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Message of the Secretary of Defense

vii

The world today is one that is constantly evolving with
new security challenges. The threat of a nuclear
holocaust has been greatly diminished, but the
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction threatens
our interests, our forces, and even our homeland.
Hostile regimes, instability, and ethnic tensions
threaten American interests in key regions. Terrorism,
international organized crime, and drug trafficking
remain threats to our national interests and to peace and
stability. Finally, as recent history clearly reminds us,
new dangers can arise suddenly and unpredictably.

Even as our security picture evolves, the world is under-
going unprecedented economic, political, and techno-
logical change — at a pace that is sometimes breath-
taking. These changes are binding our destiny ever
more closely to that of our allies and economic partners
around the world. This works to our advantage as we
seek to promote free markets and principles of democ-
racy, but it also increases the degree to which we are
affected by developments overseas. We should not —
and cannot — insulate ourselves from the forces that are
sweeping the globe.

The Department of Defense is committed to pursuing
national security policies designed not merely to react
to the changing environment, but also to shape the envi-
ronment in ways that are favorable to our interests —to
shift our focus from dealing with the end of one era
toward shaping the next one.

In Europe, we have a real opportunity to finally over-
come centuries of division that in the 20th century
culminated in two world wars and a cold war. We need
to seize this opportunity by moving forward with NATO
enlargement, strengthening and expanding the Partner-
ship for Peace, and continuing to forge a new pragmatic
partnership with Russia designed to increase our bilat-
eral cooperation and decrease the potential nuclear
threat.

In the Asia-Pacific region, we must remain present and
engaged to ensure the region’s continued stability,
which has helped to fuel regional economic growth and
to create opportunities for American businesses and
workers. We need to deter the near-term threat from
North Korea, while over the long term shape the
security environment to prevent threats that could arise
from rivalry among major regional powers.
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In Southwest Asia, particularly in the Persian Gulf
region, we need to continue to protect our interests,
especially the energy resources that remain critical to
the world economy.

In the Western Hemisphere, we need to seize the unique
opportunity presented by the changing strategic envir-
onment — the current burgeoning of democracy and
open markets — and seek to advance the frontiers of
military-to-military engagement and humanitarian
assistance.

Finally, the proliferation of ballistic and cruise missile
technologies presents an increasing threat to Americans
in their homes and at their workplaces. In conjunction
with our allies, we must pursue programs to thwart these
threats.

Getting it right on these key components on the inter-
national security agenda depends not only on pursuing
the proper policies, but backing up those policies with
military strength. Today, the United States has the finest
military in the nation’s history, the finest the world has
ever seen. We intend to keep our military that way by
focusing on the Department’s top priorities:

®  Attracting and retaining high quality people.
This is vital to the preservation of U.S. military
superiority. Only the best men and women America
has to offer can handle the increasing complexity of
technology, the quickening pace of warfare, and the
growing unpredictability of the international scene.
A Kkey to retaining the best people is to provide them
a decent quality of life. The Department will con-
tinue to carry out President Clinton’s 1994 military
quality of life initiative to improve compensation,
housing, and family support and will continue to
find ways to make life even better for our troops and
their families. Housing will receive a special focus
as we will seek newer and faster ways of replacing
obsolete facilities and providing sufficient modern
housing for our people and their families.

= Maintaining ready forces. Quality of life is key to
readiness as a means to attract and retain high qual-
ity personnel. And so is a well-funded operations
and maintenance program that ensures the essen-
tials of readiness, especially training. The United
States military has the world’s best, most realistic

viii

combat training programs and facilities. We need
to keep this competitive edge.

®  Modernizing the forces. Tomorrow’s readiness
requires us to embark on a modernization program
today. The massive reduction in force structure
following the end of the Cold War allowed us to
terminate or defer a multitude of programs within
acceptable risks, but the time has come to reverse
this trend. The FY 1998 budget retains the goal of
increasing procurement funding to approximately
$60 billion by FY 2001 and projects nearly a 40
percent real increase in procurement spending
between FY 1998 and FY 2002. This increase is
designed to ensure a ready, flexible, and technologi-
cally superior force for a changing security environ-
ment.

®  Reforming the support elements of the Depart-
ment of Defense. Our goal is to operate more effi-
ciently, acquire the best technology, and find ways
of saving money for force modernization. Acquisi-
tion reform is already revolutionizing the quality
and speed of technology acquisition — allowing us
to get more for our investment dollars. Achieving
program stability, long recognized as a key enabler
in limiting cost growth in our modernization pro-
grams, is a major objective. The Department will
continue to pursue other efficiency initiatives such
as examining excess infrastructure, adopting best
business practices, and pursuing outsourcing and
privatization initiatives where appropriate, as a
means to do all we can to work smarter and more
efficiently.

The defense programs described in this report represent
a good faith effort to develop a proper match of strategy
and resources. But we are under no illusions. The
reductions of recent years have exhausted the easy
options. The Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) —
which is taking a top-to-bottom look at the security
threats and our future security needs — is likely to
present difficult choices about apportioning resources
for the future. Modernization is one of the most impor-
tant areas being analyzed in the QDR. The QDR will
focus both on the content of modernization and on
potential sources for budget savings so that validated
programs can be sufficiently funded.
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In his book, On the Origins of War, historian Donald
Kagan writes, “In the modern world . . . the sense that
peace is natural and war an aberration . . . has prevented
the efforts needed to preserve the peace.” Maintaining
a strong, ready, and capable military is a key to
preserving peace. The Department of Defense
programs and objectives will keep us on track to

accomplish this. The challenge is not an easy one, but
with the resources our nation possesses in its
technology, in its leadership, and in the men and women
of its armed forces, we will meet the challenge now and
into the 21st century. Each element of the defense
program described in this report is aimed at meeting this
challenge.
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Part I Defending the Nation
U.S. DEFENSE STRATEGY

Since the founding of the Republic, the U.S.
government has always sought to secure for the
American people a set of basic objectives:

® The protection of their lives and personal safety,
both at home and abroad.

® The maintenance of the nation’s sovereignty,
political freedoms, and independence, with its
values, institutions, and territory intact.

®  Their material well-being and prosperity.

On the eve of the 21st century, the international
environment is more complex and interrelated than at
any other time in history. The number and diversity of
nations, organizations, and other actors vying for
influence continue to grow. Atthe same time, the global
economy is increasingly interdependent. Not only does
this offer the United States the promise of greater
prosperity, it also ties the security and well-being of
Americans to events beyond their borders more than
ever before. Today, incidents formerly considered
peripheral to American security — the spread of ethnic
and religious conflict, the breakdown of law and order,
or the disruption of trade in faraway regions — can pose
real threats to the United States. Likewise, new
opportunities have arisen for the United States, in
concert with other like-minded nations, to advance its
long-term interests and promote stability in critical
regions.

In order to shape the international security environment
in ways that protect and advance U.S. interests, the
United States must remain engaged and exert leadership
abroad. U.S. leadership can deter aggression, foster the
peaceful resolution of dangerous conflicts, encourage
stable and free foreign markets, promote democracy,
and inspire others to create a safer world and to resolve
global problems. Without active U.S. leadership and
engagement abroad, threats to U.S. security will worsen
and opportunities will narrow.

Threats to the interests of the United States, its allies,
and its friends can come from a variety of sources.
Prominent among these are:

" Attempts by regional powers hostile to U.S.
interests to gain hegemony in their regions through
aggression or intimidation.
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® Internal conflicts among ethnic, national, religious,
or tribal groups that threaten innocent lives, force
mass migration, and undermine stability and inter-
national order.

® Threats by potential adversaries to acquire or use
nuclear, chemical, or biological weapons and their
means of delivery.

® Threats to democracy and reform in the former
Soviet Union, Central and Eastern Europe, and
elsewhere.

®  Terrorism.

= Subversion and lawlessness that undermine friendly
governments.

®  Threats to U.S. prosperity and economic growth.
®  Global environmental degradation.

® Jllegal drug trade.

International crime.

Many of these threats are global in scale and cannot be
adequately addressed unilaterally, either by the United
States or any other single nation state. Thus, the United
States will need to secure the cooperation of a number
of nations, groups, and international organizations to
protect Americans from such threats.

THE NATIONAL SECURITY STRATEGY

The Administration’s National Security Strategy
acknowledges both the inescapable reality of inter-
dependence and the serious threats to U.S. interests
posed by actors beyond its borders. To protect and
advance U.S. interests, the American government must
be able to shape the international environment,
influencing the policies and actions of others. This
mandates that the United States remain engaged abroad,
particularly in regions where its most important inter-
ests are at stake. At the same time, it is essential that
U.S. allies and friends share responsibility for regional
and global security. The United States and its allies
must work together to help build a more peaceful and
prosperous world. This means, among other things,
taking pragmatic steps to enlarge the world’s commu-
nity of free market democracies. As the President’s

National Security Strategy states, “The more that
democracy and political and economic liberalization
take hold in the world, particularly in countries of
strategic importance to us, the safer our nation is likely
to be and the more our people are likely to prosper.”

The three principal objectives of the U.S. strategy of
engagement and enlargement are:

® Enhancing security. The United States must
maintain a strong defense capability and promote
cooperative security measures.

® Promoting prosperity. The United States will
promote prosperity at home and work with other
countries to create a more open and equitable
international trading system and spur global
economic growth.

® Promoting democracy. The United States will work
to protect, consolidate, and enlarge the community
of free market democracies around the globe.

These objectives underscore that the only responsible
strategy for the United States is one of international
engagement. Isolationism in any form would reduce
U.S. security by undercutting the United States’ ability
to influence events abroad that can affect the well-being
of Americans. This does not mean that the United States
seeks the role of global policeman. But it does mean
that America must be ready and willing to protect its
interests, both now and in the future.

As the United States moves into the next century, being
militarily ready means that U.S. forces must be prepared
to conduct a broad range of military missions without
being spread too thin. This will require suitable types
and levels of forces to accomplish missions across the
spectrum of operations, as well as sustaining a high
level of training and morale and maintaining modern,
reliable equipment and facilities.

The Administration has also argued for balance between
defense and domestic priorities. While these priorities
may compete for resources in the short term, they are
wholly complementary in the longer term. The United
States cannot be prosperous if its major trade and
security partners are threatened by aggression or
intimidation; nor can it be secure if international
economic cooperation is breaking down, because the
health of the U.S. economy is interwoven with that of
the global economy. Prudence dictates that U.S.
strategy strike a balance — America’s overall budget
must invest in future prosperity and productivity while
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avoiding the instabilities and risks that would accom-
pany attempts to withdraw from its security respon-
sibilities in critical regions.

The forces and programs developed in the 1993
Bottom-Up Review and the Nuclear Posture Review
have provided the capabilities needed to support this
ambitious strategy. U.S. forces today are without
question the best in the world and this Administration
is committed to keeping them that way.

The Department of Defense is currently in the midst of
a congressionally mandated Quadrennial Defense
Review (QDR) that involves a comprehensive reassess-
ment of U.S. defense strategy, force structure, readi-
ness, modernization, and infrastructure. This review
could produce changes in strategy, resulting force
structure and modernization, and other resource needs.

REGIONAL SECURITY STRATEGIES

The security relationships established by the United
States and its allies and friends during the Cold War are
essential to advancing America’s post-Cold War
agenda. To meet the unique challenges of the post-Cold
War era, the United States seeks to further strengthen
and adapt these partnerships and to establish new
security relationships in support of U.S. interests.

In Europe, the end of the Cold War has brought new
opportunities and new challenges. Hand in hand with
its North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) allies,
the United States has sought to promote a free and
undivided Europe that will work with the United States
to keep the peace and promote prosperity. In the new
security architecture of an integrated Europe, NATO is
the central pillar, complemented by the Western
European Union and a strengthened Organization for
Security and Cooperation in Europe. This is the
essential motivation behind U.S. support for NATO
enlargement and establishment of a strong NATO-
Russia relationship. NATO’s Partnership for Peace
(PFP) has provided a means for expanding and
intensifying political and military cooperation through-
out Europe. NATO members and partners have
participated in many dozens of PFP exercises and
hundreds of other training, planning, and consultation
activities. PFP serves as a pathway for nations to
qualify for NATO membership; for those partners that
do not choose to join NATO, PFP provides an enduring
framework for their relations with NATO and consti-
tutes concrete proof that the alliance is concerned about
their security. Partnership for Peace bolsters efforts by

Central and Eastern European nations and the New
Independent States to build democratic societies and
strengthen regional stability. Other efforts, including
the European Command’s Joint Contact Team Program
and Marshall Center, similarly advance U.S. defense
engagement with Central and Eastern Europe and the
New Independent States.

Secretary Perry made building cooperative defense and
military ties with Russia, Ukraine, and the other New
Independent States one of the Department of Defense’s
highest priorities. Moving away from the hostility of
the Cold War and reducing its lethal nuclear legacy will
be neither instantaneous nor easy. Steady, continued
engagement that focuses on mutual security interests is
the cornerstone in building constructive relationships
with the New Independent States. Through the pursuit
of a pragmatic partnership, the United States is striving
to manage differences with Russia to ensure that shared
security interests and objectives take priority. A central
objective is to encourage Russia to play a constructive
role in the new European security architecture through
the development of NATO-Russia relations and through
Russia’s active participation in PFP.

