ook at a problemto nove too
qui ckly to, what can the mlitary do to solve this particular
i ssue?

And, really, the mlitary should be an instrunent
of last resort, one that is used for, yes, shaping purposes
but ultimately to protect our strategic interests. And |
think that the notion of what we have here is to suggest that
other parts of the U S. governnent, other friends and allies
need to do the sanme kind of search and anal ysis that defense
did in the QDR and what we tried to do in this report.
Utimately, to make our mlitary nore effective by being part
of both an interagency teamis nore effective in an
international teamis nore effective.

Senat or Lugar had a proposal to do sonething |ike
this for the State Departnment. There is sonething called a
21st Century Security Strategy Goup that was passed -- in

this past Congress. And | think they're going to | ook at

these nore broadly. | think those are noves in the right
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direction. | think we |ay out sonme good ideas on what can be
done even short of that, however, to make the interagency
piece work right. And then ultimately | think we have to
work even closer with our friends and allies to nake sure
that we're noving forward together.

MR. ODEEN. Back there in the mddle, we have one
in the left side here for a second.

QUESTION:  (Away from m crophone.)

MR. ODEEN. Let nme try to respond to that and then
maybe ask one of the other panel nmenbers to comment on it, as
well. The current strategy of being prepared for two nmajor
t heater wars that happened in very brief, quick succession
-- we have a war starting in one place and within a matter of
50, 45 -- 50, 60 days |ater, another conflict starts -- is,
we believe, arelatively |low probability scenario, to have
two things happen that close together. But planning for that
kind of contingent -- set of contingencies does create a | ot
of stress on certain kind of forces. And we believe is not

-- 1s dysfunctional in that sense, that we would be better

off to have a broader set of planning considerations that
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| ook not only at preparation for |arge regional
contingencies, but also for smaller contingencies, various
ki nds of humanitarian, peacekeeping and other activities.
The fact that you plan a robust capability for one
contingency doesn't mean that if a second one shoul d happen,
you' re unable to respond. W still have significant other
forces. You mght respond in a very different kind of way.
But we believe that this focus on two mgjor theater
wars does divert funds and distracts attention from
investnments for the longer -- farther out in the future.
How about there was a question right over here.
QUESTION: You were tal king about -- you made
reference to the need for a change in culture. Wat are you
going to do in ternms of getting your plan adopted or getting
even el enents of your plan adopted by one of the nobst
conservative bureaucracies in Washi ngton, the Pentagon; as
wel | as how do you overcone what goes on the Hi Il where you

have politics entering in ternms of the budgeting for huge

defense systens that aren't asked for by the Pentagon? How
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do you deal with that entire mnd-set and shift of the m nd-
set into the direction that you say it has to go in?

MR. ODEEN. Let ne tal k about the Pentagon first or
t he defense establishnent first. | believe the chall enge
there is obviously to not only get people tal king and
di scussing these issues -- and we'll certainly do our best to
reach out and talk to different audiences. | know we're
speaking to war col |l ege groups and various kinds of defense
groups. We'll be, I"'msure, up on the H Il neeting with the
people on the Hill, as well.

Many of the ideas that we're tal king about here,
the very significant dramatic changes, transformations we're
tal king about are things that are actively being considered
within the Pentagon. So it's not as if these are ideas that
have to be forced on them

VWhat we need to do is help build support for sone
of these nore rapid transformations for changi ng enphasi s,
changing priorities, in order to provide both the attention

and the priorities and the dollars required to nmake these

t hi ngs happen.
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The Pentagon is a conservative organization in a
| ot of ways. But they've also nade sone quite dramatic
changes in the past. So | believe they can be made. The
Congress is a different problem

Senat or Coats and a nunber of his coll eagues have
been extrenely interested in our -- in this process. W've
had a nunber of neetings in both the Senate and House si de.
| believe there is an interest anong a nunber of the | eaders
in both houses to begin asking sonme tough questions about
t hese kinds of issues. And |I'm hopeful that we'll get a real
debat e goi ng.

If the only result of this is an active debate on
these issues, | think we'll feel l|ike our goals were
achieved. Let nme ask Rich to add to that.

