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Message of the Secretary of Defense

vii

Having inherited the defense structure that won the
Cold War and Desert Storm, the Clinton Administration
intends to leave as its legacy a defense strategy, a mili-
tary, and a Defense Department that have been trans-
formed to meet the new challenges of a new century.

Our strategy will ensure that America continues to lead
a world of accelerating change by shaping the emerging
security environment to reduce threats and to promote
our interests and by responding to crises that threaten
our interests. We will execute the strategy with superior
military forces that fully exploit advances in technology
by employing new operational concepts and organiza-
tional structures. And we will support our forces with
a Department that is as lean, agile, and focused as our
warfighters.

Toward this end, the Department of Defense last year
conducted perhaps the most fundamental and compre-
hensive review ever conducted of defense posture,
policy, and programs. The Quadrennial Defense
Review (QDR) examined the national security threats,
risks, and opportunities facing the United States today
and out to 2015. Based on this analysis, we designed a
defense strategy to implement the defense requirements
of the President’s National Security Strategy for a New
Century. Our defense strategy has three central ele-
ments:

= Shape the international security environment in
ways favorable to U.S. interests by promoting
regional stability, reducing threats, preventing con-
flicts, and deterring aggression and coercion on a
day-to-day basis.

® Respond to the full spectrum of crises that threaten
U.S. interests by deterring aggression and coercion
in a crisis, conducting smaller-scale contingency
operations, and fighting and winning major theater
wars.

® Prepare now for an uncertain future through a
focused modernization effort, development of new
operational concepts and organizations to fully
exploit new technologies, programs to ensure high
quality personnel at all levels, and efforts to hedge
against threats that are unlikely but which would
have disproportionate security implications such as

the emergence of a regional great power before
2015.
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This is not mere rhetoric. It is the basis for what our
defense planners and military forces do every day.
Since the QDR was undertaken:

®  'We have shaped the international security environ-

ment by maintaining significant overseas force
deployments and enhancing options for future for-
ward presence; acting to enlarge NATO and to
enhance the Partnership for Peace; establishing the
NATO-Russia Founding Act and the NATO-
Ukraine Charter; implementing the revised U.S.-
Japan Guidelines for Defense Cooperation; reach-
ing agreement with the Republic of Korea on the
long-term, post-unification need to sustain the
alliance; initiating a trilateral U.S.-Japanese-South
Korean security dialogue; establishing a defense
dimension to the ASEAN Regional Forum; estab-
lishing Defense Consultative Talks and enhanced
military-to-military ties with China; and normal-
izing defense cooperation with Latin American
democracies.

We have responded to crises around the globe, con-
taining Saddam Hussein; participating in the NATO
Stabilization Force in Bosnia; evacuating noncom-
batants from west Africa and from Albania; and
fighting fires in Indonesia and delivering emer-
gency humanitarian assistance to China.

We have accelerated preparations for the future by
conducting warfighting experiments to test new
systems and operational concepts and by greatly
enhancing our efforts to defend against asymmetric
threats—such as chemical, biological, and informa-
tion attacks—through exercises, new programs,
additional resources, organizational change, and
outreach to other governmental and private sector
organizations facing similar threats.

As a result of the QDR process, the Department’s plans
and programs were changed to reflect and carry out this
strategy. And as a result of the Defense Reform Initia-
tive, undertaken as a follow-on to the QDR, the Depart-
ment’s organizational structure and business practices
also are being changed to reflect and carry out this strat-

egy.

Finally, the Department of Defense budget for FY 1999
and future years, which I am now presenting to the Con-
gress and the American people, is based upon and
designed to meet this strategy:

viii

® To meet the strategy’s requirement to shape the

international environment, this budget funds the
deployment of about 100,000 troops in the Asia-
Pacific and European theaters, as well as continu-
ous carrier and amphibious task force deployments;
supports NATO enlargement and the enhanced
Partnership for Peace; and funds such efforts as the
Cooperative Threat Reduction program.

To be able to respond to the full spectrum of crises
as required by the strategy, this budget supports the
necessary force structure and maintains those forces
in a high state of readiness. To ensure this high state
of readiness in both the near term and the long term,
it also streamlines support and base structure to free
DoD resources for Operation and Maintenance and
acquisition accounts. In this regard, two additional
rounds of base realignment and closure are essen-
tial.

To fulfill the strategy’s requirement to prepare now
for the future, this budget meets the QDR’s modern-
ization funding goals, including exceeding the
QDR’s target of $60 billion in FY 2001; imple-
ments Joint Vision 2010, including accelerating
programs such as the Force XXI digitization;
devotes additional resources and programs to meet
asymmetrical threats; and pursues programs to
ensure the continued high quality of personnel, who
take as long or longer to develop into key leadership
positions at various levels as it takes to develop and
deploy major weapon systems.

It is critical to note that successfully executing this strat-
egy requires that resources be reallocated from over-
head and support activities to our fighting forces. Fail-
ure to do so will threaten the readiness of our forces
today and in the future. It also threatens our ability to
maintain an adequate force structure because, one way
or another, we must ensure that we are ready to respond.
If we are not permitted to pay for readiness by cutting
unneeded spending, then we will pay for it by cutting
needed but lower priority spending—knowing full well
that this would entail greater risk. This is not an option
that I, nor in my view the American people, find accept-
able.

Given the strong encouragement Congress has given to
our reform effort in the abstract, I trust that we will con-
tinue to receive support now that concrete decisions
have been made.
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America begins the new millennium as the world’s sole
superpower, the indispensable nation. The responsibili-
ties are heavy and the choices difficult. But with those
responsibilities and choices come enormous opportuni-
ties and benefits for our nation and our people.

Our defense strategy and the National Security Strategy
it supports will enable us to seize those opportunities
and reap those benefits if we have the right assets to
execute our strategy. Having the right assets means
much more than receiving the requested topline—it also
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means spending those resources on the right programs
and having sufficient flexibility to be able to wisely
manage those resources in a complex and fluid environ-
ment.

This budget charts the path for ensuring that our defense
enterprise and military forces are fully modern, in every
sense, and fully capable of executing the strategy in
order to protect and promote America’s interests in a
challenging and changing world.
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Part I Strategy
THE DEFENSE STRATEGY AND THE NATIONAL SECURITY STRATEGY

Since the founding of the Republic, the United States—
as a nation—has embraced several fundamental and
enduring goals: to maintain the sovereignty, political
freedom, and independence of the United States with its
values, institutions, and territory intact; to protect the
lives and personal safety of Americans, both at home
and abroad; and to provide for the well-being and pros-
perity of the nation and its people.

Achieving these basic goals in an increasingly inter-
dependent world requires fostering an international
environment in which critical regions are stable, at
peace, and free from domination by hostile powers; in
which the global economy and free trade are growing;
in which democratic norms and respect for human rights
are widely accepted; in which the spread of nuclear, bio-
logical, and chemical (NBC) and other potentially
destabilizing technologies is minimized; and in which
the international community is willing and able to pre-
vent and, if necessary, respond to calamitous events.
The United States seeks to play a leadership role in the
international community, working closely and coopera-
tively with nations that share its values and goals, and
influencing those that can affect U.S. national well-
being.

THE SECURITY ENVIRONMENT

As the 21st century approaches, the United States faces
a dynamic and uncertain security environment. On the
positive side of the ledger, the United States is in a peri-
od of strategic opportunity. The threat of global war has
receded and the nation’s core values of representative
democracy and market economics are embraced in
many parts of the world, creating new opportunities to
promote peace, prosperity, and enhanced cooperation
among nations. The sustained dynamism of the global
economy is transforming commerce, culture, and global
interactions. The United States’ alliances, such as
NATO, the U.S.-Japan alliance, and the U.S.-Republic
of Korea alliance, which have been so critical to U.S.
security, are adapting successfully to meet today’s chal-
lenges and provide the foundation for a more stable and
prosperous world. Former adversaries like Russia and
other former members of the Warsaw Pact now cooper-
ate with the United States across a range of security
issues. In fact, many in the world see the United States
as the security partner of choice.