The East Asian-Pacific region continues to grow in
importance to U.S. security and prosperity. This region
has experienced unprecedented economic growth in the
past decade and is projected to have the highest rate of
economic growth in the world over the next 25 years.
The security and stability provided by the presence of
U.S. military forces in the East Asian-Pacific region
over the past 40 years created the conditions and
potential for such tremendous growth. Security, open
markets, and democracy, the three strands of the
President’s National Security Strategy, are thoroughly
intertwined in this region.

Today, the United States retains its central role as a force
for stability in East Asia-Pacific, but it has begun to
share greater responsibility for regional security with its
friends and allies. The United States constructively
participates in and supports regional security dialogues.
It actively encourages efforts by East Asian-Pacific
nations to provide host-nation support for U.S. forces,
contribute to United Nations (UN) peace operations,
and participate in international assistance efforts
throughout the world. While these regional initiatives
are important, there is no substitute for a forward-
stationed U.S. military presence — essential to both
regional security and America’s global military posture
—or for U.S. leadership like that which brought together
the broad coalition that convinced North Korea to
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relinquish its nuclear weapons program. The United
States will remain active in this vital region.

The United States has enduring interests in the Middle
East, especially pursuing a comprehensive Middle East
peace, assuring the security of Israel and U.S. principal
Arab partners, and maintaining the free flow of oil at
reasonable prices. The United States will continue to
work to extend the range of Middle East peace and
stability. Integral to that effort is the Administration’s
strategy of dual containment of Iraq and Iran for as long
as those states pose a threat to U.S. interests, to other
states in the region, and to their own citizens.
Maintaining the United States’ long-standing military
presence in Southwest Asia is critical to protecting the
vital interests America shares with others in the region.

The United States seeks to strengthen its security
relationships with the countries of South Asia,
particularly India and Pakistan. In recent years, DoD
has worked closely on peacekeeping operations with the
armed forces of not only India and Pakistan, but also
Nepal and Bangladesh. DoD has also expanded its
combined military exercise programs with these
countries. While U.S. defense ties are important in their
own right, they also support broader U.S. objectives in
the South Asian region, such as reducing tensions, by
building mutual trust and understanding. To support
these goals, the Department has annual security talks
with both India and Pakistan.

The overarching U.S. objectives in the Western
Hemisphere are to sustain regional stability and to
increase regional cooperation. The continuation of a
stable and cooperative environment will help ensure
that current strides in democracy, free markets, and
sustainable development will continue and that further
progress can be made by the nations of the region. The
United States also has a key interest in countering the
steady flow of narcotics into the United States from
source countries in Latin America and the Caribbean.
As in other regions, DoD is working to foster greater
transparency and confidence building throughout the
region and enhance the sharing of responsibility for
mutual security interests with its friends and allies in the
Western Hemisphere, while supporting U.S. law
enforcement agencies and many countries in the fight
against narcotics trafficking. Contributions from the
region have included the provision of forces to coalition
operations, support for international development and
democratization, and the contribution of personnel or
resources to UN peace operations.

Although at present their is no permanent or significant
military presence in Africa, the United States does
desire access to facilities and strengthened relations
with African nations through initiatives that have been
or might be especially important in the event of a wide
range of contingencies. The United States has signifi-
cant interests in Africa in countering state-sponsored
terrorism, narcotics trafficking, and proliferation of
conventional weapons, fissile materials, and related
technology. The United States must continue to work
with the continent’s nations to help secure U.S. inter-
ests.

Africa also provides fertile ground for promoting
democracy, sustaining development, and resolving con-
flict. The United States does not seek to resolve Africa’s
many conflicts, but rather to empower African states
and organizations to do so themselves. It also supports
the democratization and economic growth that are nec-
essary for the long-term stability of the region. The
United States actively participates in efforts to address
the root causes of conflicts and disasters that affect U.S.
national interests before they erupt. Such efforts
include support for military downsizing, demining,
effective peace operations, including the African Crisis
Response Force, and strong indigenous conflict resolu-
tion facilities, including those of the Organization of
African Unity and subregional organizations.

In all these regions, nations contribute to global and
regional security in a wide variety of ways; the notion
of responsibility sharing reflects the broad range of such
contributions. In addition to providing host-nation
support for U.S. forces, states can contribute to
international security by maintaining capable military
forces, assigning those forces to coalition missions like
Operation Desert Storm and the Implementation Force
(IFOR) in Bosnia, or to UN peacekeeping operations,
and providing political and financial support for such
shared objectives as international economic develop-
ment or the dismantlement of North Korea’s nuclear
program. Since the end of the Cold War, U.S. friends
and allies have taken on increased shares of the burden
for international security, providing, for example, over
245,000 troops to Operation Desert Storm and $70
billion to the United States and other coalition members
to help defray their expenses in the war. Yet room for
more equitable and cost-effective responsibility sharing
remains. The Department of Defense is committed to
working with Congress and with U.S. friends and allies
toward this goal.
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U.S. MILITARY MISSIONS

As stated in the National Security Strategy, the 1993
Bottom Up Review, and the National Military Strategy,
the Department of Defense will field and sustain the
military capabilities needed to protect the United States
and advance its interests. The United States is the only
nation capable of unilaterally conducting effective,
large-scale military operations far beyond its borders.
There is and will continue to be a great need for U.S.
forces with such capabilities, not only to protect the
United States from direct threats but also to shape the
international environment in favorable ways, particu-
larly in regions critical to U.S. interests, and to support
multinational efforts to ameliorate human suffering and
bring peace to regions torn by ethnic, tribal, or religious
conflicts.

Supporting the National Security Strategy has required
that the United States maintain robust and versatile
military forces that can concurrently accomplish a wide
variety of missions:

®  U.S. forces must be able to offset the military power
of regional states with interests opposed to those of
the United States and its allies. To do this, the
United States must be able to credibly deter and, if
required, decisively defeat aggression, in concert
with regional allies, by projecting and sustaining
U.S. power in two nearly simultaneous major
regional conflicts.

= U.S. forces must be forward deployed or stationed
in key overseas regions in peacetime to deter
aggression, demonstrate U.S. commitment to allies
and friends, underwrite regional stability, gain
familiarity with overseas operating environments,
promote joint and combined training among
friendly forces, and provide initial capabilities for
timely response to crises.

® The United States must be prepared for a wide range
of contingency operations in support of U.S. inter-
ests. These operations include, among others,
smaller-scale combat operations, multilateral peace
operations, counterdrug, counterterrorism, sanc-
tions enforcement, noncombatant evacuations, and
humanitarian and disaster relief operations.

® While the United States is redoubling its efforts to
prevent the proliferation of nuclear, biological, and

chemical (NBC) weapons and associated delivery
systems, it must at the same time improve its
military capabilities to deter and prevent the
effective use of these weapons, to defend against
them, and to fight more effectively in an
environment in which such weapons are used.

Finally, to meet all these requirements successfully,
U.S. forces must be capable of responding quickly and
operating effectively. That is, they must be ready to
fight. This demands highly qualified and motivated
people; modern, well-maintained equipment; viable
joint doctrine; realistic training; strategic mobility; and
sufficient support and sustainment capabilities.

Deterring and Defeating Aggression

The focus of U.S. planning for major regional conflicts
is based on the need to be able to project power and to
deter, defend against, and defeat aggression by poten-
tially hostile regional powers. Today, such states are
capable of fielding sizable military forces that can cause
serious imbalances in military power within regions
important to the United States, with allied or friendly
states often finding it difficult to match the power of a
potentially aggressive neighbor. Such aggressive states
may also possess NBC capabilities. Hence, to deter
aggression, to prevent coercion of allied or friendly
governments and, ultimately, to defeat aggression
should it occur, the United States must prepare its forces
to assist its friends and allies in confronting this scale of
threat.

U.S. planning for fighting and winning these major
regional conflicts envisages an operational strategy
that, in general, unfolds as follows (recognizing that in
practice some portions of these phases may overlap):

®  Halt the invasion.

® Build up U.S. and allied/coalition combat power in
the theater while reducing the enemy’s.

® Decisively defeat the enemy.

® Provide for post-war stability.

The United States will never know with certainty who
the next opponent will be, how that opponent will fight,
or how the conflict might unfold. Moreover, the con-
tributions of allies to the coalition’s overall capabilities
will vary from place to place and over time. Thus,
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balanced U.S. forces are needed in order to provide a
wide range of complementary capabilities and to cope
with the unpredictable and unexpected.

U.S. military strategy calls for the capability, in concert
with regional allies, to fight and decisively win two
major regional conflicts that occur nearly simulta-
neously. This, along with overseas presence, has been
the principal determinant of the size and composition of
U.S. conventional forces. A force with such capabilities
is required to avoid a situation in which an aggressor in
one region might be tempted to take advantage of a
perceived vulnerability when substantial numbers of U.S.
forces are committed elsewhere. More fundamentally,
maintaining a two-major regional conflict force helps
ensure that the United States will have sufficient military
capabilities to defend against a coalition of hostile powers
oralarger, more capable adversary than is foreseen today.

U.S. forces fighting alongside their regional allies are
capable of fighting and winning two nearly simul-
taneous major regional conflicts today. With pro-
grammed enhancements to U.S. mobility/preposition-
ing assets, as well as improvements to surveillance
assets, accelerated acquisition of more effective muni-
tions, and other key improvements, U.S. military forces
will maintain and improve upon this capability.

Stability Through Overseas Presence

The need to forward deploy or station U.S. military
forces abroad in peacetime is also an important factor in
determining overall U.S. force structure. In an increas-
ingly interdependent world, U.S. forces must sustain
credible military presence in several critical regions in
order to shape the international security environment in
favorable ways. Toward this end, U.S. forces perma-
nently stationed and rotationally or periodically
deployed overseas serve a broad range of U.S. interests.
Specifically, these forces:

"  Help to deter aggression, adventurism, and coer-
cion against U.S. allies, friends, and interests in
critical regions.

®  Underwrite regional stability by dampening pres-
sures for competition among regional powers and
by encouraging the development of democratic
institutions and civilian control of the military.

® Improve U.S. forces’ ability to respond quickly and
effectively in crises.

® [Increase the likelihood that U.S. forces will have
access to the facilities they need in theater and
enroute.

® Improve the ability of U.S. forces to operate effec-
tively with the forces of other nations.

Through foreign military interactions, including train-
ing programs, multinational exercises, military-to-
military contacts, defense attache offices, and security
assistance programs that include judicious foreign mili-
tary sales, the United States can strengthen the self-
defense capabilities of its friends and allies and increase
its access and influence in a region. Through military-
to-military contacts and other exchanges, the United
States can reduce regional tensions, increase transpar-
ency, and improve bilateral and multilateral coopera-
tion.

By improving the defense capabilities of U.S. friends
and demonstrating U.S. commitment to defend com-
mon interests, U.S. forces abroad enhance deterrence
and raise the odds that U.S. forces will find a relatively
favorable situation should a conflict arise. Working
closely with friends and allies greatly enhances the
United States’ ability to organize successful coalitions.
The stabilizing presence of U.S. forces also helps to
prevent conflicts from escalating to the point where they
threaten greater U.S. interests at higher costs.

Contingency Operations

U.S. defense strategy also requires that military forces
be prepared for a wide range of contingency operations
insupport of U.S. interests. Contingency operations are
military operations that go beyond the routine deploy-
ment or stationing of U.S. forces abroad but fall short of
large-scale theater warfare. Such operations range from
smaller-scale combat operations to peace operations
and noncombatant evacuations. They are an important
component of U.S. strategy and, when undertaken
selectively and effectively, can protect and advance
U.S. interests.

The United States will always retain the capability to
intervene unilaterally when its interests are threatened.
The United States also will advance its interests and
fulfill its leadership responsibilities by providing
military forces to selected allied/coalition operations,
some of which may support UN Security Council
(UNSC) Resolutions (for example, U.S. participationin
coalition sanctions enforcement and no-fly zone
enforcement in Southwest Asia). Further, the United
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States will continue to participate directly in UN peace
operations when it serves U.S. interests. UN and
multinational peace operations can help prevent,
contain, and resolve conflicts that affect U.S. interests.
When it is appropriate to support a multinational peace
operation, participating U.S. forces benefit from the
authority and support of the international community and
from sharing costs and risks with other nations.

SMALLER-SCALE COMBAT OPERATIONS

The United States will maintain the capability to
conduct smaller-scale combat operations unilaterally,
or in concert with others, when important U.S. interests
are at stake. These operations generally are undertaken
to provide for regional stability (for example, U.S.
operations in Grenada), promote democracy (for
example, U.S. operations in Panama and Haiti), or
otherwise respond to conflicts that affect U.S. interests.

PEACE OPERATIONS AND HUMANITARIAN
ASSISTANCE

Peace operations provide the United States with an
effective and flexible instrument to cope with the
dynamic nature of the international environment.
Although the Cold War is over, the United States faces
serious threats to its interests from a variety of sources,
including regional powers with expansionist ambitions;
the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction; efforts
to undermine new democracies; and instability caused
by ethnic or religious conflicts within or between states.
While internal conflicts in many states often have limit-
ed effect on vital American interests, their cumulative
effect can be very significant. Ifignored, localized con-
flicts can spill over into other states, disrupt inter-
national commerce, and create humanitarian disasters
and refugee flows that require an international response.