MR. ARM TAGE: | think | should defer to Senator
Coats for this answer, but I'lIl say nmy view. Sone of us have
spent an inordinate anount of tinme wth the U S. Congress in
the last three or four weeks. And it is our hope and indeed

our belief that when the hearings begin next winter in

January and February, that you'll find nmenbers of the
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Nat i onal Defense Panel testifying before or after
admnistration witnesses. And | think that's the way you're
going to get a real debate.

We have been led to believe, at |east by nenbers of
t he House and the Senate that this was how t hey envi si oned us
operating. And |I'mnot sure in which order people will go.
But, clearly, if there is some wind in the sails of this
report, then the admnistration will have to put their budget
prograns forward with an eye to these and an eye to the
tenplate we put out. Certainly this is the expectation of
the U S. Congress.

MR. ODEEN: Let nme add to that. First of all,

Senator Coats, | don't think it was an i nordi nate anmount of
time. It was all fully -- fully required. That's Rich's
Vi ew.

Let me just add to that. W have net reqgularly
with the people, the senior people in the Pentagon.
believe Secretary Cohen is very synpathetic with many of the

i deas we're tal king about today. And | believe we'll get

support for many of these ideas fromthe Pentagon. Again,
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"' m hopeful this will provide the inpetus for a real
di scussi on, real debate.
Back in the back here, there was a | ady back here.
Ri ght there.

QUESTION:  (Away from m crophone.)

MR. ODEEN. Are you tal king about civilian
enpl oyees of the Defense Departnent? The question is -- it
has to do with the role of the civilians in this activity.
Most of your civilians are involved in what are essentially
support-type activities. |If you |look at where the -- | think
t here's about 700,000 or 800, 000 civilians across al
Def ense. Most of themare in nmaintenance, |ogistics, supply
and activities like that.

My expectation is that you' d see -- you would see
over the next five years sone substantial reductions in
nunbers of civilian enployees. The nunbers of civilian
enpl oyees reduced over the last, say, ten years, they' ve cone
down nuch nore slowy than mlitary personnel because they're

-- the support structure has not cone down as rapidly as

conbat forces.
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So if the ideas we suggest -- and these are things
that the recent defense reforminitiative that Secretary
Cohen announced, | believe two weeks ago today, suggesting
many of the same things will probably result in sonme
substantial reductions in civilian enployees as either
activities are cut back or they're perhaps outsourced or
privati zed.

How about right here and then we'll go to -- right
in the front row, right. Yes.

QUESTION:  The arnmed forces has noved from nmaki ng
sonme of these changes over the | ast decade or so, and yet the
| ast war we fought in the Persian Gulf was essentially using
many of the outnoded strategies and tactics that we're
changing away from You tal ked about there was a war fought
with those big 70-ton tanks and | arge-scale units and
addi tional arm es even today.

Isn'"t there the chance that we m ght change this

new force and then find ourselves in an ol d-fashi oned

conflict, as we did in '90 and '91?
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MR. ODEEN. Sure. Yeah, good question. First of
all, as you say, '90 and '91 was really alnost -- the tactics
there were those we devel oped for the Russians, the Sovi et
threat, in many ways.

Even if we transformed very rapidly over the next
20 years, you're still going to have a substantial |egacy of
today's systens. The length of tinme these things |ast, the
cost of building new ones are such that our assunption is
that you would still have significant forces, whether they're
naval forces or air forces or |and forces.

So this transformation is not going to happen
overnight even if it's done aggressively. So our viewis we
woul d transform substantial parts of the forces, but you'd
still have significant |egacy.

For exanple, if we talk about the Arny, the | and
forces, we recomrend that the new round of upgrading
equi pnent be restricted to the forward depl oyed forces, the
division in Korea and those in Europe, plus the forces at Ft.

Hood in Texas, the IIl Corps. That's just a portion of the

Arny.
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| think the rest of the Arny ought to nove nuch
nore rapidly toward the Arnmy After Next type of organization
and tactics and so forth and weaponry.

But that would still be a very significant force
that could be involved if you had a nore traditional kind of
conbat. So these transformations, because of the |ength of
time weapon systens last will still have a significant |egacy
capability for a long, |long period of tine.

Up here in the front row This gentleman has been
very, very patient.

QUESTION: 1've got two. Were there any m ssion
areas, operation mssion areas in any of the services that
can be very obviously irrelevant now, things they've been
doing traditionally for 50 years but really don't have any
relevancy for the threat situation in the future?