Projected Security Challenges

Despite these positive signs, the world remains a com-
plex, dynamic, and dangerous place. While there is




Part I Strategy

THE DEFENSE STRATEGY AND THE NATIONAL SECURITY STRATEGY

great uncertainty about how the security environment
will evolve, the United States can anticipate several im-
portant trends.

® Large-scale, cross-border aggression. Some states
will continue to threaten the territorial sovereignty
of their neighbors. In Southwest Asia, both Iraq and
Iran continue to pose threats to the region and to the
free flow of oil from the region. In East Asia, North
Korea still poses a highly unpredictable threat, due
to the continued forward positioning of its offensive
military capabilities on South Korea’s border and
the enormous pressures imposed by increasingly
dire economic and humanitarian conditions.
Elsewhere in the region, sovereignty issues and
several territorial disputes remain potential sources
of conflict.

® Failed states. The U.S. intelligence community ex-
pects that some nation-states will fail between now
and 2015, creating instability, internal conflict, and
humanitarian crises. As in the former Yugoslavia,
and as today in countries ranging from Albania to
the former Zaire, governments will lose their ability
to maintain public order or provide for the needs of
their people, creating the conditions for civil unrest,
famine, massive flows of migrants across interna-
tional borders, aggressive actions by neighboring
states, and even mass killings.

®  Transnational Dangers. The variety of sub-state
and supra-state actors that can affect the security
environment will continue to grow in number and
capability. Violent, religiously-motivated terrorist
organizations have eclipsed more traditional, polit-
ically-motivated movements. The latter often
refrained from mass casualty operations for fear of
alienating their constituencies and actors who could
advance their agendas or for lack of material and
technical skill. Religious zealots rarely exhibit
such restraint and actively seek to maximize car-
nage. Also of concern are entrenched ethnic- and
nationalist-motivated terrorist organizations, as
well as the relatively new phenomenon of ad hoc
terrorist groups domestically and abroad. Over the
next 15 years, terrorists will become even more so-
phisticated in their targeting, propaganda, and polit-
ical action operations. Terrorist state sponsors like
Iran will continue to provide vital support to a dis-
parate mix of terrorist groups and movements. The
illegal drug trade and other forms of international
organized crime, including piracy and the illegal
trade in weapons and strategic materials, will also

persist, undermining the legitimacy of friendly gov-
ernments, disrupting key regions and sea lanes, and
threatening the safety of U.S. citizens at home and
abroad. These transnational challenges penetrate
national borders and threaten citizens’ well-being,
sometimes through terrorist means. Finally, envi-
ronmental disasters, uncontrolled flows of mi-
grants, and other human emergencies will sporadi-
cally destabilize regions of the world.

® Flow of potentially dangerous technologies. The
proliferation of advanced weapons and technol-
ogies—many of which can have military uses—
will continue despite the best efforts of the inter-
national community. Of particular concern are the
spread of nuclear, biological, and chemical weap-
ons and their means of delivery; information opera-
tions capabilities; advanced conventional and
evolving advanced technology weapons; stealth
capabilities; unmanned aerial vehicles; and capabil-
ities to access or deny access to space. The spread
of these technologies could destabilize some
regions and increase the number of potential adver-
saries with significant military capabilities, devolv-
ing from nation-states, to organized sub-state
actors, to individuals. In particular, the nexus of
such lethal knowledge and the emergence of terror-
ist movements dedicated to massive casualties rep-
resents a new paradigm for national security. Zeal-
otry creates the will to carry out mass casualty
terrorist attacks; proliferation provides the meaans.

Implications for U.S. Security

The foremost regional danger to U.S. security is the
continuing threat that hostile states with significant
military power pose to allies and friends in key regions.
Between now and 2015, it is reasonable to assume that
more than one such aspiring regional power will have
both the motivation and the means to challenge U.S.
interests militarily. The United States will also continue
to face the challenges associated with failed or failing
states, in some cases within regions where the United
States has vital or important interests. In addition,
transnational challenges—including terrorism, illegal
drug flows, international organized crime, and migrant
flows—are likely to increase through 2015, at times
directly affecting U.S. citizens and interests both at
home and abroad.

Complicating all of these challenges is the increasing
likelihood that U.S. dominance in the conventional
military arena is encouraging adversaries to seek
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asymmetric means for attacking U.S. forces and inter-
ests overseas and Americans at home. That is, both state
and non-state adversaries are likely to seek advantage
over the United States by using unconventional
approaches to circumvent or undermine its strengths,
while exploiting its vulnerabilities. Strategically, an
aggressor may seek to avoid direct confrontation with
the United States, using instead terrorism, NBC threats,
information warfare, or environmental sabotage to
achieve its goals. Regional adversaries who face direct
military confrontation with the United States could also
employ asymmetric means to delay or deny U.S. access
to critical facilities; disrupt command, control, commu-
nications, computers, and intelligence networks; attack
other critical DoD infrastructure (e.g., logistics, finan-
cial services, space systems, etc.); deter allies and
potential coalition partners from supporting U.S. inter-
vention; or inflict higher than expected U.S. casualties
in an attempt to weaken U.S. national resolve. Further,
the United States faces particular vulnerabilities associ-
ated with its technologically superior capabilities (e.g.,
space-based assets; command, control, communica-
tions, and computers; and intelligence, surveillance,
and reconnaissance) that an opponent could attempt to
exploit (e.g., attacking the U.S. reliance on commercial
communications). Thus, the United States must adapt
its strategy to deal with the asymmetric capabilities that
future regional adversaries are likely to bring to bear,
from fielding new capabilities to transforming how U.S.
forces will operate in future contingencies.

Another direct outgrowth of the trend toward asymmet-
ric strategies is the potential that adversaries will
increasingly target the United States. The proliferation
of advanced information and military technology
increases the likelihood that a growing array of actors
could attack the United States, using information
warfare (attacks on U.S. infrastructure through com-
puter-based information networks) or NBC weapons.
Together with the continued threat of illegal drugs,
organized crime, and migrant flows, and the threat
inherent in the remaining strategic nuclear arsenals of
other countries, direct threats to the United States are
significant, albeit dramatically smaller in scale than
during the Cold War.

Additional Security Concerns

Wild Card Scenarios. In addition to the above trends
that the Department projects as likely is the possibility
for unpredictable wild card scenarios that could seri-

ously challenge U.S. interests at home and abroad.

Such scenarios range from the unanticipated emergence
of new technological threats, to the loss of U.S. access
to critical facilities and lines of communication in key
regions, to the takeover of friendly regimes by hostile
parties. While the probability of individual wild cards
may be low, their consequences may be disproportion-
ately high. Therefore, the United States must maintain
military capabilities with sufficient flexibility to deal
with such unexpected events.

Absence of a Global Peer Competitor. The security
environment between now and 2015 will also likely be
marked by the absence of a global peer competitor able
to challenge the United States militarily around the
world as the Soviet Union did during the Cold War.
Furthermore, it is likely that no regional power or
coalition will amass sufficient conventional military
strength in the next 10 to 15 years to defeat U.S. and
allied forces, once the full military potential of the
United States and its coalition partners are mobilized
and deployed to the region of conflict. The United
States is the world’s only superpower today, and it is
expected to remain so through at least 2015.