The Administration’s National Security Strategy
supports selective American participation in peace
operations as part of a broader effort to protect and
advance U.S. interests in the post-Cold War era. Of
course, selective involvement in peace operations is
only one of many tools available to defend U.S. inter-
ests. Diplomacy is the instrument of first resort. None-
theless, if diplomatic means are insufficient, the United
States remains prepared to use other instruments —
including military forces — to protect U.S. interests.

The United States must, and does, retain the capability
to employ its armed forces unilaterally, whether that
employment be a conventional war or a peace operation.

Therefore, U.S. forces, forward deployed and continen-
tal United States (CONUS)-based, active and reserve,
must also train and sustain their Service and joint skills
to execute peace operations. Improving Service and
joint doctrine and training for these operations remains
an important priority of the Department of Defense.
However, in most cases, and especially in peace opera-
tions, it is in U.S. interests to act in concert with other,
like-minded states either by lending political, material,
and financial support to an operation or by participating
directly. Multilateral action, particularly when under-
taken with the explicit approval of the United Nations,
the Organization for the Security and Cooperation in
Europe, or other international bodies, can enhance the
legitimacy of U.S. efforts, encourage other states to join
in coalition with the United States, and lower both the
human and financial costs to the United States of taking
appropriate action. Mounting timely operations in con-
cert with friends and allies spreads the burden of main-
taining international peace and security with other states
that can and should contribute.

The Department of Defense has launched an effort
known as the Enhanced International Peacekeeping
Capabilities (EIPC) initiative to increase the pool of
capable foreign peacekeepers and thereby lessen the
need for U.S. participation in peace operations. This
multiyear endeavor will also have other positive bene-
fits such as increasing foreign militaries’ awareness of
U.S. norms of human rights protection. Eventually, the
effort could reduce the operational costs of peace opera-
tions by producing more effective forces that will
reduce the number of troops typically required for
operations.

On the occasions when the United States considers con-
tributing forces to a UN peace operation, DoD employs
rigorous criteria, including the same principles that
guide any decision to deploy U.S. forces. In addition,
DoD ensures that the risks to U.S. personnel and the
command and control arrangements governing the par-
ticipation of American and foreign forces are acceptable
to the United States. In general, as the U.S. military role
in a particular peace operation increases, or as the
possibility of combat increases, the likelihood that a
foreign commander will exercise operational control
over U.S. forces decreases. Under no circumstances
will the President relinquish his command authority
over U.S. forces.

During 1996, Task Force Eagle, comprised of
approximately 20,000 U.S. troops, participated as part
of IFOR in the implementation of the Dayton Peace
Accords throughout its assigned sector in Bosnia. It
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successfully assisted in the establishment of a Zone of
Separation between the former warring factions and
maintained its portion of the zone without any major
incidents. Task Force Eagle also assisted in separating
the former warring factions, accounting for all heavy
weapons, shutting down all air defense artillery systems
within Bosnia, and getting each faction’s army back into
their barracks.

In addition to the demanding mission in Bosnia, the
United States has participated in other peace operations
designed to defuse potentially explosive situations
around the world. During 1996, significant U.S.
participation was limited to two UN missions — Haiti
(UNMIH) and the Former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia (UNPREDEP). A small number of U.S.
military personnel also served as military observers or
headquarters staff in other UN peace operations in the
Western Sahara, the Republic of Georgia, Iraq-Kuwait,
and Eastern Slavonia. Lastly, the United States also
contributed forces to non-UN peacekeeping missions in
the Sinai as part of the Multinational Force and Observers
and along the Peru-Ecuador border as part of the Military
Observer Mission, in order to promote stability given a
long-standing territorial dispute.

In many cases humanitarian assistance activities go
hand-in-hand with peace operations. In this regard,
humanitarian assistance bolsters peace operations as
well as mitigating human suffering. Other situations,
such as natural disasters, can destabilize a region by
destroying shelter and infrastructure, disrupting com-
merce, preventing effective government, and causing
widespread human suffering. U.S. military forces and
assets are frequently called upon to initiate international
efforts to meet urgent humanitarian needs and prevent
instability from occurring after manmade and natural
disasters. Assisting countries in coping with such
events, and thereby promoting good will, is integral to
the U.S. strategy of engagement and enlargement.
Humanitarian assistance not only provides relief from
suffering, but also assists in returning victims of vio-
lence and disasters to the path of recovery and sustain-
able development. Therefore, the Department of
Defense actively seeks toimprove the capabilities of the
international community to deal effectively with
humanitarian crises by developing closer ties with and
providing assistance to international agencies, non-
governmental organizations, private voluntary organi-
zations, and other federal agencies that contribute to
relief operations.

In 1996, approximately 100 countries benefited from
DoD humanitarian assistance. DoD provided humani-
tarian assistance in support of several major DoD opera-
tions and U.S. government initiatives. In Operation
Pacific Haven, for example, U.S. armed forces facili-
tated the evacuation and care of thousands of Kurds and
other peoples from Northern Iraq, who were evacuated
by the United States in response to threats to them by the
Iraqi government. The Department of Defense has
assisted, as well, in the emergency and routine transport
of relief supplies provided by both private and govern-
ment relief organizations, including such private organ-
izations as AmeriCares and U.S. government agencies
suchasthe U.S. Agency for International Development.
During 1996, DoD provided emergency transportation
of relief supplies in response to natural disasters in
China, Nepal, Kazakstan, Honduras, St. Maarten, and
Indonesia. During the same time, the Department also
significantly expanded its humanitarian demining pro-
gram to train and assist other countries in developing
effective demining programs and to expand efforts to
develop better mine detection and mine clearing
technology for use in the many countries still plagued
by mines sown during prolonged internal conflicts.

When the United States considers involvement in
humanitarian assistance operations, decisions focus on
the use of military forces rather than the use of force.
Generally, the military is not the most appropriate tool
to address humanitarian concerns. But under certain
conditions, the use of U.S. military forces may be
appropriate: when a humanitarian catastrophe dwarfs
the ability of civilian relief agencies to respond; when
the need for relief is urgent and only the military has the
ability to jump-start the longer-term response to the
disaster; when the response requires resources unique to
the military; and when the risk to U.S. troops is
minimal.

In support of the Federal Emergency Management
Agency, DoD also helps provide assistance to victims
of domestic disasters. Responses to floods, hurricanes,
forest fires, and other disasters, such as the Oklahoma
City bombing, have rapidly placed U.S. forces in
stricken areas to help provide support, infrastructure
repair, and restoration of critical services.

OTHER KEY MISSIONS

U.S. military forces and assets will also be called upon
to perform a wide range of other important missions.
Some of these can be accomplished by conventional
forces fielded primarily for theater operations. Often,
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however, these missions call for specialized units and
capabilities.

Combating Terrorism. To protect American citizens
and interests from the threat posed by terrorist groups,
the United States needs units available with specialized
counterterrorist capabilities. From time to time, the
United States might also find it necessary to strike
terrorists at their bases abroad or to attack assets valued
by the governments that support them.

Countering terrorism effectively requires close day-to-
day coordination among Executive Branch agencies.
The Department of Defense will continue to cooperate
closely with the Department of State; the Department of
Justice, including the Federal Bureau of Investigation;
and the Central Intelligence Agency. Positive results
come from integrating intelligence, diplomatic, and
legal activities and through close cooperation with other
governments and international counterterrorist organi-
zations.

The United States has made concerted efforts to punish
and deter terrorists and those who support them. Such
actions by the United States send a firm message that
terrorist acts will be punished, thereby deterring future
threats.

In recognition of the increasing threat that terrorism
poses to the national interest, the President, in
September 1996, signed a supplemental authorization
totaling $1.3 billion to be used for programs and special
initiatives to combat terrorism. Of the total, DoD
received $353 million, which is being used primarily to
increase the security of U.S. troops and installations
overseas. These funds are part of a package of
comprehensive initiatives designed to provide better
protection to the American people and U.S. forces.
Finally, the Joint Staff created anew Deputy Directorate
to assist in coordinating all DoD efforts to combat
terrorism.

Noncombatant Evacuation Operations. The U.S. gov-
ernment’s responsibility for protecting the lives and
safety of Americans abroad extends beyond dealing
with the threat of terrorism. Situations like the outbreak
of civil or international conflict and natural or manmade
disasters require that selected U.S. military forces be
trained and equipped to evacuate Americans from
threatening situations. For example, U.S. forces evacu-
ated Americans from Monrovia, Liberia, in April-June

1996, and from the Central African Republic in May
1996.

Counterdrug Operations. The Department of Defense,
in support of U.S. law enforcement agencies (LEAs),
the Department of State, and cooperating foreign
governments, continues to participate in combating the
flow of illicit drugs into the United States. The Depart-
ment strives to achieve the objectives of the National
Drug Control Strategy through the effective application
of available resources consistent with U.S. law.

The Department supports the counterdrug mission in
five key areas:

® Dismantling the Cartels. DoD continues to enhance
its technical support to domestic and international
drug LEAs through its all-source intelligence
collection, analysis, and sharing programs, and by
providing linguist and documentation exploitation
support.

®  Source Nation Support. DoD provides support to
those nations that demonstrate the political will to
combat narcotraffickers. Support is aimed at
encouraging national resolve and regional coopera-
tion; enhancing air, land, river and maritime inter-
diction performance; and further developing end-
game (effective arrest, seizure of drugs, and
prosecution) capabilities. DoD achieves these
objectives by providing intelligence, target cueing,
initial detection and monitoring, operational plan-
ning assistance, training in tactical procedures and
equipment maintenance, forward operating base
infrastructure improvements, and logistics/ com-
munication support to source nation LEAs and
military.

® Detection and Monitoring the Transport of Illegal
Drugs. DoD supports domestic law enforcement
and host nation detection and monitoring efforts by
emphasizing activities in the drug source countries;
expanding military-to-military contacts with the
counterdrug units of source nation armed forces’ to
improve their capability to conduct effective
interdiction operations; conducting robust but
streamlined detection and monitoring operations in
the transit zone (the region between the source
nations and the U.S. border region); focusing on
intelligence-cued operations that directly support
source nation and arrival zone operations; and
focusing activities in the United States to
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emphasize the illegal drug movement threat at
critical border locations.

®  Direct Support to Drug Law Enforcement Agencies
(DLEA) in CONUS. DoD directly supports
DLEAs in CONUS through active and reserve com-
ponent support managed by the United States
Atlantic Command’s Joint Task Force-Six at Fort
Bliss, Texas; programs that provide reconnaissance
support, engineer construction support, intelligence
analysts, linguists, transportation, maintenance,
equipment upgrade, and training; a program that
provides excess DoD equipment to federal and state
agencies for counterdrug activities; and the Gover-
nors’ state plans for using the National Guard for
counterdrug support to federal, state, and local
DLEAs.

®  Demand Reduction. The Department continues to
pursue a very effective drug deterrence/testing pro-
gram focused on active duty military members,
civilian employees, National Guard, and reserve
forces. In addition, DoD promotes military, civil-
ian, and military family drug education, training,
awareness programs, and the National Guard vol-
unteer military community outreach efforts.

Countering the Spread and Use of Nuclear,
Biological, and Chemical Weapons

Beyond the five declared nuclear weapons states, at
least 20 other nations have acquired or are attempting to
acquire NBC weapons and the means to deliver them.
In fact, many of America’s most likely adversaries
already possess chemical or biological weapons, and
some appear determined to acquire nuclear weapons.
Such weapons in the hands of a hostile power threaten
not only American lives and interests, but also the
United States’ ability to project power to key regions of
the world. The United States will retain the capacity to
defend against and respond decisively to the use of NBC
weapons so that an adversary will not perceive any
advantage from employing them.

The major objectives of DoD counterproliferation
policy are to:

= Support overall U.S. government efforts to prevent
the acquisition of NBC weapons and missile
delivery systems.
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®  Support overall U.S. government efforts to roll
back proliferation where it has occurred.

® Deter and prevent the effective use of NBC weap-
ons and their delivery systems against the United
States, its allies, and U.S. and allied forces.

®  Adapt U.S. military forces, planning, doctrine, and
training to operate effectively against the threats
posed by NBC weapons and their delivery means.

To further these objectives, DoD continues to enhance
its military capabilities in the following areas:

®  Deterrence. Continual assessments of the strategic
personality of countries with nuclear, biological, or
chemical weapons to better understand their lead-
ers’ intentions and what particular combination of
declaratory policy, force posture, and other politi-
cal, diplomatic, and military signals can best dissuade
them.

® Intelligence. Overall threat assessment and timely
detection for combat operations and in support of
broader policy objectives.

®  Ballistic and cruise missile defense. Systems that
can intercept missiles with a high degree of confi-
dence and reliability, and prevent or limit contami-
nation should the incoming missile be carrying a
nuclear, biological, or chemical munition.

®  Passive defenses. Battlefield detection, decontami-
nation, individual and collective protection, and
medical treatment and response against chemical
and biological warfare agents.

®  Counterforce. Capabilities to seize, disable, or
destroy NBC arsenals and their delivery means
prior to their use with minimal collateral effects.

" Effective power projection. Reassessment of U.S.
approaches to power projection to minimize the
vulnerability of U.S. forces to attacks by NBC.

® Defense against covert threats. Improved capabili-
ties to detect and disarm NBC weapons and devices
that may be brought covertly into the United States.