And, al so when you say, l|onger-range aircraft at
t he expense of shorter-range aircraft, are you saying nore

B-2s versus a strike fighter? O could you explain what that

means?
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MR, ODEEN. Sure. Let nme ask -- let nme ask Andy to
answer the first one and Jim MCarthy the second one since he
mentioned it. But, in ternms of mssions, Andy, do you want
totalk to that?

DR. KREPINEVICH: Well, | think in the Panel's
wor k, essentially what canme out is that once you get beyond
the near term our charter was to | ook at 2010 and beyond.
What you see are sone very different kinds of operational
chal I enges, sone very different kinds of m ssions.

And so, for exanple, with respect to power
projection, there was a concern that we m ght be put into a
situati on where we have to project power in the absence of
forward bases, which traditionally has been a major part of
the way we project power. W may have to project power far
infand. O that we may have to take steps to control space
as the comercialization of space continues and as nore and
nmore countries gain access to space. O that we nay have to
take steps to protect our information infrastructure the way

we used to think about defending our industrial

i nfrastructure.
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So certainly we did see very new and different
ki nds of m ssions comng into play beyond the near term

The great enphasis on experinentation was, as Phi
(Odeen has said, to take a lot of the good ideas that are now
resident in the services and bring themto bear in solving
t hese operational challenges through joint experinmentation
because we do plan to fight jointly.

And, consequently, what it is hoped is that as a
consequence of those kinds of exercises, the relevant new
mssions will be identified, the sort of |egacy m ssions that
aren't necessary or certainly would play a nuch | esser role
can be identified, as well. And that would be a major part
of the transformation.

MR. ODEEN. Let nme ask GEN McCarthy to answer the
question about long-range aircraft. [I'Il try to repeat al
of the questions here. Apparently sone of you couldn't hear
them Jim

GEN McCARTHY: The short-range aircraft prograns of

all of the services represent between 4,000 and 5, 000

aircraft over the planned buys of them And so we thought
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t he nunbers | ooked | arger than necessary considering that
each aircraft would carry nore ordnance, nore precision
capability, and have different ways of applying those
weapons.

We al so | ooked out to 2020 and saw that there is no
pl anned | onger-range aircraft by any of the services. And
t hat i nbal ances what we were addressing particularly in ny
coments and in the application of the tenplate as to how we
ought to deal with future aircraft.

QUESTION:  So does that mean nore B-2s?

GEN McCARTHY: It was not specifically nmeant to be,
buy nore B-2s. It was |ooking long-range in the future. W
don't have a long-range aircraft on the drawi ng boards that
follows or replaces the existing systens. And that was the
basic thrust of the Panel's consideration.

MR. ODEEN. Back over here, please, right here.
And then two nore on the side.

QUESTION:  (Away from m crophone) China and |ndia

will be increasingly inportant to (away from m crophone) ?
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MR. ODEEN. The question has to do with the
increasing role of China and India in terns of Arerica's
strategic interests. Really the point there | believe we're
making is that if you ook at that part of the world, those
two countries are both obviously |large countries, both
devel opi ng economcally quite rapidly. W'Ill have the
-- both the technol ogy and the resources to invest in their
mlitary if they decide to do so. And, therefore, both
countries could be significantly nore inportant mlitary
powers in their regions 20 years out in the future.

So our point sinply is that these are countries
that we'll have to be working with over tinme. W think it's
very much in the American interest to maintain close
relationships, build your good relationships with both
countries to ensure that they both develop in ways that are,
you know, focusing on devel opnent that's in everybody's
interest including the Americans.

So we just think that because of the size of those

two countries and their economc power, that's inportant.

I ndia, of course, is a very large country, very good
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technol ogy. And they have an expanding mlitary capability
right now So it's a country we'll have to watch to work
with, to pay attention to, and we hope maintain over tine a
close relationship in the future. The sanme goes wth China,
| believe.

Ri ght over here.

QUESTI ON: Your report urges the individual
mlitary services and the Defense Departnent in general to
pay nore attention to mlitary use of space for the use of
space assets and to protection of space assets.

However, two weeks ago, Secretary Cohen aboli shed
the centralized space nmanagenent structure that's resident in
the Ofice of Secretary of Defense.

To acconplish the space goal that you propose as a
country, do you believe that the way space prograns
-- mlitary space prograns are nanaged within the Pentagon is
sufficient to acconplish that?