In the period beyond 2015, there is the possibility that
a regional great power or global peer competitor may
emerge. China and Russia are seen by some as having
the potential to be such competitors, though their
respective futures are quite uncertain. China has the
potential to assert its military power in Asia. The
United States will continue to engage China, seeking to
foster cooperation in areas where the two nations’ inter-
ests overlap and influence it to make a positive con-
tribution to regional stability and to act as a responsible
member of the international community. China is likely
to continue to face a number of internal challenges,
including feeding its population, further developing its
economic infrastructure, reforming the state economy
through privatization, and resolving the tension
between a modern market economy and authoritarian
political system. These challenges may slow the pace
of its military modernization.

Russia’s future will depend in large measure on its abili-
ty to develop its economy, which in turn is dependent
upon a stable political environment. The United States
has undertaken extensive efforts, successful in many
cases, to build a partnership with Russia across politi-
cal, economic, and security fields. Russia’s agreement
with NATO will assist in peacefully integrating it into
a broader European security architecture. These
arrangements may ultimately alter Russian attitudes
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towards NATO and western security structures and
shape a stable European security environment.

The Imperative of Engagement

Finally, it is important to note that this projection of the
security environment rests on two fundamental assump-
tions: that the United States will remain politically and
militarily engaged in the world over the next 15 to 20
years and that it will maintain military superiority over
current and potential rivals. If the United States were to
withdraw from its international commitments, relin-
quish its diplomatic leadership, or lose its military supe-
riority, the world would become an even more danger-
ous place and the threats to the United States, its allies,
friends, and interests would be even more severe.

THE PRESIDENT’S NATIONAL
SECURITY STRATEGY

To meet the challenges and opportunities presented by
this security environment, the Administration has
developed a National Security Strategy concomitant
with U.S. global interests. The United States will
remain engaged abroad while supporting efforts to
enlarge the community of secure, free-market, and dem-
ocratic nations and create new partners in peace and
prosperity. While the United States will retain the capa-
bility to act unilaterally, this strategy emphasizes coali-
tion operations as essential to securing basic U.S.
national goals, protecting and promoting U.S. interests,
and creating preferred international conditions. Indeed,
the nature of the challenges the nation faces demands
cooperative, multinational approaches that distribute
the burden of responsibility among like-minded states.
For example, to effectively curb the proliferation of
NBC weapons, the United States must garner the coop-
eration of other nations that have access to NBC
technology and materials, as it is doing now with NATO
and other allies and friends. Therefore, it is imperative
that the United States strives to build close, cooperative
relations with the world’s most influential countries.

Maintaining a strong military and the willingness to use
it in defense of national and common interests remain
essential to a strategy of engagement as the United
States approaches the 21st century. Today, the United
States has unparalleled military capabilities. As the
only nation in the world able to project overwhelming
military power worldwide to conduct large-scale, effec-
tive joint military operations far beyond its borders, the
United States is in a unique position. It is the only coun-

try in the world that can organize effective military
responses to large-scale regional threats—the corner-
stone of many mutually beneficial alliances and security
partnerships and the foundation of stability in key
regions of the world. To sustain this position of leader-
ship, the United States must maintain ready and versa-
tile forces capable of conducting a wide range of mili-
tary activities and operations—from deterring and
defeating large-scale aggression, to participating in
smaller-scale contingencies, to dealing with asymmet-
ric threats like terrorism.

Nevertheless, both U.S. national interests and limited
resources argue for the selective use of U.S. forces.
Decisions about whether and when to use military
forces should be guided, first and foremost, by the U.S.
national interests at stake—be they vital, important, or
humanitarian in nature—and by whether the costs and
risks of a particular military involvement are commen-
surate with those interests. When the interests at stake
are vital—that is, they are of broad, overriding impor-
tance to the survival, security, and vitality of the
nation—the United States will do whatever it takes to
defend them, including when necessary, the unilateral
use of military power. U.S. vital national interests
include:

= Protecting the sovereignty, territory, and population
of the United States.

® Preventing the emergence of hostile regional
coalitions or hegemons.

®=  Ensuring uninhibited access to key markets, energy
supplies, and strategic resources.

®  Deterring and, if necessary, defeating aggression
against U.S. allies and friends.

"  Ensuring freedom of the seas, airways, and space,
and the security of vital lines of communication.

In other cases, the interests at stake may be important
but not vital—that is, they do not affect the nation’s sur-
vival—but do significantly affect the national well-
being and the character of the world in which Americans
live. In these cases, military forces should be used only
if they advance U.S. interests, are likely to accomplish
their objectives, and if other means are inadequate to
accomplish U.S. goals. Such uses of force shouid be
both selective and limited, reflecting the relative salien-
cy of the U.S. interests involved.

When the interests at stake are primarily humanitarian
in nature, the U.S. military is generally not the best
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means of addressing a crisis. In some situations, how-
ever, use of the military’s unique capabilities may be
both necessary and appropriate: when a humanitarian
catastrophe dwarfs the ability of civilian relief agencies
to respond or when the need for immediate relief is
urgent and only the U.S. military has the ability to jump-
start the longer-term response to the disaster. In such
cases, if the United States decides to commit military
forces to assist in the situation, the military mission
should be clearly defined, the risk to American troops
should be minimal, and substantial U.S. military
involvement should be confined to the initial period of
providing relief until broader international assistance
efforts get under way.

In all cases where the commitment of U.S. forces is
considered, determining whether the associated costs
and risks are commensurate with the U.S. interests at
stake should be the central calculus of U.S. decisions.
Such decisions should also depend on the United States’
ability to identify a clear mission, the desired end state
of the situation, and the exit strategy for forces
committed.

THE DEFENSE STRATEGY

To support the imperative of engagement set forth in the
National Security Strategy, the Department of Defense
has laid out a strategy and resultant defense program—
set forth in the May 1997 Report of the Quadrennial
Defense Review—that harness U.S. leadership to pro-
mote the nation’s interests throughout the 1997-2015
period. The strategy requires DoD to help shape the
international security environment in ways favorable to
U.S. interests, respond to the full spectrum of crises
when directed, and prepare now to meet the challenges
of an uncertain future. These three elements—shaping,
responding, and preparing—define the essence of U.S.
defense strategy between now and 2015.

Shaping the International Environment

In addition to other instruments of national power like
diplomacy and economic trade and investment, the
Department of Defense has an essential role to play in
shaping the international security environment in ways
that promote and protect U.S. national interests. DoD
efforts help to build coalitions, promote regional stabil-
ity, prevent or reduce conflicts and threats, and deter
aggression and coercion on a day-to-day basis in many
key regions of the world. To do so, the Department

employs its forces permanently stationed abroad, rota-
tionally deployed overseas, and deployed temporarily,
and undertakes exercises, combined training, and mili-
tary-to-military interactions. Moreover, the Depart-
ment plays an important role in international arms coop-
eration and management of the U.S. military assistance
program. Through Foreign Military Sales, Foreign
Military Financing, International Military Education
and Training, Presidentially-directed drawdowns of
defense assets, and transfers of Excess Defense Articles,
the United States provides its friends and allies with
equipment, services, and training for legitimate self-
defense and participation in multinational security
efforts. DoD’srole in shaping the international environ-
ment is closely integrated with diplomatic efforts. On
a daily basis, U.S. diplomatic and military representa-
tives work together towards U.S. objectives in all
regions of the world. In times of crisis, diplomacy is a
critical force multiplier when the United States seeks
and works with coalition partners and requires access to
foreign bases and facilities. Conversely, diplomacy is
frequently enhanced when it is supported by the poten-
tial for a military response.