®  Command, control, and communications. Defense
information architecture that will enhance the
timely flow of critical intelligence and command
directions.
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The United States also continues to face potential
nuclear threats. Russia maintains a large and modern
arsenal of strategic and nonstrategic nuclear weapons.
Even if the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START)
11 is ratified and enters into force, Russia will retain a
formidable strategic nuclear arsenal of up to 3,500
deployed warheads, as well as several thousand
nonstrategic nuclear weapons not subject to START II.
Perhaps more threatening is the risk that the materials,
equipment, and know-how needed to make nuclear
weapons will leak out of the New Independent States
and into potentially hostile nations.

The United States seeks Russia’s full implementation of
the START accords. The United States also will con-
tinue to press for the elimination of all missiles capable
of launching strategic weapons in Belarus in accordance
with START I and the Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty. The United States will continue to provide
assistance under the Nunn-Lugar program for the
destruction of NBC capabilities in Russia and the for-
mer Soviet states; ensure the safe and secure storage of
nuclear weapons and materials; and help prevent the
proliferation of NBC weapons, their components,
related technology, and expertise within and beyond
national borders. These counterproliferation goals

11

require a strong relationship with Russia and all the
New Independent States.

U.S. nuclear forces remain an important deterrent. In
order to deter any hostile nuclear state and to convince
potential aggressors that seeking a nuclear advantage
would be futile, the United States will retain nuclear
forces sufficient to hold at risk a broad range of assets
valued by potentially hostile political and military
leaders. This requirement is fully consistent with
meeting America’s current arms control obligations.

CONCLUSION

America’s defense strategy aims first and foremost to
protect the life, property, and way of life of its citizens.
Its success ultimately relies on a combination of the
nation’s superior military capabilities, its unique
position as the preferred security partner of important
regional states, and its determination to influence events
beyond its borders. By providing leadership and
shaping the international security arena, the United
States, along with its allies and friends, can promote the
continued spread of peace and prosperity. Only by
maintaining its military wherewithal to defend and
advance its interests and underwrite its commitments
can the United States retain its preeminent position in
the world.
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The United States’ strategy of engagement and enlarge-
ment requires forces that are able, in concert with
regional allies, to fight and win two major regional con-
flicts that occur nearly simultaneously. This require-
ment, established in the Bottom-Up Review, has been
the most significant factor in determining the overall
size and structure of U.S. conventional forces. U.S.
forces must also be capable of meeting a wide range of
other challenges, including sustaining credible overseas
presence, remaining prepared to conduct contingency
operations, and maintaining strong nuclear deterrence,
as well as deterring and preventing the effective use of
biological and chemical weapons. To meet these chal-
lenges effectively, U.S. forces must be positioned for-
ward or ready to deploy rapidly to distant regions to
achieve their objectives quickly and decisively.

MAJOR REGIONAL CONFLICTS

During the Cold War, U.S. defense planning focused on
winning a large-scale war in Europe. With the changes
in the global security environment, the United States
today must plan for the more likely scenario of fighting
and winning potential regional conflicts on the scale of
the 1991 Gulf War or a conflict in Korea. In contrast to
the Cold War, the timing and location of these regional
conflicts are uncertain, and the bulk of required U.S.
forces may not be in theater prior to the outbreak of
conflict. Even in areas of great U.S. interest and high
threat, where some equipment is prepositioned and
troops are forward deployed, most U.S. forces will
deploy from the United States. U.S. defense plans
therefore must ensure selected forces can quickly
project power from their forward deployed locations
and from the United States into threatened regions to
secure U.S. interests and help allies defeat hostile
regional powers. Moreover, the sustainment of U.S.
power projection forces — in the absence of a large,
forward-stationed logistics structure — will require the
development and employment of new logistics technol-
ogies.

Often in these major regional conflicts, the United
States will fight as the leader of a coalition, with allies
and friends providing some support and combat forces.
DoD expects that regional allies will fight along with
U.S. forces, and that friends and allies from beyond the
crisis area will contribute forces to any major regional
conflict. However, U.S. forces must be sized and
structured to preserve the flexibility and the capability
to act unilaterally if necessary. Detailed analysis of the
force capabilities required to fight and win possible
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future major regional conflicts is being conducted in
support of the Quadrennial Defense Review.

OVERSEAS PRESENCE

A second broad class of military operations that
determine the overall size and shape of U.S. forces is
overseas presence. Although all Services contribute
substantially to a U.S. overseas presence posture,
overseas presence needs impose requirements for naval
forces that exceed those needed for major regional
conflicts alone. Therefore, programmed force levels for
the Navy were developed based on overseas presence
missions as well as requirements for two major regional
conflicts.

The United States will continue to maintain a robust
overseas presence in several forms:

¥ Permanently stationed forces.

®  Rotationally and temporarily deployed forces.
®  Combined exercises.

B Port call and other force visits.

" Security assistance activities.

®  Prepositioning of military equipment and
supplies.

®  Foreign military interactions.
® Defense attaches.

Stationing and deploying U.S. military forces overseas
in peacetime remain essential elements of the United
States’ National Security Strategy and National Mili-
tary Strategy. The U.S. military’s peacetime overseas
presence is the single most visible demonstration of
America’s commitment to defend U.S. and allied inter-
ests in key regions throughout the world. The presence
of U.S. forces helps shape the international security
environment by helping deter adventurism and coercion
by potentially hostile states, reassuring friends, further-
ing influence and access, enhancing regional stability,
and underwriting the larger strategy of engagement and
enlargement. It thus strengthens the U.S. role in the
affairs of key regions, such as Europe, East Asia, the
Middle East, and Latin America and the Caribbean.

Maintaining a sufficient level of U.S. military forces in
Europe is essential to preserving U.S. influence and
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leadership. The reassurance that a visible and capable
U.S. military presence provides both to America’s tradi-
tional allies in Western Europe and to its new Partners
for Peace in the East aids in the development of a stable
and democratic post-Cold War Europe. This Adminis-
tration will ensure that the level of U.S. military
presence is sufficient to respond to plausible crises, pro-
vide tangible evidence of America’s commitment to
preserving regional stability, and actively participate in
multinational training, to minimize the likelihood of
having to deploy additional forces from the continental
United States in the early stages of a regional crisis.
Such a force will also anchor both NATO’s deterrent
capability and the Alliance’s ability to respond to out-
of-area contingencies.

In the East Asian-Pacific region, the United States is in
an unparalleled position to be a stabilizing force in the
multipolar regional balance that has followed the Cold
War. Because the United States is a powerful but distant
state, its forward deployed forces are viewed by regional
actors as areassuring presence. Any significant diminu-
tion of the U.S. military presence in the East Asia-
Pacific, absent a corresponding reduction in potential
threats there, would risk creating the perception of a
regional power vacuum. This, in turn, could touch off
a regional arms race, threatening vital U.S. economic,
political, and security interests.

Most U.S. forces in the East Asian-Pacific region are
forward-stationed in Japan and Korea. These include an
Army division consisting of two brigades and a fighter
wing-equivalent of United States Air Force (USAF)
combat aircraft on the Korean Peninsula; an Army
Theater Area Command and Special Forces battalion, a
Marine Expeditionary Force, an aircraft carrier battle
group, an amphibious ready group, and one and a
quarter fighter wing-equivalents of USAF combat
aircraft in Japan. This force visibly demonstrates the
U.S. commitment to the region, deters aggression by
potentially hostile states, and allows for rapid and
decisive U.S. action should deterrence fail.

In the Middle East and Southwest Asia, the Administra-
tion has undertaken a strategy of dual containment of
Iraq and Iran for as long as these states pose a threat to
U.S. interests, other states in the region, and to their own
citizens. Since Operation Desert Storm, the United
States has undertaken several specific steps to enhance
its military presence in the region. Some of these steps
include the continuous presence of an Army heavy
battalion task force in Kuwait and a Patriot air defense
artillery task force in Kuwait and Saudi Arabia; pre-
positioning a heavy brigade set of equipment in Kuwait
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and a heavy battalion task force in Qatar; prepositioning
a heavy brigade set afloat on ships in the Indian and
Pacific Oceans; deployment of land-based aircraft in the
Gulf region for Operation Southern Watch; increased
naval presence (including a carrier battle group and an
amphibious ready group); and combined exercises con-
ducted with the militaries of the Gulf Cooperation
Council (GCC) countries and other coalition partners.

These measures, combined with programs such as the
squadron of Maritime Prepositioning Ships located in
the Indian Ocean, give U.S. forces the ability to respond
quickly to crisis in the region. The close military-to-
military relationships built up over many years with
each of the GCC states contribute to an environment
that allows host countries to more readily and effective-
ly support U.S. crisis deployment. DoD will continue
to build on this solid base of cooperation by preposition-
ing equipment for asecond heavy brigade and adivision
base in Qatar (equipment to support a tank battalion was
put in place in 1996), maintaining the number of land-
based combat and support aircraft deployed to the
region, prepositioning additional stocks of preferred
munitions in-theater, stationing mine countermeasures
ships in the Persian Gulf, and further enhancing its
program of training and exercises with U.S. security
partners in the region.

U.S. interests in Latin America and the Caribbean are
extensive and varied, and a strong U.S. defense capabil-
ity is essential to the region’s security. For example, the
United States’ trade with Latin America is growing
faster than trade with any other region. The United
States Southern Command (USSOUTHCOM) and the
United States Atlantic Command (USACOM) provide
crisis reaction forces, serve as partners in cooperative
regional security, and symbolize the U.S. commitment
to regional security. On June 1,1997, USSOUTHCOM
will assume responsibility for the Caribbean, and its
included islands, to allow one command to more effec-
tively deal with the region. Potential missions for U.S.
forces in the region include support to counterdrug
operations, counterterrorism, noncombatantevacuation
operations, peace operations, smaller-scale combat
operations, and disaster relief. U.S. forces also continue
to exercise and explore ways to encourage the free flow
of information with regional friends and allies, helping
to build cooperative security mechanisms and encour-
aging Latin American militaries to support civilian con-
trol, respect for human rights, and the rule of law.
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The United States will continue to operate bases and
facilities in the Republic of Panama until December 31,
1999, and is fully committed to implementing the
Panama Canal Treaty. The two governments agreed to
hold exploratory talks to discuss possible stationing of
some U.S. forces in Panama beyond December 31,
1999, in order to promote stability and improve the
coordination, cooperation, and synchronization of
counterdrug activities in the region. The U.S. naval
base at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, has proven valuable in
handling migrants from Haiti and Cuba.

U.S. security and economic interests in Africa are not as
prominent as those in other regions, and the United
States has no bases in Africa. Yet in recent years, U.S.
forces have been called upon to serve in large-scale
peacekeeping and humanitarian missions in Somalia
and Rwanda and to evacuate U.S. citizens from Liberia
and the Central African Republic. With the continuing
possibility of conflicts and humanitarian disasters in
Africa, it is important that the United States helps
African states, particularly the new South Africa,
develop more effective capabilities for conflict
resolution, peacekeeping, and humanitarian relief.

CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS

The final set of operations for which DoD must shape
itsnonnuclear forces involves a variety of contingencies
that are less demanding than major regional conflicts
but still require significant combat forces and
capabilities. Such operations range from smaller-scale
combat operations and multilateral peace operations to
counterterrorism activities and humanitarian assistance
operations.

In some cases, the United States will advance its
interests by providing military forces to selected
allied/coalition operations, some of which may support
United Nations Security Council resolutions. Further,
the United States will continue to participate directly in
UN peace operations when it serves U.S. interests.
However, the United States will maintain the capability
to act unilaterally when important U.S. interests are at
stake.

Over the past decade, the United States has conducted
an array of major contingency operations of the follow-
ing types: peace operations, disaster relief, humanitari-
an assistance, noncombatant evacuation, maritime
escort, counterterrorism, reprisals, deterrence of aggres-
sion, intervention to support democracy, sanctions
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enforcement, no-fly zone enforcement, migrant rescue
and support, search and rescue, and deployments to
quell domestic civil disturbances.

In 1996, such contingency operations included crisis
response in the Persian Gulf and Taiwan Straits;
humanitarian relief and peace operations in the former
Republic of Yugoslavia; enforcement of the no-fly zone
over southern Iraq; humanitarian relief in northern Iraq;
and noncombatant evacuations from Liberia and the
Central African Republic.

The forces for these operations are provided largely by
the same conventional and special operations forces
needed for major regional conflicts and overseas
presence, although some specialized training and
capabilities may be required. This means that the
United States will not be able to conduct sizable
contingency operations at the same time it is fighting in
two major regional conflicts.

OVERALL FORCE SIZE AND STRUCTURE
OF CONVENTIONAL FORCES

In the 1993 Bottom-Up Review, DoD determined that
the force structure shown below, which will be reached
by the end of the decade, can carry out America’s
strategy and meet its national security requirements.