MR. ODEEN. Let nme ask GEN McCarthy to address

that. Jim do you want to start off?
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GEN McCARTHY: The focus of the Panel's efforts
were to | ook at what's happening in the comrercialization of
space and al so the inportance of the mlitary access to space
over the long term And it was our judgnent that we needed
to do nore to protect both commercial and mlitary space
assets in the future.

I n anot her part of our report, we discuss the
focusing of energies in a given area. |'mnot personally
famliar wwth the Secretary of Defense's decision, other than
what he said in the Defense ReformInitiative to restructure
t he space organi zation. But we would place great enphasis on
U.S. Space Command as bringing a national focus on the
protection of space assets over tine.

MR. ODEEN. Dave, do you want to add to that?

ADM JEREM AH. The only thing that | would offer up
is Secretary Cohen obviously was working towards creating
efficiencies wthin the OSD staff. That was an organi zation

that cane late to the OSD staff. And when you | ook at all of

the things that were going on, he may have found that his
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existing structure with the NRO and other activities was
adequate to handle the work that he felt was necessary.

MR. ODEEN. As GEN McCarthy nentioned, as part of
our recomended changes in the way the mlitary is organi zed,
we tal ked about expanding the responsibilities of the Space
Command to include information. So it would be a way to
integrate not just what we're doing in space, but all of the
br oader aspects of what we're doing to provide a trenendous
advantage to the U S. mlitary in ternms of control over
information, build and use information for our purposes. And
| think that's a significant recomrendation

Back here in the m ddle.

QUESTION: | read your report on the Arny and the
difficulty it has inits reserve conponents. Could you just
comment in addition to what you have in your report on what
you think the final solution should |ook Iike with respect to
its strengths, structure, and m ssion?

MR. ODEEN. The question has to do with the Arny

and its reserve conponents. Let nme comment on it and then

ask Bob Kimmtt to follow up with that.
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Qur report mekes, | believe, quite clear that we
believe the differences between the active Arny and the Arny
Nat i onal Guard have been very dysfunctional and have not been
either good for the Arny, broadly for the Arny or for the
country. And we recommend that they work very hard to
resol ve those differences.

W nmake a nunber of suggested changes in the way
that the Guard is used, nore closely integrating it with the
active Arny, its conbat units, some new m ssions, new roles
i ncluding a much nore active role in handling the
consequences of a weapons of mass destruction, whether it's a
bi ol ogi cal -chem cal -type attack, within the United States.

We al so suggest that the National Guard in
particular play a key role in the Southern Command, perhaps
bei ng the Arny conponent of the Southern Command.

So we're suggesting a nunber of different m ssions,
different responsibilities for the Guard. It would al nost
certainly involve a fair anmount of restructuring of the

Guard. W say we have nore heavy forces than we need in

general in the Arny and in the Marine Corps, as well, but in
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the Arny and in the Arny Guard and that those should be cut
back and those resources used otherw se.

The exact inplications for end strength, | don't
t hi nk we know because we're suggesting sone pretty
substantial changes in the way the Guard is used. So it's
hard for ne to comment on that point.

Bob, do you want to add to that?

MR KIMMT: Just briefly, Phil, | think to nmake
clear that the force works best when it operates as a total
force. | think we can say pretty clearly that we think the
Army has laid out a pretty good transformati on strategy for
itself, but it's not Force 21. |It's the Arny After Next.
And the quicker the Arny can nove to Arny After Next, the
better it is for the Arny, for the services nore broadly.

And the bottomline is all three parts of the Arny
-- Active, Reserve, and Guard -- have to nove very quickly to
those Arny After Next concepts. That's where we're going to
end up. The question is howlong it takes for people to

realize that that's where we're going to be

MR. ODEEN. Good. Right here.
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QUESTION:  (Away from m crophone.)

MR. ODEEN. The question has to do, did we consult
with the nation's governors during this report, especially
regarding the Guard. W did not talk to the governors. W
did talk to the -- a variety of different ways with the
Nat i onal Guard organi zations, the people in the Pentagon.

| had a -- | made a presentation to the Adjunct
General's organi zation. Chris Jehn, our executive secretary,
very recently went down and net wwth them W had ot her one
on one neetings. GEN Navas, who is the Arny Guard person at
the Pentagon. And we had a very active discussion with GEN
Navas.