Promoting Regional Stability. In regions where the
United States has vital and important interests, the U.S.
military helps bolster the security of key allies and
friends and works to adapt and strengthen core alliances
and coalitions to meet the challenges of an evolving
security environment. This engagement forms bilateral
and multilateral relationships that increase military
openness, enhance cooperation, and advance regional
conflict prevention and resolution mechanisms. For
instance, transfers of U.S. defense equipment and train-
ing strengthen security partners’ ability to fight along-
side U.S. forces in coalition efforts. In addition, the
U.S. military often serves as a preferred means of
engagement with countries that are neither staunch
friends nor confirmed foes. These contacts build
constructive security relationships and help to promote
the development of democratic institutions today, in an
effort to keep these countries from becoming adver-
saries tomorrow. Through both example and enforce-
ment, U.S. forces encourage adherence to the inter-
national norms and regimes that help provide the
foundation for peace and stability around the globe,
such as nonproliferation and other arms control agree-
ments that support U.S. national security objectives, the
development of appropriate conflict prevention and
conflict resolution mechanisms, freedom of navigation,
and respect for human rights and the rule of law.
Promoting regional stability places a premium on
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building close working relationships with other U.S.
government agencies, coalition partners, and nongov-
ernmental organizations.

Preventing or Reducing Conflicts and Threats. U.S.
military forces and other DoD resources can be critical
to efforts to prevent or reduce threats and conflicts.
Their role in conflict prevention is a key rationale for the
U.S. commitment to maintain forces overseas, conduct
peacetime engagement activities, and fund various
policy initiatives. Such preventive measures include
focused efforts to:

®  Actually reduce or eliminate NBC capabilities, as
has been done with the U.S.-North Korean Agreed
Framework and the Cooperative Threat Reduction
program with Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, Moldova,
and Kazakhstan.

®  Discourage arms races and the proliferation of NBC
weapons, as is being done by DoD efforts to control
exports of proliferation-related equipment and
technologies and monitor and support arms control
agreements such as the Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty and the Missile Technology Control Regime.

®  Prevent and deter future terrorism and reduce U.S.
vulnerability to terrorist acts through DoD efforts to
enhance intelligence collection capabilities and
protect DoD personnel and critical infrastructure.

® Deter the production and flow of illegal drugs into
the United States, using DoD manpower and assets
in the Joint Interagency Task Forces—overseas and
in international air and sea space contiguous to the
U.S. borders—to directly assist law enforcement
agencies seize over 100 metric tons of cocaine each
year.

® Jessen the conditions for conflict, as has the
deployment of U.S. forces to Macedonia.

Relatively small and timely investments in such tar-
geted prevention measures can yield disproportionate
benefits, often mitigating the need for a more substan-
tial and costly U.S. response later.

Deterring Aggression and Coercion. The third aspect of
the military’s key role in shaping the international
security environment is deterring aggression and
coercion in key regions of the world on a day-to-day
basis through the peacetime deployment of U.S.
military forces abroad. The United States’ ability to

deter potential adversaries in peacetime rests on several
factors:

® A demonstrated will and ability to uphold U.S.

security commitments when and where they are
challenged.

® Adeclaratory policy that effectively communicates
U.S. commitments and the costs to potential adver-
saries who might challenge these commitments.

® Conventional warfighting capabilities that are cred-
ible across the full spectrum of military operations.
This credibility is evidenced by U.S. forces and
equipment strategically stationed or deployed for-
ward, rapidly deployable power-projection forces,
the U.S. ability to gain timely access to critical
infrastructure overseas, and the demonstrated abil-
ity to form and lead effective military coalitions.

U.S. nuclear posture also contributes substantially to
the ability to deter aggression in peacetime. The pri-
mary role of U.S. nuclear forces in the current and
projected security environment is to deter aggression
against the United States, its forces abroad, and its allies
and friends. Although the prominence of nuclear
weapons in the nation’s defense posture has diminished
since the end of the Cold War, nuclear weapons remain
important as one of a range of responses available to
deal with threats or use of NBC weapons against U.S.
interests. They serve as a hedge against the uncertain
futures of potentially hostile nuclear powers and as a
means of upholding U.S. security commitments to
allies.

In this context, the United States must retain sufficient
strategic nuclear forces and its capability to redeploy
theater nuclear systems to deter any hostile foreign lead-
ership with access to nuclear weapons from acting
against U.S. vital interests and to convince such a lead-
ership that seeking a nuclear advantage would be futile.
Thus, for the foreseeable future, the United States will
continue to need a reliable and flexible nuclear deter-
rent—survivable against the most aggressive attack,
under highly confident, constitutional command and
control, and safeguarded against both accidental and un-
authorized use. The Department believes these goals
can be achieved at lower force levels and continues to
take the lead in examining new arms reduction opportu-
nities. The Department is poised to begin mutual early
deactivations once the Russian government has ratified
the START II treaty and to negotiating further strategic
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nuclear reductions in a START III context, as called for
in the Helsinki Joint Statement.

In addition, the United States also forward stations
theater nuclear forces in Europe. Nuclear forces based
in Europe and committed to NATO provide an essential
political and military link between the European and
North American members of the Alliance. In that
regard, a credible Alliance nuclear posture continues to
require widespread participation by European allies in
collective defense planning for nuclear roles, peacetime
basing of nuclear forces on their territories, and
command, control, and consultation arrangements.

Responding to the Full Spectrum of Crises

Despite the Department’s best efforts to shape the inter-
national security environment, the U.S. military will, at
times, be called upon to respond to crises in order to
protect national interests, demonstrate U.S. resolve, and
reaffirm the nation’s role as global leader. Therefore,
U.S. forces must also be able to execute the full spec-
trum of military operations, from deterring an adver-
sary’s aggression or coercion in crisis and conducting
concurrent smaller-scale contingency operations, to
fighting and winning major theater wars.

Although the United States will retain the capabilities
to protect its interests unilaterally, there are often advan-
tages to acting in concert with like-minded nations
when responding to crises. Acting in coalition or
alliance with other nations, rather than alone, generally
strengthens the political legitimacy of a course of action
and brings additional resources to bear, ensuring that the
United States need not shoulder the political, military,
and financial burdens alone. Butbuilding and maintain-
ing effective coalitions also present significant chal-
Ienges, from policy coordination at the strategic level to
interoperability among diverse military forces at the
tactical level. As U.S. forces incorporate new tech-
nologies and operational concepts at a pace faster than
that of any other military, careful design and collabora-
tion will be needed to ensure the United States and its
allies and partners meet new interoperability chal-
lenges. Because coalitions will continue to present both
important political benefits and not insignificant mili-
tary challenges, U.S. forces must plan, train, and pre-
pare to respond to the full spectrum of crises in coalition
with the forces of other nations.

Deterring Aggression and Coercion in Crisis. In many
cases, the first stage of responding to a crisis consists of

efforts to deter an adversary so that the situation does
not require a greater response. Deterrence in a crisis
generally involves signaling the United States’ commit-
ment to a particular country or expressing its national
interest by enhancing U.S. warfighting capability in the
theater. The U.S. ability to respond rapidly and substan-
tially as a crisis develops can have a significant deterrent
effect. The readiness levels of deployable forces may be
increased, forces deployed in the area may be moved
closer to the crisis and forces from the United States
may be rapidly deployed to the area. The United States
may also choose to make additional declaratory state-
ments to communicate its intentions and the costs of
aggression or coercion to an adversary. In some cases,
the nation may choose to employ U.S. forces in alimited
manner (e.g., to enforce sanctions or conduct limited
strikes) to underline this message and deter further ad-
venturism.