If a major regional conflict erupts, the United States will
deploy a substantial number of forces to the theater to
augment those already there in order to quickly defeat
the aggressor. If it is prudent to do so, limited U.S.
forces may remain engaged in a smaller-scale operation,
such as a peacekeeping operation, while the major
regional conflict is ongoing; if not, U.S. forces will be
withdrawn from contingency operations in order to help
constitute sufficient forces to deter and, if necessary,
fight and win a second major regional conflict. If a
second major regional conflict were to break out shortly
after the first, U.S. forces would deploy rapidly to halt
the invading force as quickly as possible. Selected
high-leverage and mobile intelligence, command and
control, and air capabilities, as well as amphibious
forces, would be redeployed from the first major
regional conflict to the second as circumstances
permitted. After winning both major regional conflicts,
U.S. forces would assume a more routine peacetime
posture. As mentioned earlier, this force structure is not
intended to support simultaneous U.S. involvement in
two major regional conflicts as well as sustained active
force involvement in sizable contingency operations.
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Cold War Force Target
(FY 1990) | FY 1998 | End FY 1999
Military Personnel
Active 2,069,000 | 1,431,000 1,422,000
Selected Reserve 1,128,000 892,000 889,000
Army
Divisions
(Active/National Guard) 18/10 10/82 10/82
Air Force
Fighter Wings
(Active/Reserve) 24/12 13/7 13/7
Bombers 364 182 184
Navy
Aircraft Carriers
(Active/Training) 151 11/1 11/1
Air Wings
(Active/Reserve) 1372 1071 10/1
Attack Submarines 93 66 45-55
Total Battle Force Ships 546 346 330-346
Marine Corps
Divisions
(Active/Reserve) 311 n n
Wings (Active/Reserve) N n I
2 Plus 15 enhanced brigades.

SIZING U.S. NUCLEAR FORCES

Early START II ratification and implementation
remains a primary U.S. objective. When START 11 is
ratified by the Russian Duma and the treaty enters into
force, the United States will draw down to and maintain:

® 500 Minuteman missiles, each equipped with a
single warhead.

® 14 Ohio class submarines, each carrying 24 Trident
II (D-5) missiles with multiple warheads.

= 71 B-52 strategic bombers equipped with cruise
missiles.

= 21 B-2 strategic bombers equipped with gravity
bombs.

The Peacekeeper missile will be retired. As the
President made clear during the Moscow summit in
May 1994, when START Il enters into force, the United
States will be prepared to take the lead to discuss further
reductions. While the United States is prepared to carry
out the reductions under the START II timetable, at the
same time, the United States must have the capability to
maintain the levels prescribed under START I. After
START II enters into force and during the drawdown
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period, the United States will maintain that capability as
a hedge in case of a reversal in these arms agreements.
DoD has termed this a lead and hedge strategy —
providing leadership for continuing reductions in
nuclear weapons and the benefit of the savings that
would be achieved thereby, while hedging against the
reversal of reform in Russia.

However, given the events of the past two years, the
United States must also prepare for the prospects that
Russia may delay further the ratification of the START
II Treaty in spite of the climate of cooperation that exists
today. Until START Il is ratified and enters into force,
the United States strategic force structure will be based
on the levels agreed in the START I Treaty, which is
currently in force:

® 500 Minuteman III missiles.

® 50 Peacekeeper missiles.

® 18 Ohio-class ballistic missile submarines.

17

= 71B-52strategic bombers (current law requires the
United States to maintain 94 B-52 strategic
bombers through FY 1997).

® 21 B-2 strategic bombers.

Consistent with this objective, funding decisions will
be made to maintain the option to retain this force. The
United States will also maintain its Non-Strategic
Nuclear Forces (NSNF), consisting of dual capable
fighter bombers and submarine launched cruise
missiles, available for worldwide deployment.

CONCLUSION

In the post-Cold War era, the United States plays the
leadingrole in organizing coalitions of like-minded states
to defend and advance common interests, to promote
common values and norms, and thus, to create a world in
which Americans can be secure and prosper. The force
structure outlined above supports this strategy of engage-
ment and enlargement. Together, these first-rate military
forces underwrite security partnerships, help shape the
international environmentby theirpresenceandactivities,
and deter and defeat aggression in a variety of settings.
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Today’s U.S. force structure is significantly smaller
than the force necessary during the Cold War. The force
structure outlined in Chapter 2 reflects the results of a
wide range of analytical efforts undertaken by the
Department of Defense that have further refined the
results of the 1993 Bottom-Up Review (BUR). To date,
follow-on analyses have upheld the basic tenets and
findings of the BUR, while guiding DoD in making
modest adjustments in plans and programs. U.S. forces
will continue to be capable of carrying out the Adminis-
tration’s ambitious strategy of engagement and enlarge-
ment, provided that DoD implements the critical force
enhancements recommended in the Bottom-Up Review.
These enhancements will improve the capabilities, flex-
ibility, and lethality of U.S. conventional forces. They
are geared especially toward ensuring that U.S. forces
will be able to bring a large amount of firepower to the
conflict in its opening stages and quickly halt the
aggression. Inmost cases, if U.S. forces can accomplish
this critical objective promptly, it is far more likely that
objectives in later phases of the conflict (including
reducing the enemy’s warmaking capabilities, ejecting
enemy forces from captured territory, and decisively
defeating them) can be achieved sooner and at less cost
and risk.

These enhancements fall into three broad categories:
® Improved effectiveness of early arriving forces.
® Strategic mobility enhancements.

® Improved Army reserve component readiness.

IMPROVED EFFECTIVENESS OF EARLY
ARRIVING FORCES

Several enhancements will dramatically improve the
ability of U.S. forces to halt an enemy armored advance
and destroy critical fixed targets in the first phase of
conflict. A discussion of these enhancements follows.

Advanced Munitions

Advanced munitions provide tremendous leverage to
military forces for halting an enemy in the initial stages
of attack. Enhancements in this area are discussed
below.
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The United States has greatly expanded the preci-
sion delivery capability of U.S. combat aircraft.
Since Operation Desert Storm, the number of fight-
er/attack aircraft that can deliver precision-guided
munitions against fixed, hardened targets has vir-
tually doubled and will remain roughly at this level
of capacity into the next century.

At the same time, the development and procure-
ment of the Joint Direct Attack Munition (JDAM)
and the Joint Standoff Weapon (JSOW) will give
the majority of U.S. strike aircraft the capability to
deliver highly accurate weapons in adverse weather
and at night, by relying on a combination of inertial
guidance and the Global Positioning System to
guide the weapons to desired impact points.

The Air Force has also begun procurement of the
CBU-97B/Sensor Fuzed Weapon (SFW), the first
of the air delivered advanced antiarmor munitions.
SFW provides a dispenser-delivered, wide-area,
adverse-weather submunition that gives aircraft the
capability to disable or destroy multiple armored
vehicles in a single pass. The addition of an inertial
guidance unit to the SFW dispenser (the wind
corrected munitions dispenser kit) will allow these
weapons to be delivered accurately from medium
and high altitudes. The Navy is incorporating SFW
BLU-108 submunitions into a JSOW variant that
will be operational in 2000.

The Wide Area Munition (WAM), which is still in
development, will be highly effective in disabling
armored vehicles and will allow large areas to be
sown with smart mines that should be difficult to
neutralize. Based on the same design as SFW,
WAM can be deployed on either aircraft or missiles.
Limited stocks of the WAM should be fielded in FY
1997.

The Army is improving its antiarmor capabilities as
well. The Longbow fire control radar system, com-
bined with the Longbow Hellfire missile, will give
the already effective Apache helicoptereven greater
capability by adding a fire-and-forget weapon
system and improved target acquisition and track-
ing, particularly in conditions involving adverse
weather and battlefield obscurants. The Initial
Operational Capability (IOC) is expected in 1998.
In addition, the Army began to field the Javelin
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man-portable antitank system in 1996. The Javelin
combines fire-and-forget technology with top-
attack or direct-fire modes to provide a significant
increase in the antitank capability of infantry forces.

The Army is also developing BAT, the Brilliant
Antiarmor submunition, to be delivered by long-
range Army Tactical Missile System (ATACMS)
missiles. This potent, deep-strike system will
become operational in FY 2001 and will be capable
of effectively attacking a wide range of armored
vehicles. An extended-range ATACMS carrying
upgraded versions of BAT, which will have a much
wider target array, including stationary or moving
armored and soft targets, will be operational in FY
2004. The Army is also procuring the Sense and
Destroy Armor (SADARM) submunition, which
can be fired by 155mm howitzers. It is scheduled
to be fielded in FY 1999.

Planned improvements in U.S. standoff attack
capabilities continue. The baseline Conventional
Air-Launched Cruise Missile (CALCM) is being
improved with increased accuracy, a better war-
head, and reduced cost. The FY 1995 through FY
1997 budgets provide for converting 300 excess
air-launched cruise missiles to CALCM, with the
CALCM deliveries occurring in the period from
1996 through 1998. The accuracy and flexibility of
the Tomahawk Land Attack Missile (TLAM) —a
proven weapon employed most recently against
Iraqi and Bosnian-Serb targets — will be increased
with the development of TLAM Block IV Phase 1
(I0C expected in 2000). The Standoff Land Attack
Missile (SLAM) is being improved through a
remanufacture program to enhance its standoff
range and penetration capability. The JSOW will
enhance the survivability, standoff, and range (rela-
tive to older munitions) of selected U.S. attack plat-
forms. Similarly, the Enhanced Fiber Optic Guided
Missile (EFOG-M) antiarmor system, currently in
advanced technology development, will provide a
significantly improved precision antiarmor capa-
bility to forces deployed on the ground. The
EFOG-M will allow engagement and destruction of
targets at longer ranges with increased precision.
Finally, the Air Force and the Navy are jointly
sponsoring a new program, the Joint Air-to-Surface
Standoff Missile (JASSM), to develop a weapon
with enhanced standoff capabilities. These systems
should significantly increase platform survivability.
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Taken together, these advanced munitions and sensors
will provide U.S. forces with more accurate firepower
to help blunt a conventional enemy ground attack and
destroy critical targets in the opening phase of a regional
conflict.

Battlefield Surveillance

Accurate and timely information on the location and
disposition of enemy forces is a prerequisite for effec-
tive military operations. Hence, current planning envi-
sions the early deployment of reconnaissance and
command and control aircraft and ground-based assets
to enable U.S. forces to see the enemy and to pass infor-
mation quickly through all echelons. Advances in areas
ranging from satellite communication and surveillance
to digitization will ensure U.S. forces have a decisive
advantage in tactical intelligence and communications.

New sensors that provide adverse weather surveillance
of the battlefield at significantly increased depth of view
and wide-area platforms that provide continuous
coverage are essential to U.S. forces’ capability to bring
force to bear effectively. Several such sensors and
platforms are undergoing final stages of development
testing and will be fielded in the next few years.

®  The Joint Surveillance Target Attack Radar System
(JSTARS) enables U.S. forces to detect moving
vehicles deep in enemy territory and across a broad
swath. It also permits forces to characterize station-
ary targets with its spot mode. The first operational
JSTARS aircraft was delivered in FY 1996, with the
full fleet of 19 aircraft reaching the field by 2005.

®  Unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) of several types
will be able to carry a variety of surveillance sensors

and provide long endurance reconnaissance over
the battlefield.

® The United States is also improving other airborne
reconnaissance and command and control capabili-
ties, such as the Guardrail Common Sensor, which
provides real-time signals intelligence and precise
target emitter location capabilities to multi-Service
sensor platforms.

® Navy initiatives in Battlefield Surveillance include
use of imagery from F-18 and U-2R aircraft to
command and control ships, flagships, and aircraft
carriers via a common high bandwidth data link
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which interfaces with computers/displays/proces-
sors that control the airborne sensors.

®  Numerous improvements to U.S. theater command,
control, and communications (C3) capabilities are
also underway. U.S. forces are now fielding a new
defense information architecture that will greatly
enhance the timely flow of critical intelligence
information and command directions throughout
the theater. This new system is the Global Com-
mand and Control System (GCCS), which provides
worldwide access to acommon picture of the battle-
field. The Joint Tactical Information Distribution
System (JTIDS) provides rapid, secure, jam-
resistant communications and data for theater-wide
joint force operations. In addition, the Milstar com-
munications satellite constellation will ensure
secure global communications capability. The
migration towards common communications links
will facilitate the fusion of real-time information
that can be shared among joint components, as well
as with allied and coalition forces.

Long-Range Bomber Enhancements

Heavy bombers can play unique and important roles in
short-warning conflicts and bring massive firepower to
bear during the opening hours and days of conflict.
Programs are underway that will increase bomber
survivability, sustainability, and precision weapons
delivery capability. Once in place, these enhancements
will enable the U.S. bomber force of B-1s, B-2s, and
B-52s to attack a full range of enemy targets. When
armed with the air-delivered advanced munitions
previously discussed, the bomber force will be able to
quickly and effectively destroy high-value targets, cut
lines of communication in rear areas, degrade enemy
airfields and theater missile infrastructure, and disrupt
and destroy advancing enemy ground forces.

Enhanced Carrier-Based Airpower

The Navy is examining a number of innovative ways to
improve the firepower aboard its aircraft carriers. First,
the Navy will acquire stocks of new smart antiarmor
weapons for delivery by attack aircraft. In addition,
increased numbers of LANTIRN equipped, ground
attack capable F-14s will be added to carrier air wings.
The Navy also will fly additional F/A-18s and crew
members to forward-deployed aircraft carriers respond-
ing to crises. These additional aircraft and crews would
increase the striking power of the carriers during the
critical early stages of a conflict.
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STRATEGIC MOBILITY ENHANCEMENTS

An essential element to being able to prevail ineven one
major regional conflict, much less two, is strategic lift
capability. U.S. lift assets are the foundation of the
force’s capability to project combat power around the
globe. The first priority in the opening phase of a war
would be to get U.S. forces to the fight in a timely
manner. In many scenarios, U.S. forces would have no
more than two weeks to get to the fight if they are to
support an effective defense. This places a high pre-
mium on forward stationed and deployed forces, forces
whose main equipment items can be prepositioned in or
near a theater of potential conflict, and forces that can
deploy from their home bases very rapidly and deliver
effective combat power.