So we had a very -- | think quite a nunber of
interactions with the National Guard and the Adjutants
CGeneral. And to both express our concerns and issues, but
also to hear their side of it. So | believe we really did
reach out quite actively and we spent a lot of tine onit, on

that issue. W think it's inportant for the Arnmy. It's

i nportant for the country.
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But the Reserve conponents, the Guard in
particul ar, have a very inportant role to play not only as
part of the total force but in the -- within the confines of
the 50 states, as well. And we think that that's -- it was
worth the tine.

Ri ght back here and then way back in back

QUESTION:  On page 49, you talk about the near term
i nplications of your report for major procurenent prograns.
And you question the logic -- you disagree with decisions.
You use words |ike that, but you don't say "term nate."
Shoul d we rel ease, termnate these systens that we don't
-- that you don't see the logic of?

MR. ODEEN. The question had to do with page 49
where we tal k about -- we raise questions about a nunber of
maj or weapon systens and we rai se questions about the | ogic
and so on. W don't say "termnate." And Tony's question
is, should we read that to say termnate. No. You should
read that the way it's witten

W did not feel it was our -- we hadn't the facts

to make those kinds of specific recomendations. But as |
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indicated earlier, we -- we tried to |l ook out to 2020. W
spent our tinme focusing on that.

Near the end of the process, we said, okay, we now
t hi nk we know what the forces need to |l ook |ike 20 years in
the future. Now, as we sit there and | ook out that far and
| ook back at today's budgets and today's weapons, what are
sone of the issues that junp out at us?

And as we did that, we said, gee, we don't
understand the | ogic of a nunber of these systens, whether
t hey' re ground-based systens, sea-based systens or air types,
avi ation systens. And so that's really what we're saying.
We don't understand the logic. You, the Congress, the
Secretary of Defense, the Pentagon, really need to get into
these issues. W're not in a position to take that -- take a
strong specific answer.

Let me let Andy add to that.

DR KREPI NEVI CH: Cetting back to Phil's earlier
poi nt about a key recommendation that we nmake with respect to

joint experinmentation. If you |look, for exanple, at the

power projection challenge and you' re concerned you m ght not
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have access to forward bases, ports, airfields, facilities,
because they're at risk once the proliferation of mssiles
continues. And so that you're in danger of being attacked by
| arge nunbers of mssiles, losing your forward access to
bases.

Well, the whole notion of joint experinentation
woul d be to allow the services to identify how would you
operate in that environnent. That would be the -- one of the
princi pal roles of the Joint Forces Conmander.

How woul d you get those heavy divisions in? How
woul d you depl oy those short-range aircraft? How would you
sail through those restricted straits?

And so w thout know ng the answer and w t hout
taking away fromthe enornmous anount of val ue that
experinentation and professional mlitary judgnent can be
brought to bear on this, it seened inprudent to us to say,
cancel this, buy that.

What it did seemvery prudent to say was,

experinment. Find out how you are going to operate in this

environnent. And the questioning was at first blush you
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coul d question sone of these sorts of capabilities that may
seemlogical in these kinds of environnents. But that's the
whol e purpose of the transformation and the experinentation.

MR. ODEEN. One of the -- the issue of strategic
forces have not conme up here, which is sort of interesting.
Ten years ago, that woul d have been the nunber one question.

But we did talk in there about START Il and START I
forces. And maybe I'll ask Janne Nolan, Dr. Nolan, to speak
on that issue because we do have sone recommendati ons there,
as well, that pertain to the question Tony just asked.

Janne.

DR. NOLAN: Just quickly, it's in the report. \What
we state is that it's inportant to nove to START |1l levels
as soon as possible. Again, we're |looking out to the future.

The Panel recommends that we continue to | ook at bal anced
and stabilizing reductions and to recogni ze that we can
manage any concei vabl e deterrent problens with a fraction of
our force.

We al so enphasi ze that increasingly the probl em of

strategi c and other nuclear forces has shifted froma
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preoccupation with the threat of central attack to the need
to control, secure and bring under sone internationa
managenent the | egacies of the cold war, the huge nunbers of
sur pl us weapons, including non-strategic nucl ear weapons,
especially in Russia.

We are concerned with coupling defensive systens
with arms control agreenments. And finally with maintaining a
strategic stockpile -- a stewardship program rather, in
support of the conprehensive test ban. | think that's -- and
t he enphasis on the cooperative threat reduction as part of
the security safety agenda. That's page 50-51 of the report.