Conducting Smaller-Scale Contingency (SSC) Opera-
tions. In general, the United States, along with others
in the international community, will seek to prevent and
contain localized conflicts and crises before they require
a military response. If, however, such efforts do not
succeed, swift intervention by military forces may be
the best way to contain, resolve, or mitigate the conse-
quences of a conflict that could otherwise become far
more costly and deadly. These operations encompass
the full range of joint military operations beyond peace-
time engagement activities but short of major theater
warfare. They include show-of-force operations, inter-
ventions, limited strikes, noncombatant evacuation
operations, no-fly zone enforcement, maritime sanc-
tions enforcement, counterterrorism operations, peace
operations, foreign humanitarian assistance, and mili-
tary support to civilian authorities.

Selective participation in SSC operations can serve a
variety of U.S. interests. For example, U.S. forces are
sometimes called upon to conduct noncombatant evac-
uations, protecting U.S. citizens caught in harm’s way.
The United States might also choose to deploy forces to
an intervention or peacekeeping operation in order to
support democracy where it is threatened or to restore
stability in a critical region. In addition, when rogue
states defy the community of nations and threaten com-
mon interests, the United States may use its military
capabilities—for instance, through maritime sanctions
enforcement or limited strikes—to help enforce the in-
ternational community’s will and deter further coercion.
And when natural or man-made disaster strikes at home
or abroad, U.S. values and interests might call for the
use of unique military assets to jump-start the response,
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enabling other elements of the U.S. government or
international community to initiate longer-term relief
efforts.

Based on recent experience and intelligence pro-
jections, the demand for SSC operations is expected to
remain high over the next 15 to 20 years. U.S. participa-
tion in SSC operations must be selective, depending
largely on the interests at stake and the risk of major
aggression elsewhere. However, these operations will
still likely pose the most frequent challenge for U.S.
forces through 2015 and may require significant com-
mitments of forces, both active and reserve.

Fighting and Winning Major Theater Wars (MTW). At
the high end of the possible crisis continuum is fighting
and winning major theater wars. This mission is the
most stressing requirement for the U.S. military. To
protect American interests around the globe, U.S. forces
must continue to be able to overmatch the military
power of regional states with interests hostile to the
United States. Such states are often capable of fielding
sizable military forces that can cause serious imbal-
ances in military power within regions important to the
United States. Allies and friendly states often find it
difficult to match the power of a potentially aggressive
neighbor. To deter aggression, prevent coercion of
allied or friendly governments, and defeat aggression
should it occur, the Department must prepare U.S.
forces to confront this scale of threat far from home, in
concert with allies and friends, but unilaterally if neces-
sary. Toward this end, the United States must have
jointly trained and interoperable forces that can deploy
quickly from a posture of global engagement—across
great distances to supplement forward-stationed and
forward-deployed U.S. forces—to assist a threatened
nation, rapidly stop an enemy invasion, and defeat an
aggressor, even in an environment of NBC weapons
threat or use.

As a global power with worldwide interests, it is
imperative that the United States, now and for the fore-
seeable future, be able to deter and defeat large-scale,
cross-border aggression in two distant theaters in over-
lapping time frames, preferably in concert with regional
allies. Maintaining this core capability is central to
credibly deterring opportunism—that is, to avoiding a
situation in which an aggressor in one region might be
tempted to take advantage when U.S. forces are heavily
committed elsewhere—and to ensuring that the United
States has sufficient military capabilities to deter or
defeat aggression by an adversary that is larger, or under

circumstances that are more difficult, than expected.
This is particularly important in a highly dynamic and
uncertain security environment. One can never know
with certainty when or where the next major theater war
will occur, who the next adversary will be, how an
enemy will fight, who will join the United States in a
coalition, or precisely what demands will be placed on
U.S. forces. Indeed, history has repeatedly shown the
unpredictability of such matters. A force sized, equip-
ped, and sustained for deterring and defeating aggres-
sion in more than one theater enhances the United
States’ ability to cope with the unpredictable and
unexpected. Such a capability is the essential quality of
a superpower and is vital to the credibility of the overall
U.S. national security strategy. It also supports the
Department’s continued engagement in shaping the
international environment to reduce the chances that
such threats will develop in the first place.

If the United States were to forego its ability to defeat
aggression in more than one theater at a time, its stand-
ing as a global power, as the security partner of choice,
and as the leader of the international community would
be called into question. Indeed, some allies would
undoubtedly read a one-war capability as a signal that
the United States, if heavily engaged elsewhere, would
no longer be able to help defend their interests. Such a
capability could also inhibit the United States from
responding to a crisis promptly enough, or even at all,
for fear of committing the bulk of U.S. forces and mak-
ing itself vulnerable in other regions. This fact is also
unlikely to escape the attention of potential adversaries.
A one-theater war capacity would risk undermining
both deterrence and the credibility of U.S. security
commitments in key regions of the world. This, in turn,
could cause allies and friends to adopt more divergent
defense policies and postures, thereby weakening the
web of alliances and coalitions on which the United
States relies to protect its interests abroad.

In this dynamic, uncertain security environment, the
United States must continually reassess the environ-
ment, the defense strategy, and the associated military
requirements. If the security environment were to
change dramatically and threats of large-scale aggres-
sion were to grow or diminish significantly, it would be
both prudent and appropriate for the United States to
review and reappraise its warfighting requirements.

Preparing Now for an Uncertain Future

The fundamental challenge confronting the Department
of Defense is simple, but daunting. U.S. forces must
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meet the demands of a dangerous world by shaping and
responding throughout the next 15 years. To do so, the
Department must meet its requirements to shape and
respond in the near term, while at the same time it must
transform U.S. combat capabilities and support
structures to be able to shape and respond effectively in
the face of future challenges.

To meet this challenge, the Department must prepare
now to meet the security challenges of an unpredictable
future. As the nation moves into the next century, it is
imperative that it maintain its military superiority in the
face of evolving, as well as discontinuous, threats and
challenges. Without such superiority, the United States’
ability to exert global leadership and to create inter-
national conditions conducive to the achievement of its
national goals would be in doubt.

To maintain this superiority, the United States must
achieve a new level of proficiency in its ability to con-
duct joint and combined operations. This proficiency
can only be achieved through a unified effort by all ele-
ments of the Department toward the common goal of
full spectrum dominance envisioned in Joint Vision
2010, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff’s blue-
print for future military operations. Implementing Joint
Vision 2010 requires developing the doctrine, educa-
tion, training, organization, and materiel to support
truly integrated joint operations. Achieving this new
level of proficiency also requires improving the U.S.
military’s methods for integrating its forces and capabil-
ities with those of its allies and coalition partners.

The Department’s commitment to preparing now for an
uncertain future has four main parts:

® Pursue a focused modernization effort in order to
replace aging systems and incorporate cutting-edge
technologies into the force to ensure continued U.S.
military superiority over time.

® Continue to exploit the Revolution in Military
Affairs (RMA) in order to improve the U.S.
military’s ability to perform near-term missions and
meet future challenges.

® Exploit the Revolution in Business Affairs to

radically reengineer DoD infrastructure and support
activities.

® Insure or hedge against unlikely, but significant,
future threats in order to manage risk in a
resource-constrained environment and better

position the Department to respond in a timely and
effective manner to new threats as they emerge.

Pursue a Focused Modernization Effort. Fielding mod-
ern and capable forces in the future requires aggressive
action today. Just as U.S. forces won the Gulf War with
weapons that were developed many years before,
tomorrow’s forces will fight with weapons that are
developed today and fielded over the next several years.
Today, the Department is witnessing a gradual aging of
the overall force. Many weapons systems and platforms
purchased in the 1970s and 1980s will reach the end of
their useful lives over the next decade or so. It is essen-
tial that the Department increase procurement spending
now so that it can ensure tomorrow’s forces are every bit
as modern and capable as today’s. Sustained, adequate
spending on the modernization of U.S. forces will be
essential to ensuring that tomorrow’s forces continue to
dominate across the full spectrum of military opera-
tions.