Lift assets are also used in nearly every humanitarian
and peace operation undertaken by U.S. forces. These
unique lift capabilities will continue to make U.S. par-
ticipation in many multilateral operations a key to their
success. DoD is making substantial enhancements to
U.S. strategic mobility — most of which were firstiden-
tified in the 1992 Mobility Requirements Study (MRS)
and validated in the 1995 MRS Bottom-Up Review
Update (BURU). These steps will better posture
selected forces for early deployment to potential con-
flicts.

Strategic Airlift

Given current Operating Tempo, DoD has programmed
sufficient funds to ensure that its military air mobility
fleet (C-141s, C-5s, C-17s, KC-135s, and KC-10s)
remains capable of deploying and supporting forces as
required. The Department plans to continue increasing
U.S. strategic airlift capability, replacing its aging
C-141 fleet with C-17s. The C-17 program is executing
a seven year procurement for a total of 120 aircraft by
2003 (last C-17 delivered by 2004). Twenty-nine C-17s
have been delivered as of January 1997.

Strategic Sealift and Surface Transportation

DoD is also expanding and modernizing its sealift
forces. In 1996, two roll-on/roll-off (RO/RO) ships
were added to the Ready Reserve Force (RRF), increas-
ing to 31 the number of vessels acquired for this fleet in
recent years. Eleven large, medium-speed, roll-on/
roll-off (LMSR) ships also will enter the surge sealift
force in coming years. In order to meet the MRS and
MRS BURU recommendation of 36 total RRF RO/ROs,
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five additional ships (or equivalent capacity) are
required. These ships will provide surge capacity for
transporting equipment and supplies to distant theaters.
DoD continues to maintain a viable Joint Logistics Over
The Shore (JLOTS) capability. JLOTS is the employ-
ment of a multiservice force to load and unload ships in
the absence of fixed port facilities or in cases where the
fixed port is damaged or inadequate.

Finally, DoD is funding various measures to improve the
flow of personnel, equipment, and supplies from their
locations in the United States to the ports from which they
will embark. Some of these improvements include
expanding rail and airheads at contingency force installa-
tions, constructinga containerized ammunition facility on
the West Coast, and purchasing and prepositioning over
1,000 railcars for heavy/oversized cargoes.

Prepositioning

Prepositioning heavy combat equipment and supplies
ashore and afloat can greatly reduce both the time
required to deploy forces to distant regions and the num-
ber of airlift sorties devoted to moving such supplies.
In October 1994, when Iragi Republican Guard and
other units moved toward Kuwait, U.S. prepositioned
heavy brigade sets of equipment in Kuwait and afloat
allowed U.S. forces to arrive quickly to contribute to the
defense of Kuwait. Before these prepositioning efforts,
only about one-third of the U.S. ground forces that
deployed or were scheduled to deploy in October 1994
could have been on station within the same time frame.

Currently, three Maritime Prepositioning Ship Squad-
rons — 13 ships total — provide equipment and 30 days
combat sustainability to support the flexible employ-
ment of three Marine Expeditionary Forces. These
assets are strategically deployed in the Mediterranean
Sea, Indian Ocean, and Pacific Ocean, with the ability
to relocate to other regions as needed. Additionally,
funding for three additional ships has been appropriated
for the Maritime Prepositioning Force Enhancement
(MPF(E)) Program. MPF(E) will add one ship to each
squadron, providing increased combat capability,
mobility, sustainment, command and control capability,
as well as an expeditionary airfield, fleet hospital, and
a naval construction battalion set of equipment. The
Marine Corps also maintains the Norway Air Landed
Marine Expeditionary Brigade as a cost-effective
land-based prepositioning program that supports the
protection of NATO’s northern flank.

The Army has established an armored brigade set of equip-
ment afloat in 14 ships which is available to be sent to
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either Southwest Asia or Northeast Asia. These ships,
stationed in the Indian and Pacific Oceans, provide
material for an armor brigade and selected support units.
Deliveries of LMSRs began in 1996 to replace seven of
these 14 ships, which are RO/RO ships on loan from the
RRE. When the Army’s afloat prepositioning program
is completed in FY 2001, it will consist of 16 ships.
Included will be eight new LMSRs, the size of which
will allow the Army to increase the amount of equip-
ment prepositioned from 1.0 million square feet to 2.0
million square feet, as recommended in the MRS and
the MRS BURU. As LMSRs are fielded to the Army
program, the seven RO/ROs will be returned to the RRF
for use as CONUS surge fleet assets.

The Army has also prepositioned one brigade equip-
ment set ashore in Kuwait and is beginning to establish
a second heavy brigade and a division base in Qatar
(equipment to support an armor battalion task force was
put in place in January 1996) and a brigade set in South
Korea. Efforts continue to expand Air Force stocks of
preferred munitions in Southwest Asia. Additionally,
the Air Force is reworking the loads onboard its three
prepositioned ammunition ships to maximize cargo
space for transportation of additional ammunition
needed early in a conflict. The Navy will also add a
prepositioned ship with naval munitions in FY 1999.

IMPROVED ARMY RESERVE
COMPONENT READINESS

The Department of Defense has undertaken several ini-
tiatives to improve the readiness and flexibility of Army
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National Guard (ARNG) combat units and United
States Army Reserve (USAR) forces in order to make
them more readily available for major regional conflicts
and other operations. Toward this end, 15 ARNG bri-
gades have been designated as enhanced brigades.
Within the overall Army reserve component force struc-
ture, readiness initiatives will focus on these 15
enhanced brigades and early deploying ARNG and
USAR combat support and combat service support
units. Inthe ARNG, these 15 enhanced brigades will be
resourced sufficiently with personnel and equipment to
be ready to begin deploying approximately 90 days after
each brigade’s respective mobilization. For major
regional conflicts, the ARNG enhanced brigades pro-
vide additional capability to deal with uncertainty and
risk. They can increase Army combat power that can be
made available by reinforcing or augmenting deployed
active divisions and corps. The ARNG and USAR have
implemented tiered resourcing programs to concentrate
readiness initiatives on maintaining a high level of
readiness in their early deploying contingency units.

CONCLUSION

These enhancements will substantially increase the
capabilities of U.S. forces to conduct military opera-
tions in the post-Cold War era. To a large extent, the
ability of the United States, in concert with regional
allies, to fight and win two nearly simultaneous major
regional conflicts in the future depends on the enhance-
ments described above. DoD will continue to ensure
that funding for these enhancements receives priority in
budgetary deliberations.






Part II Pursuing Defense Initiatives
READINESS

25

The diverse demands of the post-Cold War world
require that the United States maintain highly capable
forces prepared to rapidly respond to any contingency.
Achieving this goal is one of the Department’s most
aggressive and ambitious undertakings. It is also the
most important. Maintaining the readiness and sustain-
ability of U.S. forces is the number one priority of the
Department of Defense.

AMERICA’S FORCE IS READY

The Department has kept America’s military ready
while adjusting to the end of the Cold War. Keeping the
military fully ready during a major drawdown is an
unprecedented achievement. In each previous draw-
down — after the Second World War, Korea, and
Vietnam — forces went hollow as resources were elimi-
nated faster than force structure. The Department was
and is determined to avoid those errors of the past. As
General John Shalikashvili, Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, stated:

“What an extraordinary success this drawdown
has been. For the first time in our history, we
have been able to reduce as significantly as we
have reduced without taking a nose-dive in
readiness . . . . While we are considerably
smaller today than we were when the Cold War
ended, pound for pound we are as ready today
as we ever have been.”

It is particularly notable that America did not stand
down its forces to achieve this readiness. Indeed,
American forces maintained a high operational tempo,
yet kept readiness high while reducing the force.

America’s military is ready for the next war, not just the
last. During the Cold War, the requirements for readi-
ness were clear — be prepared to repulse an invasion of
Western Europe, and should that fail, to escalate the
conflict globally. Today, America’s forces face a wide
array of challenges, from civil strife through conven-
tional combat to the threat from weapons of mass
destruction. Potential opponents are more diverse and
better armed than before. America’s forces are equally
diverse in their equipment and training, ready to meet
any threat by land, sea, or air.

NATIONAL SECURITY STRATEGY AND
READINESS

America’s leadership in world affairs relies on ready
military forces. Because U.S. forces are organized and
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trained to support the National Security Strategy, they
must be prepared for, and on occasion must engage in,
operations that support the full spectrum of national
interests:

® Fighting and winning the nation’s wars — the
responsibility underlying all U.S. military activities
and stands as the ultimate guarantor of U.S. vital
national interests. This commitment is manifested
in the ability of U.S. forces to decisively fight and
win two nearly simultaneous major regional con-
flicts.

® Deterring aggression and preventing conflict —
deploy and support combat forces, ranging from
strategic nuclear deterrence to overseas presence
missions, most importantly to convince potential
adversaries that their objectives will be denied and
that their aggression will be decisively defeated.

®  Peacetime engagements — participate in activities
to enhance regional stability, alleviate human
suffering, improve coalition military capabilities,
and promote democratic ideals.

Forces must meet standards in terms of the:

® Time it takes to mobilize, deploy to a theater of
operations, and engage.

= Military missions these forces must execute once
engaged.

®  Length of time these forces should remain engaged.

" Time to disengage, refit, and redeploy to meet
priority missions.

Keeping American forces ready to fight requires an
appropriate force structure, modern equipment, mainte-
nance and logistics support, and trained and motivated
personnel. A deficiency in any of these elements can
hurt readiness, inhibiting the deployment of forces. In
managing readiness, the Department strives to maintain
a balance among these crucial elements to ensure that
forces arrive on time and fully capable to meet mission
demands.
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READINESS CHALLENGES

It takes resources and time to develop and sustain ready
forces. Readiness is cumulative. It takes 20 years to
develop senior military leaders, more than 10 years to
build modern infrastructure, five to 10 years to develop
and field technologically superior equipment, and one
to two years to develop a sustainment program to
provide trained and ready units. A decline in material
resources or adequately trained people will lengthen the
amount of time it takes to rebuild readiness.

Achieving and maintaining DoD readiness goals in
today’s dynamic political, fiscal, and operating environ-
ments present a daily challenge to the Department.
Challenges to maintaining readiness emanate primarily
from six variables: personnel, equipment, education
and training, logistics, leadership development, and the
financial resources to support these elements. A deficit
in any one will degrade readiness. The following dis-
cussion characterizes these challenges and describes
how the Department is addressing these issues.

CHALLENGE: KEEPING U.S. FORCES
READY

In recent years, contingency operations have posed
significant challenges to keeping readiness in balance.
Forces have been committed to operations in Somalia,
Bosnia, Korea, Rwanda, Southwest Asia, Haiti, Cuba,
Peru, Ecuador, and the United States in a wide array of
missions ranging from deterrence to natural disaster
relief. Atthe same time U.S. forces have been engaged
in support of the full spectrum of national interests, the
United States has sustained its readiness to counter
major regional threats.

To achieve its number one resource priority, DoD has
focused on the lessons learned from hollow force
periods of the 1970s and early 1980s and has taken
deliberate steps to prevent a recurrence. Previous inci-
dences of force hollowness reflected a force that was, on
average, less educated, not as well trained, more poorly
equipped, inadequately sustained, and less strategically
mobile. In contrast, today’s forces are the best ever
fielded. U.S. military forces are well educated, receive
quality training, and employ technologically superior
equipment. The quality and capability of today’s forces
are the payoff from implementing lessons learned in
previous periods of hollowness.
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Keeping Current Readiness Current

Monitoring and assessing current readiness are both
critical functions of the Department and among its
toughest tasks. In an unpredictable world, American
forces must be able to adapt and respond to a wide
spectrum of military and political circumstances.

Further, the complexity of the Department requires
readiness be measured empirically. It is not possible to
predict readiness far in advance; commanders must be
able to monitor and assess readiness in response to
real-time events. This ability to react to ongoing world
events is essential for good decisions regarding the use
of force.

The Department employs or has in development seven
major strategies to monitor, assess, and manage current
readiness:

®  Usethe Senior Readiness Oversight Council (SROC)
to ensure that the Department’s civilian and military
leaders are kept apprised of readiness and able to
address problems quickly.

®  Develop the Readiness Baseline (RBL), a set of
readiness indicators.

®  Develop an automated readiness assessment system.
®*  Improve the quality of existing readiness data.

® (Create the Joint Mission Essential Task Lists
(JMETLs) as standards of unit performance.

® Develop methods to measure and balance the
deployment load on military personnel.

®= Create funding strategies to pay for contingency
operations without degrading readiness funding.

Senior Readiness Oversight Council

The SROC provides the Department’s senior leaders a
collaborative forum to review significant readiness
topics on a monthly basis. The SROC is chaired by the
Deputy Secretary of Defense; its membership includes
the Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the
Service Chiefs, Under Secretaries of the military
departments, and key DoD civilian leaders.
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Learning From History: The Readiness Baseline

The Department is developing a comprehensive frame-
work of readiness indicators to provide a view of current
readiness in the context of historical readiness trends.
These indicators will be measured against their histori-
cal trends to provide warnings of potential shortfalls.
As this system matures, it will be used to assess current
readiness, to synchronize readiness related budget data,
and to support public discussion of the armed forces’
readiness posture. The General Accounting Office, the
Congressional Budget Office, and the Readiness Task
Force have all noted the desirability of identifying such
indicators.