MR. ODEEN. R ght here in the mddle, this
gentl eman right here.

QUESTION:  (Away from m crophone.)

MR. ODEEN. | had troubl e hearing your question.
Your question was about the overseas depl oynent force, the
100, 000 in Europe, 100,000 in Asia. | believe the -- we
don't speak of that very specifically, but |I believe the

Panel feels that these forward depl oynents are very

inmportant. They not only provide significant mlitary
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capability, obviously, for our forces should we need them
but also they provide a real clear commtnment of U S. support
for allies in those areas. And they're a stabilizing

i nfluence.

So | believe that we're very supportive of those.
But |let nme ask Anbassador Armtage to coment on that.

MR. ARM TAGE: The reason we didn't further define
that in our report is because in a May 15th letter which we
were required to send to the Hill along with the QDR we
specifically endorsed the mai ntenance of about 100, 000 troops
in both Europe and Asi a.

MR. ODEEN. Right here.

QUESTION: | have a two-part question. The report
tal ks about the need to revitalize HUMNT intelligence
capabilities. And | wonder if you feel that the intelligence
community, the CIA has gone too far in terns of its agent
scrub; that is, taking into consideration the checkered past
of sone of the people they had to do business with and

deciding that it no longer felt that doing business with

peopl e with such shady pasts was worth it in terns of the
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pay-off to U. S. national security. That's one part of the
guesti on.

| also want to ask you to talk a little bit about
the threat of biological warfare in the United States.

MR. ODEEN. Dave, do you want to -- ADM Jerem ah,
do you want to respond to that HUM NT question?

ADM JEREM AH:  I'I| take the first part of that
one. | don't think we -- our coments on HUM NT had any
direct application to the issue as you stated it with respect
to the CIA. It had nore to do wth the changing nature of
t he worl d.

When you no | onger are concentrating, as we were
for 50 years, on the Soviet Union and trying to coll ect
intelligence agai nst them nuch of which was done by
techni cal nmeans, and are now faced with disparate threats
around the world that, for either policy or basic national
security reasons, have to be dealt wth, you have to have
that intelligence.

I n nost cases, that intelligence is derived from

HUM NT sources, not necessarily covert. And they can be open
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sources, classified, open information that's in a variety of
docunents, publications, and things of that nature. But the
point is it's a nmuch nore difficult problemas we | ook into
the future to deal with collection of intelligence than it
has been in the past. [|'mfond of saying that when using a
satellite system you can't tell what's going on with that
cromd on the ground. They can be going to a soccer match or
it can be an incipient revolution and you can't tell the

di fference between them

You have to have sonebody on the ground and
under st andi ng what's going on in the countries around the
world in order to make a judgnment of where we're headed.

MR. ODEEN: W also comment in the report that we
include wthin this broader -- efforts to broaden the
experience of mlitary officers in |earning about regions,
under standi ng | ocal cultures and | anguage and so on, as well,
so that our mlitary is nore sensitive to effectively
operating, whether it's in conbat, humanitarian or

peacekeepi ng or shaping activities. So that's an aspect of

HUM NT in the sense it's not intelligence activity. |It's
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sinply cultural awareness and experience and know edge. W
think that will be increasingly inportant for the mlitary.

On the biological, et ne just comment briefly.
Secretary Cohen put out quite a long report |ast week on
that. And I'mnot sure | can add a lot to it, other than
it's obviously a threat that is -- wll likely increase the
future. [It's easy and cheap to produce these kind of
weapons. They can have quite devastating effects. They
could affect the honeland here in the United States, as well
as our forces deployed overseas or allies.

So we believe this is an area that's going to
require a lot nore attention. The Pentagon is putting nore
attention to it | should add. It's not as if they're
ignoring this. Secretary Cohen's point was quite very
poi ntedly going after both chem cal and bi ol ogi cal type
weapons. And they're investing a |lot of noney in that area,
as wel | .

Back here in the mddl e we have a question.

QUESTI ON: How woul d you suggest -- and you

probably don't suggest specific bases. But how woul d you




57

suggest approachi ng the base cl osure process; for exanple,
the big bases, the huge bases |ike the Norfol k Navy base,
t hese di nosaurs of the past?