Exploit the Revolution in Military Affairs. The U.S.
military’s modernization effort is directly linked to the
broader challenge of transforming its forces to retain
military superiority in the face of changes in the security
environment and in the art of warfare. Just as earlier
technological revolutions have affected the nature of
conflict, so too will the technological change that is so
evident today. This transformation involves much more
than the acquisition of new military systems. It means
harnessing new technologies to give U.S. forces greater
military capabilities through advanced concepts, doc-
trine, and organizations so that they can dominate any
future battlefield, including one involving asymmetric
counters. In the next several years, DoD will continue
to strengthen both the culture and the capability to
develop and exploit new concepts and technologies in
order to make U.S. military forces more responsive to
an uncertain world. Part III describes the Department’s
RMA activities in detail.

Exploit the Revolution in Business Affairs. A Revolu-
tion in Business Affairs also has begun. Efforts to reen-
gineer the Department’s infrastructure and business
practices must parallel the work being done to exploit
the Revolution in Military Affairs if the nation is to
afford both adequate investment in preparations for the
future, especially a more robust modernization pro-
gram, and capabilities sufficient to support an ambitious
shaping and responding strategy through 2015. Mea-
sures are aimed at shortening cycle times, particularly
for the procurement of mature systems; enhancing pro-
gram stability; conserving scarce resources; ensuring
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that acquired capabilities will support mission out-
comes; ensuring that critical infrastructures deliver the
right services to the right users at the right time; increas-
ing efficiencies; and assuring management focus on
core competencies, while freeing resources for invest-
ment in high-priority areas.

These measures will require changes in political and
public thinking about the infrastructure that supports
flexible U.S. forces. That thinking must be open to new
solutions and focused on the bottom-line support for
U.S. forces. The Quadrennial Defense Review itself
reviewed a large number of options and proposed a
number of steps in this area, but much more funda-
mental work must be done to radically reengineer the
Department’s institutions. To build the forces envi-
sioned in Joint Vision 2010, additional programs will
need to be developed in the years beyond the Future
Years Defense Program. To afford those programs, the
Department will need both the vision and the will to
shrink and make dramatically more efficient its support-
ing infrastructure. Efforts to transform the Department
are covered in more detail in Part IV.

Insurance Policies. The fourth element of preparing for
an uncertain future is taking prudent steps today to posi-
tion DoD to respond more effectively to unlikely, but
significant, future threats, such as the early emergence
of a regional great power or a wild card scenario. Such
steps provide a hedge against the possibility that unan-
ticipated threats will emerge. The Department should
focus these efforts on threats that, although unlikely,
would have highly negative consequences that would be
very expensive to counter. Although such insurance is
certainly not free, in an uncertain, resource-constrained
environment, it is a relatively inexpensive way to man-
age the risk of being unprepared to meet a new threat,
developing the wrong capabilities, or producing a capa-
bility too early and having it become obsolete by the
time it is needed. Such an approach can also provide an
opportunity to delay or forego costly investments in
future capabilities the United States may not need.

Among the necessary hedging steps are maintaining a
broad research and development (R&D) effort; use of
Advanced Concept Technology Demonstrations; con-
tact with industries specializing in new technologies;
and cooperation with allies who may develop new
approaches to resolving problems. An additional
approach is to develop new capabilities through careful-
ly tailored R&D and acquisition programs. For exam-
ple, in missile defense, the United States has focused on
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R&D efforts that position it to deploy a credible national
missile defense against very limited attacks within three
years of a deployment decision. Applying such an
approach more broadly against new threats will require
ensuring that U.S. forces have the necessary intelli-
gence capabilities for long-term strategic indications
and warning, designing a process for validating such
insurance requirements across the Department, and
developing an insurance program profile and process
that can be integrated into overall acquisition processes.
Finally, R&D programs can be designed to adopt and
adapt commercial technologies to military needs.

The Department’s activities in all of these areas are only
the initial steps in a continuing process. Preparing now
for an uncertain future has no real end point. It must
become a central component of the DoD culture and a
continuing focus of the Department’s efforts.

REGIONAL APPLICATIONS OF THE
STRATEGY

In each region of the world, the Department of Defense
undertakes activities in an effort to secure U.S. national
security interests. In addition to those universal vital
U.S. interests stated earlier, each region presents its own
unique opportunities and challenges. The Department’s
strategies for dealing with these various regional
challenges are critical to its overall effort to shape the
international environment and remain prepared to
respond to the full range of crises. Indeed, how the
United States uses force and its forces sends a clear
signal to friends and foes throughout the world about its
interests, influence, and values.

Europe

U.S. Defense Objectives. U.S. defense efforts in
Europe are aimed at achieving a peaceful, stable region
where an enlarged NATO, through U.S. leadership,
remains the preeminent security organization for pro-
moting stability and security. Further, the United States
seeks positive and cooperative Russian-NATO and
Ukrainian-NATO relations and strengthened relations
with Central and Eastern European nations outside of
NATO. The United States desires a region in which all
parties peacefully resolve their religious, political, and
ethnic tensions through existing security structures and
mechanisms. Finally, along with the United States,
European nations should be successfully countering
drug trafficking, terrorism, and the proliferation of NBC
weapons and associated delivery systems.
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U.S. Regional Defense Posture and Activities. The
most visible sign of U.S. interest in European security
isthe approximately 100,000 American servicemen and
women forward-stationed on the continent and the con-
tinuous presence of U.S. naval forces in the Mediterra-
nean. Along with the many routine deployments of
U.S.-based forces, these units ensure that the United
States maintains an active and prominent role in NATO
and in outreach to NATO’s partners in the region. Euro-
pean-based U.S. forces are also often the first forces to
respond to emerging crises in Europe, Africa, and the
Middle East.

DoD activities to strengthen European security extend
far beyond the presence or use of American military
forces. The United States is intimately involved in the
twin processes of NATO adaptation and NATO enlarge-
ment. Recognizing recent changes in the international
security environment, the former seeks to move the
alliance away from a static forward defense posture
toward more capable and mobile reaction forces that can
project power for crisis management operations. To
maintain NATO’s military effectiveness in the new
security environment, the Alliance has also undertaken
efforts to counter the military risks posed by NBC pro-
liferation. Such activities are crucial to maintaining
NATO?’s relevance as a security institution and avoiding
the renationalization of European security policies.
NATO enlargement acknowledges the end of the Cold
War and seeks to reinforce democratic reforms and
stability throughout Europe by enlarging the circle of
European nations bound by common interests to a com-
mon defense.

The Department will continue to support programs
necessary to implement NATO enlargement, including
the NATO common funded budgets, Partnership for
Peace, and related bilateral projects aimed at outreach,
democratic reform, and stability in Central and Eastern
Europe.

The New Independent States

U.S. Defense Objectives. Through its various programs
and activities with the New Independent States, the
United States seeks to ensure that Russia, Ukraine, and
the other nations of the region become stable market
democracies that are cooperative partners in promoting
regional stability and arms control in Europe and other
regions. Integral to this goal is U.S. support of efforts
to secure or eliminate any Soviet NBC weapons,
weapons materials, and associated delivery systems
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remaining in the other New Independent States. The
United States also seeks to deter potential strategic
nuclear threats against its citizens and territory. The
United States desires Russia to play a constructive role
in European affairs, in partnership with NATO, and to
maintain strong relations with an independent Ukraine.
The United States further seeks a peaceful resolution to
the ethnic and regional tensions in the New Independent
States, as well as successful counters to drug trafficking,
terrorism, and international organized crime.