Automated Readiness Assessment Systems

A wealth of readiness data exists throughout the Depart-
ment. From unit status reports to commander in chief
(CINC) evaluations, the military routinely collects,
evaluates, and analyzes readiness data at many levels of
detail. In the past, there has been no automated net-
working capability to extract and manipulate relevant
data and provide an overarching readiness picture to
senior leaders. Now, though, existing readiness related
systems are being evaluated in the field and enhanced
with today’s technology. While this effort requires fur-
ther work, some promising systems are already under
development.

Improving the Quality of Existing Readiness Data

For decision makers to monitor near-term readiness of
the forces and determine whether resources are allo-
cated appropriately, readiness assessment tools must
address the appropriate allocation of resources to criti-
cal assets. Currently, the Status of Resources and
Training System (SORTS) is the principal means by
which units around the world report their readiness to
Service and joint headquarters. While each Service
implements SORTS differently, the result is a complete
picture of readiness, detailed down to the sub-unit level.
By looking at recurring SORTS data, decision makers
can determine whether sufficient assets are allocated to
personnel, equipment, supplies, or training.

To enhance the ability of SORTS to provide accurate
data on current readiness, the Department has under-
taken a SORTS reform and enhancement process.
Many parts of the SORTS system are antiquated. A
recent report by the DoD Inspector General stated,
“Decision makers cannot rely on SORTS data for deci-
sions because of problems related to accuracy, timeliness,
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andrelevancy.” The Department is currently evaluating
changes to SORTS that would remedy known short-
comings and make readiness data available in a much
more timely fashion. DoD is also evaluating ways to
make the system more flexible, more responsive, more
reliable, and easier to use. In addition to providing
improved information for decision makers, upgrading
the quality of data improves the Department’s ability to
respond accurately to public concerns about readiness.

Joint Mission Essential Task Lists as
Performance Standards

The basic building block of unit readiness is the ability
to perform the specific tasks and missions required in a
wartime scenario. To evaluate the readiness of individ-
ual units, the Department must consider what the units
need to be ready to do in a wartime environment. To
measure an organization’s ability to perform specific
joint tasks, the CINCs have developed Joint Mission
Essential Task Lists for all missions.

By the end of FY 1998, the Services will link the
Component Command Mission Essential Task Lists
(METLs) with the Joint Training System-approved
JMETLs, and incorporate the JMETLs as the source for
guiding Service unit training. Integrating JMETLs into
the readiness assessment process will give decision
makers standards of performance against which
individual unit capability can be measured.

This project does not change the missions that the
CINC:s are expected to perform. Instead, it specifies the
tasks in sufficient level of detail to allow staffs and units
to train and fully develop the necessary level of both unit
and joint readiness. This ongoing process focuses on
train-like-you-fight activities and will enhance joint
training and exercises. It will eventually provide a basis
to measure readiness in terms of output (readiness to
accomplish the specified mission) rather than today’s
input-oriented (readiness to perform as intended by the
unit design) processes.

Measure and Balance the Deployment Load on
Military Personnel

One cannot understand readiness without the ability to
assess the capability of military personnel to perform.
As participation in contingency operations becomes
standard, units and personnel are increasingly deployed
forextended periods on a recurring basis. These deploy-
ments have numerous effects on readiness. For exam-
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ple, because units deployed to contingency or humani-
tarian operations do not always use wartime skills,
combat training may be degraded. Extended deploy-
ments adversely affect morale and quality of life for the
deployed personnel. This can affect both mission per-
formance and retention rates.

The Department has undertaken several initiatives to
monitor and assess the effects of personnel deploy-
ments. First, under the auspices of the SROC, the Joint
Staff Manpower and Personnel Directorate (J-1) con-
ducted a study of the levels of Personnel Tempo
(PERSTEMPO) and determined which units and skills
were reaching levels at which readiness would be
affected. Results of this study allowed the military
Services to take action in their programs to offset exces-
sive PERSTEMPO.

A second effort, the Global Military Force Policy
(GMFP), establishes a protocol for worldwide use of
highly tasked units. These units, such as the Airborne
Warning and Control Systems, are normally few in the
force structure (low density, or LD) yet are called upon
to support almost all contingency operations (high
demand, or HD). The aggregation of multiple CINC
missions led to excessive deployments of many of these
HD/LD units. The GMFP establishes deployment
thresholds for these units and sets the Secretary of
Defense as the approval authority for deployments in
excess of the threshold. The policy allows optimal use
of the units across all CINCs, while precluding overuse
of selected units.

Reduce the Impact of Contingencies on
Readiness Funding

The fiscal effect of unbudgeted contingency operations
on O&M accounts constitutes a major challenge to
readiness. The Department’s approach to overcoming
that hazard is described in detail below

CHALLENGE: READINESS FUNDING

The second challenge is to make sure the Department
has the right resources allocated to the right purposes in
support of readiness. Many assumptions on funding
become inaccurate due to shifting priorities and the
lengthy budget and execution cycle. Structuring the
budget to ensure readiness involves a rigorous, multi-
step process. For the FY 1998 budget request sent to
Congress, this process began over a year ago with Secre-
tary Perry’s guidance to the Services and other defense
components. The Secretary directed the Services to



Part I Pursuing Defense Initiatives
READINESS

provide enough funding in future programs and budgets
to ensure their forces were ready to carry out missions
at acceptable levels of risk. Underscoring the strength
of this priority, the Secretary allowed the Services to
break his guidance elsewhere if required to maintain
readiness.

The results of DoD’s approach to getting readiness
funding right from the start were incorporated into the
FY 1995 budget, which involved many changes from
the previous year and corrected some unrealistic
assumptions. The FY 1996 and 1997 budgets also
reflected robust readiness funding. The Department’s
FY 1998 budget request offers further refinements in
readiness, building on progress made in the previous
fiscal years. For example, levels of funding for opera-
tions and maintenance — the major, but not sole, source
of readiness funding — indicate DoD has maintained
historic levels of readiness.

In light of the improvements made, the Department’s
budgets are balanced and realistic. Indeed, the funding
provided in the FY 1998 budget will maintain adequate
readiness levels in the Services, with one important
provision — the Department must receive timely
funding for unbudgeted contingency operations.

Strategies for Funding Contingency Operations

By their very nature, contingency operations are unfore-
seen. The Department is thus unable to program or budget
for these operations. When the contingency occurs, the
Department must fund the operation by reallocating
other funds. The impact of ongoing contingencies on
the budget is large.

The total contingency operations costs of $3.2 billion
represented approximately 1.3 percent of the total $252
billion FY 1996 defense budget. Contingency costs
normally occur within the operation and maintenance
appropriations and must be absorbed unless they can be
offset from investment appropriations (procurement
and research and development) via a reprogramming
action which requires prior approval by Congress
before funds may be realigned. Since most of the mili-
tary personnel and Operation and Maintenance (O&M)
appropriations, comprising nearly 63 percent of the
defense budget, are used to support day-to-day fact-of-
life requirements and maintain high readiness postures,
investment accounts are the most likely source of funds
to be reprogrammed to support contingency operations.
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Another dimension of the problem with funding contin-
gencies is the timing of the operations; the later an
operation occurs during the fiscal year, the less flexibil-
ity the Department has in reprogramming. The bottom
line of the funding reality is that contingencies can kill
readiness. By the fourth quarter of the fiscal year, the
only places from which funds can be diverted are the
readiness accounts that support training and mainte-
nance.

Additionally, funding of contingencies from O&M
budgets can delay training or maintenance schedules
and result in lost opportunities. The key resource lost
while waiting for supplemental funding is time. Dollars
arriving late in the fiscal year cannot buy back six
months of missed range training or put a delayed
maintenance program back on track quickly.

The Department’s challenge, then, has been to develop
mechanisms to provide alternative funding sources
without damaging the readiness accounts. In the past,
DoD has relied on supplemental appropriations from
Congress to fund contingencies. As the 1994 readiness
crisis in the Army proved, this method will not prevent
readiness shortfalls. Thus, in a fundamental policy
change, the Department has now taken the approach of
funding contingency operations on an ongoing basis
from within the current program. Alternatives to
provide this funding as part of the overall O&M
accounts are being developed by the Department.

Assessment of Readiness Funding

The resources in the FY 1998 budget will provide ade-
quate readiness for America’s armed forces, provided
that:

® Congress and the public support the size and
allocation of the resources recommended by DoD.

® Congress acts in timely fashion to supplement or
replace resources used by DoD in conducting and
executing unbudgeted contingency missions.

® DoD is able to quickly replenish the resources
consumed insupportof forcesengaged inunbudgeted
contingency missions.

For the outyears of the program beyond FY 1998, DoD
plans to focus on maintaining adequate readiness,
specifically the elements of readiness critical to the exe-
cution of U.S. defense strategy. DoD has fully funded
operating and personnel programs. At the same time,
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there may be significant risks to readiness as DoD plans
are executed. Forexample, some programs in the O&M
appropriations may eventually need more funds. DoD
must take care to ensure that reallocating funds for these
purposes does not unduly divert resources away from
more direct readiness needs. The Department must also
maintain a balance between current readiness and
required increases in procurement and modernization
funding in future budgets.

FY 1998-2003 Programs and Budgets

Despite the challenges in precisely projecting U.S.
readiness and sustainability needs in uncertain times,
the readiness programs and budgets being submitted to
Congress represent the best estimate within DoD today
of the resources necessary to keep U.S. military forces
ready to execute the U.S. National Security Strategy
successfully.

Future programs and budgets were developed using the
direction provided through prior years’ planning. The
principal guidance affecting readiness follows:

® Readiness and sustainability remain the highest
resource priority of the Department.

" Service Chiefs are permitted to reallocate funds to
ensure readiness.

®  Readiness programming should reflect the first-to-
fight principle. This requires components to main-
tain appropriate levels of manning, training, and
equipment procurement, distribution, and mainte-
nance forthe most demanding deployment schedules.

® Increased use of simulations, simulators, and
advanced training devices and technologies will be
aggressively pursued to increase operational train-
ing effectiveness and efficiency for both active and
Reserve components, reduce requirements for field
training, and aid in planning and programming.

Modernization/Long-Term Capability

Technologically superior equipment facilitates combat
success. Recognizing the need to maintain the techno-
logical superiority of U.S. forces, the Future Years
Defense Program provides procurement funding in FY
2003 nearly 30 percent higher than requested in the FY
1997 budget. The principal opportunities for meeting
the United States’ long-term goals lie in four areas:

" Aggressive divestiture of infrastructure.
®= Effective acquisition reform and outsourcing.

® Widespread use of modeling and simulation to
enhance training.

®  (Creative reengineering of how the Department
conducts business.

The Department of Defense must maximize its efforts
inthese areas and continue to make prudent investments
in recapitalization if it is to ensure that tomorrow’s
readiness is equal to tomorrow’s challenges.

CHALLENGE: STAYING ON TOP OF
READINESS

In last year’s report, the Department described a series
of initiatives to improve the ability to assess readiness
and make ongoing corrections. These actions have
proven their worth in the past year.

Senior Readiness Oversight Council

At each meeting of the SROC, the Service Chiefs
provide a current and forecast assessment of the
readiness of their respective units. The Vice Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff presents a Joint Readiness
assessment, as well as an overall assessment of the
readiness of the armed forces to fight and execute the
National Military Strategy. The joint readiness
assessment is developed through the Joint Monthly
Readiness Review (JMRR). This assessment provides
atool for determining whether near-term reallocation of
resources is required to maintain readiness. The
Department now submits a Quarterly Readiness Report
to Congress providing a synopsis of the readiness status
reviewed in the SROC meetings.

Chairman’s Readiness System/Joint Monthly
Readiness Review

Chaired by the Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, the IMRR includes the principals of the Joint Staff
directorates, the Service deputy chiefs of staff for opera-
tions, and representatives from the unified commands
and combat support agencies. It is designed to examine
the readiness of the armed forces to carry out the
National Military Strategy, for which the Chairman has
overarching responsibility. His view of readiness,
therefore, requires visibility into the CINCs’ ability to
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integrate and synchronize Service-provided forces by
assessing joint readiness, as well as traditional readiness
status of units provided by the Services.

Created in conjunction with the SROC, the JMRR
assesses the readiness of the overall military force
across geographic regions vital to national interests.
Traditionally, the Department of Defense viewed readi-
ness from a unit perspective, evaluating the readiness of
individual units of the Services to carry out their
designed missions. The JMRR process provides a joint
perspective beyond simple aggregation of individual
unit readiness, by focusing on the requirements of the
unified commanders to conduct joint operations with
Service provided assets. Readiness issues of the unified
commands are key, and the ability of the four Services
and DoD combat support agencies (CSAs) is assessed
by how well they meet current and expected taskings.
Joint readiness focuses on the ability of the unified
CINCs plus the Combined Forces Command and the
North American Aerospace Defense Command to use
the forces provided from the Services and assets from
the five CSAs in accomplishing theater and national
objectives.