MR. ODEEN. Sure. The question is, how do you

approach the base cl osure process? Wll, first of all,
despite sone criticismof it, | believe the base -- what do
they call it, BRAC, Base Realignnent and Closure Act, has in

fact had quite a positive effect. The savings are now
begi nning to accrue to that.

And the advantage of that approach is it's a
package of proposed actions that are largely both the
Presi dent and the Congress have to accept all of themor
reject the whole thing. So, it makes it -- in a sense, it
provi des protective cover for the executive branch as well as
the Congress to agree to these things which would be very
difficult to do on a one by one basis.

We al so suggest in our report that we m ght give
sone thought to a broader -- say, an infrastructure plan or a

base plan, a long-range plan. Let's step back and | ook at

our force requirenents and proposed forces for the next 10,
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15 years, and decide what kind of a base structure we'll need
in the future. Let's decide that first. And then with that
in mnd, go back and say, okay, now which facilities and

whi ch bases can be -- would be excess?

And also if we took a long review, it mght be
easier to help the local communities adjust to the inpact.
There are a lot of very, very positive stories out there of
successes where a base has been closed. |It's been turned
over to commercial activities and nore jobs and better jobs
have been creat ed.

So it's not a -- necessarily it's not a win-|ose
kind of situation. It can be a win-win. I|f you have the
ability to plan somewhat |onger term it mght be easier to
put together prograns of econom c devel opnent, tax incentives
and things like that. But we do endorse that basic approach.

Ri ght behind you. Go ahead. |'msorry.

QUESTION:  As a foll owup, what about those huge
bases?

MR. ODEEN. Well, you know, it's hard to answer

that, per se. It depends a little bit on this |onger-term
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view. | nean, the advantage of the | arge conplexes like a
Norfol k or those is you have -- you have a lot of activities
in one place. There are a lot of efficiencies in ternms of
support activities. You have housing. People can cone back
to those areas and they can have their own home. So there is
sone advantage in having | arger conpl exes.

But | think it's going to be a function of | ooking
at what the forces are going to be |like 20 years out. And if
t hey change dramatically, you m ght have to have a very
different force -- base structure.

Ri ght behi nd you, there was a question, as well.

QUESTION:  Yes. How can you justify continuing
cold war spending when the cold war threat doesn't exist?

MR. ODEEN. The question is, how can you justify
cold war spending when the cold war threat doesn't exist?
Well, first of all, if you look at the |ast 10 years, you'l
see the defense budget is down by about a third in real
terms. So there have been very significant reductions in the

def ense spending over tinme. Forces are down by about a

third.
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And many of the reductions were in forces that were
very nmuch tied to the cold war. For exanple, we had far nore
forces deployed in Europe. Those forces have | argely been
phased out of the force.

We found in Desert Storm at |east, that sonme of
the same forces and capabilities were useful in that
particul ar specific contingency.

But | think that's the thrust of our proposal,
really, is that we need to reduce the spending in those - for
the nore traditional or the | egacy kind of systens to free up
dollars to invest in new technol ogy and new approaches,
experinentation, research and devel opnent, so that 20 years
fromnow our forces will be very different fromthose of today
and prepared to handl e whatever threat energes.

The reason we push for experinentation and testing
is that nobody knows what the threats are going to be in 20
years or even what kind of specific challenges or technol ogy
will be out there. So we have to nove forward in a -- in a

process that lets us try things and as threats devel op, as

t echnol ogy becones practical to use, we can then nake
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deci sions and transformour force to be responsive to the
needs at that point in tine.

Way back over in the |left side over here and then
the two over there.

QUESTION:  (Away from m crophone.)

MR. ODEEN: The question is, we propose a $5
billion to $10 billion wedge for spending to support the
-- this transformation. And he said, what's the basis for
t hat ?

We spent a fair anmount of time |ooking at the cost
of various kinds of investnents we m ght make, whether it was
addi tional investnment in space, whether it's joint training
facilities, testing, w der use of testing, experinents,
ACTDs. W | ooked at the investnent in some of the new ki nds
of technol ogy we tal ked about.

And we costed those things out in kind of -- in a
rough formto get a feel for the cost.

We don't have a specific set of reconmmendations of

exactly what we ought to do, but in |ooking at these costs,

it appeared to us by various conbinations that we're tal king
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about nmulti-billion dollars investnents here. So we use 5 to
10 as a range.