US. Regional Defense and Activities. While the
United States does mot forward station or routinely
deploy forces in the New Independent States, the
Department of Defense contributes substantially to
overarching U.S. security objectives in the region. In its
bilateral foreign military interactions with all the New
Independent States, the Department seeks to impart the
principles of civilian leadership, defense transparency,
and military reform and restructuring. Military inter-
actions also seek to overcome the mutual distrust and
suspicion that are a legacy of the Cold War. These bilat-
eral efforts are complemented by multinational efforts,
including those conducted through the Partnership for
Peace program, the Organization for Security and
Cooperation in Europe, and other organizations. The
Department will continue to broaden military and civil-
ian defense contacts, support the ongoing enhanced
security for and dismantlement of Russian nuclear
weapons, facilitate reductions in chemical weapons,
and conduct combined training and exercises to
strengthen interoperability with NATO in order to
improve the New Independent States’ capabilities for
multinational operations.

East Asia and the Pacific Rim

U.S. Defense Objectives. The United States seeks a
stable and economically prosperous East Asia that
embraces democratic reform and market economics.
Central to achieving this goal are the United States’
strong alliance relationships within the region, especial-
ly with Japan, Australia, and the Republic of Korea
(ROK). In addition, it is critical to continue to engage
China so that it contributes to regional stability and acts
as a responsible member of the international communi-
ty. The United States desires the peaceful resolution of
the conflict on the Korean peninsula and peaceful uni-
fication, in accordance with the wishes of the Korean
people, as well as the peaceful resolution of the region’s
other disputes, including that between Taiwan and the
People’s Republic of China. The issue of accounting for
personnel who remain missing as a result of the war in
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Vietnam remains a high national priority. Successful
counters to terrorism, drug trafficking, and NBC prolif-
eration are major U.S. goals for the region. Finally, the
United States seeks the fullest possible accounting for
missing U.S. personnel in Asia.

U.S. Regional Defense and Activities. The United
States is committed to maintaining its current level of
military capability in East Asia and the Pacific Rim.
This capability allows the United States to play a key
role as security guarantor and regional balancer. The
United States will continue a forward presence policy,
in cooperation with its allies, that reflects its current
interests and adjusts over time to meet the changing
demands of the security environment. Today, this calls
for stationing or deploying approximately 100,000 U.S.
military personnel in the region. Of these personnel,
almost half are stationed in Japan and close to 40 percent
are in the Republic of Korea. Additionally, the United
States will seek to continue and build upon bilateral and
multilateral exercises with key states in the region,
including the Republic of Korea, Japan, Thailand, the
Philippines, and Australia.

The most significant near-term danger in the region is
the continuing military threat posed by the Democratic
People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK). Due to the for-
ward positioning of its offensive military capabilities,
its possession of chemical and biological weapons
(CBW) and their means of delivery and the proximity
of Seoul to the Demilitarized Zone, the North Korean
threat to ROK security remains formidable. The pres-
sures imposed by increasingly dire economic condi-
tions in the DPRK make this threat all the more unpre-
dictable. The United States remains fully committed to
its treaty obligations to assist the ROK to defend against
North Korean aggression. The United States also seeks
a Korean peninsula free of NBC weapons—a goal
shared with the ROK and other allies and friends in the
region. The U.S.-North Korean Agreed Framework
advances this vital U.S. nonproliferation objective by
halting activity at key nuclear production and process-
ing facilities and, when fully implemented, eliminating
North Korea’s existing nuclear weapons program. The
Department is also working with its Pacific allies to
enhance the collective capabilities to deter and defeat
CBW use.

The United States’ security alliance with Japan is the
linchpin of its security policy in Asia and is key to many
U.S. global objectives. The United States is working to
strengthen its bilateral relationship with Japan by
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expanding the areas of cooperation between the two
nations. U.S. efforts to build on strong alliances with
other nations in the region, especially Australia, but-
tress the U.S. goal of ensuring stability in Southeast
Asia and the South Pacific, an area of growing eco-
nomic and political importance. The continued
strengthening of U.S. security dialogues and confi-
dence-building with the members of the Association of
Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) through the
ASEAN Regional Forum is one of many ways in which
the United States is working to enhance political, mili-
tary, and economic ties with friends and allies in South-
east Asia. The Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies
is a key U.S. initiative to further understanding and
cooperation by providing an academic forum for mili-
tary and civilian decision makers from the United States
and Asia to exchange ideas and explore regional secu-
rity challenges.

Because of China’s critical importance in the Asia-
Pacific region, the United States is working to bring
China more deeply into the international community.
Specifically, the United States engages China in order
to promote regional stability and economic prosperity
while securing China’s adherence to international stan-
dards on weapons nonproliferation, international trade,
and human rights. The United States also seeks greater
transparency in China’s defense program, including its
planning and procurement processes, and will continue
to engage China in dialogue aimed at fostering coopera-
tion and confidence-building. Military exchange pro-
grams, port visits, professional seminars, and field/at-sea
training events contribute to this dialogue and are aimed
at building lasting relationships that will foster coopera-
tion and build confidence among key U.S. and Chinese
leaders.

The Middle East and South Asia

U.S. Defense Objectives. The United States seeks a
Middle East and South Asia region at peace, where
access to strategic natural resources at stable prices is
unhindered and free markets are expanding. The region
cannot be stable until there is a just, lasting, and compre-
hensive peace between Arabs and Israelis and a peaceful
resolution to India-Pakistan disputes. Nor can stability
be achieved until the region’s rogue states—Iraq, Iran,
and Libya—abide by international norms and no longer
threaten regional security. The threat or use of chemical
and biological weapons by the region’s rogue states
must be deterred, further proliferation of NBC technol-
ogies thwarted, and terrorism successfully countered.
The United States must continue working with regional
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allies and improving U.S. force capabilities to ensure
that U.S.-led coalition forces have the ability to fight
and win in an NBC environment.

U.S. Regional Defense and Activities. Since the Gulf
War, the United States bas undertaken a number of steps
to enhance its military posture in the region. While the
United States has limited forces stationed long term in
the region, it does maintain a sufficient level of presence
through rotational and temporarily deployed forces. An
average of 15,000 U.S. military personnel, as well as
prepositioned critical materiel, are in the region at any
time to help deter aggression and promote stability.
These forces conduct a variety of missions, including
deterring aggression, enforcing sanctions, ensuring free
access to resources, and working with regional partners
to improve interoperability and their self-defense capa-
bilities. The close military relationships developed
with friends throughout the Middle East and South Asia
region, complemented by U.S. security assistance pro-
grams, contribute to an environment that allows region-
al states to more readily and effectively support U.S.
crisis deployments. This contribution isintegral to U.S.
deterrence efforts.

While the United States cannot impose solutions on the
region’s disputes, its unique military and political posi-
tion demands that it play an active role in promoting
regional stability and advancing the cause of peace. In
conjunction with diplomatic efforts, the U.S. military
will continue to use military-to-military contacts as a
means for promoting transparency, enhancing the pro-
fessionalism of regional armed forces, and demon-
strating the value of support for human rights and demo-
cratic values. The United States will also encourage
participation by regional parties, where appropriate, in
peace operations to help resolve international conflicts
and promote potential regional cooperation.