The JMRR process provides the Department an
assessment of the military’s current readiness to execute
the full range of the National Military Strategy,
including peacetime engagement, deterrence and
conflict prevention, and winning the nation’s wars.
JMRR reports assess current and projected readiness
over the next 12 months.

The JMRR is conducted on a quarterly cycle. The Full
JMRR, the most extensive review, is conducted in
January, April, July, and October. It assesses deficien-
cies in current readiness, readiness projected one yearin
the future, and major regional and lesser regional con-
tingency scenarios designed to stress current force
structure. Current and projected readiness assessments
provide unified CINCs the opportunity to address defi-
ciencies caused by real-world regional environments.
The scenarios change quarterly to explore a full range
of possible conflict combinations.

During JMRR meetings, the Services report on their
ability to provide component command forces to meet
CINC requirements. Those reports are broken down by
major combat units and critical support capabilities.
Service reports show the status of unit resources and
training, which units are currently engaged in ongoing
operations, and which units would engage in the
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warfighting scenario. In addition, each Service reports
trends for the key components of unit readiness —
people, equipment, and training — and reports on the
readiness of joint enablers, items like mobility and
intelligence assets. During the second and third months
of the cycle, By-Exception JMRRs are held to highlight
significant readiness changes that may have occurred
since the Full JMRR. The Feedback JMRR is
conducted in the third month of the cycle to review
actions taken to remedy issues identified in previous
JMRRSs.

The review has directly enhanced the Chairman’s abil-
ity to provide accurate advice to the President and
Secretary of Defense on the use of force, current and
projected unit and joint readiness, current force com-
mitments, and how those commitments impact the flow
of forces to warfighting commanders. Furthermore, the
review’s swift evolution has provided the Senior Readi-
ness Oversight Council an essential evaluative tool for
assessing both unit and joint readiness.

CINC, Service, and CSA readiness assessments provided
to the council show that, overall, the readiness of military
units today is holding steady where levels are already as
desired, and getting better where improvements are
needed. The Department can carry out the strategy for
prosecuting two nearly simultaneous major regional
conflicts at today’s readiness levels.

Joint Requirements Oversight Council

Chaired by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
with functions delegated to the Vice Chairman, this
council includes the Vice Chiefs of the Army, Navy, and
Air Force and Assistant Commandant of the Marine
Corps. Itis supported by Joint Warfighting Capabilities
Assessment (JWCA) teams that examine key relation-
ships and interactions amongjoint warfighting capabili-
ties and identify opportunities for improving warfight-
ing effectiveness.

The assessments examine both the readiness of U.S.
forces and their future ability to execute the defense
strategy in key mission areas, such as ground maneuver,
intelligence/surveillance/reconnaissance,anddeepstrike.
Some of the JROC’s activities include:

®  Conducting JWCAs that integrate, in key mission
areas, the collective supply of forces provided by
the Services with the collective demand for them as
expressed in the CINCs’ warfighting plans.
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®  Considering the balance between programs that
will keep U.S. forces ready and programs designed
to recapitalize the force through modernization, so
as to ensure sufficient future military capability.

®  Providing, through the Chairman’s Program Assess-
ment, an evaluation of the Department’s programs to
ensure thatthey give sufficientreadinessand the capa-
bility to conduct future joint operations envisioned in
the National Security Strategy.

®  Conducting frequent, in-depth consultations with
senior Service officials to ensure that advice pro-
vided to the Secretary reflects a coherent military
perspective.

Joint Readiness Assessment

The evolving emphasis on the joint task force requires
CING: to dispatch joint force packages to meet a wide
variety of missions on very short notice. In preparing
to employ troops on contingency operations, the CINCs
have noted they lack an effective mechanism for
assessing the joint readiness of the forces assigned to
them. While each Service has its own system to assess
readiness, there are clear differences in how each
Service prepares its respective forces and assesses their
suitability for deployment. However, this training does
not evaluate the joint capabilities required by deployed
forces in the event of emergent contingency operations.
The Department is engaged in a number of efforts to
define and develop systems to report and evaluate joint
readiness.

Service Readiness Updates

The Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Readiness
meets regularly with Service representatives to receive
in-depth readiness assessments of their forces. The
briefings cover current readiness of units, highlight
deficiencies, outline solutions, discuss new initiatives,
and provide a forum to discuss overall Service and joint
readiness issues. These proactive meetings provide
further insight into tracking and assessing the current
and future readiness of U.S. forces.

Measurements of Readiness

The Department’s greatest challenge is to continue to
maintain a high level of readiness. To meet this chal-
lenge, DoD has initiated development of mechanisms to
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monitor and assess currentreadiness, and to estimate the
resources required to preserve future readiness.

Estimating Readiness Requirements Against
Projected Threats

Predicting the warfighting demand for joint readiness is
acritical part of evaluating readiness of forces to accom-
plish their future wartime missions. DoD is developing
methods to estimate the readiness requirements of units
as a function of the set of ongoing missions, the size and
modernization of anticipated threat forces, and the joint
warfighting capability required for each warfighting
mission. With readiness requirements in hand, the
Department can allocate resources appropriately.

TRAINING AND EDUCATING READY
FORCES

The key to ensuring a trained, ready force in the future
istodevelop ways to train the force in more efficient and
less costly ways. To that end, the Department is
examining both technological improvements in the
training process and outsourcing and privatization
efforts projected to provide lower cost of training and
education. The Department continues to build upon the
Commission on Roles and Missions study that recom-
mended more outsourcing of training and education to
provide better individual training at significantly less
cost. Efforts include using the private sector to acceler-
ate the applications of advanced learning technology,
and distance learning to produce more efficient and
effective training.

Simulation Training

Providing realistic joint training across all phases of
military operations for all types of missions remains a
formidable challenge. Recognizing the need for more
such training, the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the
Joint Staff, and the Services are coordinating their
efforts to create a coherent integrated plan for the use of
modeling and simulation in support of joint and inter-
service training.

The Executive Council for Modeling and Simulation
established a Training Council for Modeling and Simu-
lation, chaired by the Deputy Under Secretary of
Defense for Readiness and the Joint Staff Director for
Operational Plans and Interoperability. The primary
objective of this council is to develop and implement
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joint/interservice training simulation plans that repre-
sent the needs and interests of the training community.
This effort:

®  Providesacentral focus for coordinating simulation
training plans across DoD.

®  Provides high-level user requirements to guide
DoD research and development efforts.

= Greatly increases the cost-effectiveness of DoD
investments by eliminating unnecessary duplica-
tion while improving the Services’ ability to share
common resources.

A major focus of the Training Council is the Joint Simu-
lation System (JSIMS) program. In development for a
1999 introduction, the JSIMS program represents a
quantum leap over existing training technology. It will
encompass the full range of missions across all phases
of military operations. JSIMS will provide better simu-
lations for joint training across the force by using effi-
cient, composable simulations tailored to meet training
needs. It will share a common architecture with other
training simulations, as well as analytical and acquisi-
tion related models. Finally, it will interface with actual
command, control, communications, computers, and
intelligence (C*I) functions and equipment in the field.
DoD has established a joint program office for manage-
ment of JSIMS and is in the process of providing staff-
ing from each Service. A new program element has
been established for the core JSIMS developments and
efforts are underway to coordinate related Service activ-
ities.

The Department has made a priority of exploiting
enhanced modeling and simulation through distributive
technology. The Department’s policy for joint readi-
ness includes proactive application of simulation
technologies in the areas of joint training, exercises, and
readiness monitoring. The coordinated use of simula-
tion and C4I systems design will allow for the distribu-
tion of training support while reducing training costs.
The DoD Modeling and Simulation Master Plan is
being amended with a definitive description of the
requirements, plans, and programs to support joint and
interservice training. In addition, DoD is pursuing
development of better modeling methods to improve
U.S. capability to predict the interaction of forces and
reduce the fog and friction of war. This coordinated
effort will increase efficiency and interoperability, as
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well as improve cost efficiency, through more efficient
utilization of the simulation technology.

MEDICAL READINESS

Medical readiness is the cornerstone of the Military
Health Services System (MHSS). It encompasses the
ability to mobilize, deploy, and sustain medical ser-
vices; to maintain and project the continuum of health
care resources required to provide for the health of the
force; and to operate in conjunction with beneficiary
health care mission. The MHSS supports the full array
of military missions, including major regional con-
tingencies, lesser contingencies, humanitarian assis-
tance, and disaster relief.

Key to medical readiness is the experience acquired
through real-world operational support missions. Dur-
ing the past year, the Department provided medical sup-
port to numerous peacekeeping and humanitarian
operations around the world. In Operation Joint
Endeavor — the largest deployment of medical forces
since the Gulf War — the Department provided medical
support to the operation in Bosnia. In Operation
Assured Response, the Department provided medical
support to noncombatant evacuation operations in
Liberia. In Operation Fair Winds in Haiti, medical per-
sonne] supported humanitarian and nation-building
efforts. Also, in Operation Desert Focus, the MHSS
returned military dependents to the United States and
consolidated U.S. forces for forward deployment in
Saudi Arabia. Domestically, medical readiness was
enhanced by a combination of operational missions to
include medical support for natural disasters and for the
11,000 military personnel supporting the Atlanta
Olympics. In addition, CINCs and Services conduct
exercises, providing additional opportunity for medical
personnel to hone their wartime skills in a realistic envi-
ronment through employment combat equipment and
systems.

The Department continues to update its Medical Readi-
ness Strategic Plan 2001 (MRSP 2001). The MRSP
helps identify readiness and resources requirements and
develop medical policies and procedures. It also
establishes objectives to measure medical readiness.
This document, published in March 1995, provides the
Department withanintegrated, coordinated, andsynchro-
nized plan for achieving and sustaining medical readi-
ness through 2001 and beyond. Its vision addresses
nine functional areas: Planning; Requirements, Capa-
bilities and Assessments; Command, Control, Commu-
nications and Computers and Information Management;
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Logistics; Medical Evacuation; Manpower and Person-
nel; Training; Blood Programs; and Readiness Over-
sight. As new functional areas, objectives, and action
plans are identified, they will be added to improve over-
all medical readiness posture. To date, four additional
functional areas — Military Operations Other Than
War; Nuclear, Chemical, and Biological Defense; Med-
ical Research and Development; and Preventive Medi-
cine — have been identified and will be incorporated
into the MRSP.

CONCLUSION

DoD continuously faces new challenges to readiness as
the world changes. Past experiences, America’s vigor-
ous responses to them, and the valuable lessons derived
show that U.S. forces today are ready to fight — ready
to get where they are needed, on time, to carry out the
nation’s tasks.

The challenge of measuring and maintaining readiness
is a tough one. The world is unpredictable, so U.S.
forces must be able to adapt and respond to a wide
spectrum of military and political demands. It is not
possible to develop a fully accurate long-range predic-
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tive model of readiness; DoD must be able to monitor
and assess readiness in response to real-time events.
Tools such as the Senior Readiness Oversight Council,
the Readiness Baseline, the automated readiness assess-
ment systems, SORTS enhancement, the Joint Mission
Essential Task List performance standards, Personnel
Tempo oversight, and the creation of alternative fund-
ing strategies will provide a firm foundation for the task
of monitoring and assessing near term readiness. Simi-
larly, reducing maintenance backlogs and enhancing
training will provide the nation a trained, ready force at
a lower cost.

For FY 1998 and beyond, the Department will maintain
the readiness of its forces to carry out the National Secu-
rity Strategy. The policies and programs enumerated in
this chapter demonstrate the continued initiative and
energy with which the Department is addressing these
challenges and will set the stage for ensuring readiness
for the future. Such efforts rest with the shared responsi-
bility between Congress and the Department. With
these initiatives, and particularly with timely funding
for contingency operations, the United States will con-
tinue in the future to have the world’s best trained, best
equipped force run by the world’s best men and women.
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The Department of Defense continues to promote
military readiness by enhancing the quality of life of its
service members. To maintain an effective force, DoD
must attract and retain high quality men and women. In
a competitive employment market, that means provid-
ing adequate compensation, decent housing, challeng-
ing and rewarding career opportunities, and a robust and
effective program of community and family support.

A LONG-TERM COMMITMENT

The effectiveness of U.S. military power relies on its
qualitative advantage in both hardware and personnel.
Maintaining the highest caliber officer and enlisted
corps in the world requires a sustained commitment to
their quality of life. Recognizing this fact, President
Clinton and Secretary Perry announced an ambitious
Quality of Life Initiative in 1994 to improve compensa-
tion, housing, and family support for service members
—and a great deal has been accomplished in these areas
in the past two years. But the Department believes that
the key to maintaining U.S. forces in the future is an
institutionalized focus on the actions necessary to
attract and retain superior personnel. The Department’s
overarching goal is now to establish a regular process to
address current and future quality of life issues. Aswith
a program of technical modernization, achieving a
decent quality of life for service members is an ongoing
process that requires sustained, long-term diligence.

In order to ensure continued attention to these issues,
Secretary Perry established a Quality of Life Executive
Committee, chaired by the Assistant Secretary of
Defense for Force Management Policy, to review and
act on these matters. Leadership by this Executive
Committee is particularly important in an era of increa-
sing joint operations. As soldiers, sailors, airmen, and
marines have worked together more regularly, differ-
ences in their compensation, housing, and family
support programs have become increasingly apparent.
By leading from a joint perspective, Secretary Perry and
the Executive Committee have been able to move these
programs toward greater equality, while respecting dif-