This is not a $500 million or a billion dollar
problem This is a $5 billion, $10 billion kind of issue.
So we felt that that range gave you a sense -- gave the
reader a sense of the scope of investnent required to nmake
the transformati on happen that we're proposing.

And right next to you there was another one. Right
behi nd you there.

QUESTION:  (Away from m crophone.)

MR. ODEEN. Let nme ask GEN McCarthy to answer that.

GEN McCARTHY: Wien the U. S. ACommand was
constructed about five, seven years ago, part of the idea was
t he devel opnent of a joint approach enhanced as part of the
UCP arrangenent, unified command pl an arrangenent.

It was the judgnent that having a geographic
responsibility perhaps interfered with the relationship of

the -- all of the other CINCs who needed the forces provided

by a conmmand in a joint way.
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And so the NDP concluded that a Joint Forces
Command that had no geographic or regional responsibility
could better focus on the experinentation, the devel opnent of
a better systens of jointness than presently exists.

And so the concept is that all of the forces in the
United States that are not assigned to sone specific
operational m ssion would be assigned to a single unified
commander, whose responsibility it would be to devel op those
forces, to experinent with those forces, and then provide
themto the geographic commanders-in-chief to carry out their
responsibilities.

And in doing so, divested that unified comander
fromany regional responsibilities. So it is a new conmand,
but focused on joint experinentation and joint operations.

QUESTION:  (Away from m crophone.)

GEN McCARTHY: The forces needed by the Anmericas
command woul d be provided by the Joint Forces Command. Wen

they are not assigned for an operational responsibility, they

would reside within the Joint Forces Comrand.
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So we think that focus is the m ssion of that
commander. And then the Anmericas command has the Western
Hem sphere, if you will, divided into honel and defense, which
is the protection of the United States and its nei ghboring
allies, and the Southern Command. And that focus wll
enhance the operational control and effectiveness of that
particul ar m ssion.

MR. CDEEN: In a sense, the Anerica's conmand is
treated just |ike CENTCOM woul d be or EUCOM or PACOM | nean,
they are receivers of forces fromthe Joint Forces Command
when required.

O her questions here? It |looks like we're just
about run down here. W have a gentleman right -- the | ady
ri ght back here and the gentleman in front of her.

QUESTION:  (Away from m crophone.)

MR. ODEEN. The question had to do with the BRAC
process, whether we | ooked at specific bases. W did not
| ook at specific bases at all, no. W are convinced that we

have far too many bases and need at |east two rounds of BRAC,

per haps nore.
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We al so pointed out if you | ooked at the base
requirenent on a joint way rather than service by service
way, you mght be able to free up additional bases.

The gentleman right in front of you there.

QUESTION:  (Away from m crophone.)

MR. ODEEN. Let nme comment and ask Anbassador
Kimmtt to coment. Yes, we very nmuch did. W obviously
- that - the question has to do with civil disturbances and
problens in the | ess devel oped part of the world. That has
certainly been a factor in requirenents for mlitary. It's
been a very involved -- involvenent of U S. forces over the
| ast several years. And we believe that will continue to
happen in the future. And we believe nore attention ought to
go to that.

Bob, do you want to talk a bit about that?

MR KIMMTT: | think in the early part of the
report as we try to |look at what the world would look like in
the future, one of the things we took a | ook at was trends,

denographi c and otherwise. You'll note, for exanple, a

significant nove of populations toward cities, large cities
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and what the future will be, nmega-cities. And that's why
el sewhere in the report there's a good degree of discussion
about the forces nade to better prepare thensel ves for urban
oper ati ons.

But we al so | ooked at econom c di sl ocations, the
growi ng gap between the rich and the poor, particularly in

sone of the poorest of the poor countries in the third world.

We took a ook at AIDS infestation rates in various
parts of the world. Those, too, are al arm ng.

So, in fact, those factors that we | ooked at and
that you bring up play right into the chapter that deals with
regional security and regional stabilities. Qur point is
that the mlitary has a role to play, but so do friends and
al i es, non-governnmental organizations and inportantly other
parts of the national security comunity.

MR. ODEEN. | think we've handl ed nost of the
gquestions. Wiy don't we take a break at this tine. Again,

t hank you very much for being here. And as we indicated, if

you want to speak to individual nenbers of the panel
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afterwards, we'd be happy to do that. Thank you again for
bei ng here.

(The briefing was concl uded at 10:36 a.m)
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