The Americas

U.S. Defense Objectives. The United States desires all
members of its hemispheric community to be peaceful,
democratic partners in economic prosperity. These
nations should exhibit a strong commitment to civilian
control of their armed forces, constructive civil-military
relations, respect for human rights, and restraint in
acquisition of arms and military budgets. They should
increasingly focus on international peacekeeping, sup-
port for counternarcotics, and humanitarian assistance.
The United States also believes that the peaceful resolu-
tion of the region’s territorial disputes is particularly
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important. Transparency of military holdings and
expenditures and the widespread use of confidence- and
security-building measures directly and positively
affect this goal. The United States also seeks to main-
tain the neutrality of the Panama Canal and freedom of
navigation along the region’s sea lines of communica-
tion. Finally, successful counters to the region’s drug
and arms trafficking, terrorism, NBC weapons prolifer-
ation, organized crime, and refugee flows are all central
to U.S. territorial security and integrity.

U.S. Regional Defense Posture and Activities. Over
50,000 active duty and reserve personnel from the
United States pass through the Caribbean and Latin
America every year to engage in exercises, nation assis-
tance, instruction in demining operations, and other
activities. The United States is currently altering its per-
manent military presence in Latin America. In 1997 the
headquarters of the United States Southern Command
completed its move to Florida. In addition, the Depart-
ment is participating in negotiations on the establish-
ment of a Multinational Counterdrug Center in Panama,
including U.S. military support requirements, follow-
ing the 1999 transfer of the Canal from the United States
to Panama.

The Department expends significant energy and time in
encouraging the increasing acceptance by militaries in
the region of their appropriate role in a constitutional
democracy. One highlight of U.S. defense-to-defense
efforts in this regard is the ongoing Defense Ministerial
of the Americas. Now in its third iteration, the Defense
Ministerial of the Americas brings together the defense
ministers from the hemisphere’s democracies to discuss
common concerns, enhancing transparency, reducing
suspicions, and promoting an appropriate role for the
military in a democratic society.

Transnational threats are particularly troublesome in the
Americas. Because drug trafficking and associated
criminal activity threaten the United States and its inter-
ests in the region, DoD will continue to support other
agencies in trying to stop the flow of drugs, both at the
source and in transit, and will encourage and assist other
nations committed to anti-drug efforts. In addition,
when directed by the President, the Department will
assist other U.S. government agencies in stemming
refugee flows when they threaten U.S. interests, includ-
ing its territorial sovereignty.

Sub-Saharan Africa

U.S. Defense Objectives. The United States seeks a
Sub-Saharan Africa where terrorism, organized crime,
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narcotics trafficking, disease, environmental degrada-
tion, and the influence of pariah states no longer threat-
en the region’s nations or others. Africa should be a
region at peace, fully integrated into the world econ-
omy, where the spread of democracy and respect for
human rights have produced a level of stability that
allows African states to resolve conflict peacefully and
satisfy the basic human needs of their citizens.

U.S. Regional Defense Posture and Activities.
Although at present the United States has no permanent
military presence in Sub-Saharan Africa, it promotes
stability by gaining and maintaining informal access
through engagement activities, forming positive rela-
tionships with key institutions, and conducting exer-
cises with the region’s militaries. For example, the Afri-
can Crisis Response Initiative (ACRI) is a U.S. training
effort aimed at creating partnerships with both regional
countries and allies and friends outside the region to
train fully interoperable, highly effective, rapidly-
deployable African peacekeeping units capable of oper-
ating jointly. Three battalions in Uganda, Senegal, and
Malawi have successfully completed training, and
ACRI will train additional units in the coming year. In
addition, through the President’s Front Line States ini-
tiative, the United States is providing defensive, nonle-
thal military assistance to help a number of African
countries resist Sudanese-backed insurgencies and con-
tain that nation’s sponsorship of international terrorism.
Finally, the United States is enhancing its bilateral mili-
tary relationship with South Africa through the U.S.-
South African Binational Commission’s defense com-
mittee, with the larger goal of enhancing stability
through mutually-beneficial engagement. These shap-
ing activities, in addition to enhancing the security of
the nations and citizens involved, provide both basing
opportunities for conducting noncombatant evacuation
operations and humanitarian operations and a founda-
tion for countering state-sponsored terrorism, narcotics
trafficking, and the proliferation of conventional weap-
ons, fissile materials, and related technology. The
United States must continue to work with the conti-
nent’s nations to help secure U.S. interests.

STRATEGIC PLANNING: DOD
CORPORATE-LEVEL GOALS

In order to ensure the Department’s ability to execute
the defense strategy articulated above, and consistent
with the Government Performance and Results Act
(GPRA), DoD has established six critical corporate-
level goals.

® Goal 1. Shape the international environment
through DoD engagement programs and activities.

us Support friends and allies by sustaining and
adapting security relationships.

"= Enhance coalition capabilities.
®® Promote regional stability.
m® Prevent or reduce threats and conflict.

®  Goal 2. Shape the international environment and

respond to the full spectrum of crises by providing
appropriately sized, positioned, and mobile forces.

w® Support U.S. regional security objectives.

®® Deter hostile actors/activities in peacetime and
in times of crisis.

=% Conduct multiple, concurrent smaller-scale
contingency operations, if required.

== Fight and win two nearly simultaneous major
theater wars, if required.

®  Goal 3. Prepare now for an uncertain future by pur-

suing a focused modernization effort that maintains
U.S. qualitative superiority in key warfighting
capabilities.

®  Goal 4. Prepare now for an uncertain future by
exploiting the Revolution in Military Affairs to
transform U.S. forces for the future.

®  Goal 5. Maintain highly ready joint forces to per-
form the full spectrum of military activities.

=® Maintain high personnel and unit readiness.

w® Recruit and retain well-qualified military and
civilian personnel.

s® Provide equal opportunity and a high quality of

life.
®® Improve force management procedures
throughout DoD.

8 Goal 6. Fundamentally reengineer the Department
and achieve a 2lst century infrastructure by
reducing costs while maintaining required military
capabilities across all DoD mission areas.

A summary of the Department’s performance plan for
meeting these goals is at Appendix J.
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CONCLUSION

The defense strategy laid out above, and detailed in the
Report of the Quadrennial Defense Review, provides a
path for the United States to protect and promote its
national interests in the current and projected security
environment. The United States must remain engaged

15

as a global leader and harness the unmatched capabili-
ties of its armed forces to shape the international secu-
rity environment in favorable ways, respond to the full
spectrum of crises when it is in U.S. interests to do so,
and prepare now to meet the challenges of an uncertain
future. This three-pronged strategy and the military
missions inherent in it provide a common foundation
for the Department’s programs and activities.
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In order to meet the near-term requirements of shaping
and responding, U.S. forces must have a broad range of
unmatched capabilities. U.S. forces should be sized and
shaped not only to meet current threats but also to
succeed in a broad range of anticipated missions and
operational environments. That is, the U.S. military
must be a capabilities-based force that gives national
leaders a range of viable options for promoting and
protecting U.S. interests in peacetime, crisis, and war.

FORCE PLANNING: SHAPING THE
SECURITY ENVIRONMENT

U.S. military engagement around the world isboth a key
means of shaping the international security environ-
ment and an important foundation of U.S. ability to
respond to crises. The demand for U.S. forces is very
high, but manpower and other resources are limited.
The challenge to the Department is to prioritize its
peacetime activities to ensure that efforts are concen-
trated on those that are of greatest importance without
sacrificing warfighting capabilities. Those priorities
vary by region and situation according to the national
security interests involved—be they vital, important, or
humanitarian—and by the extent to which the applica-
tion of DoD resources can significantly advance those
interests.

Accordingly, each regional commander in chief
(CINC), in concert with the Services, will annually
develop a Theater Engagement Plan that links planned
engagement activities to prioritized regional objectives.
The Theater Engagement Plan will be a comprehensive
five-year plan of CINC engagement activities that will
be incorporated in the Department’s deliberate planning
system. Through the Theater Engagement Plan, each
CINC will formally present his theater’s peacetime
engagement strategy and identify engagement require-
ments for approval by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff (CJCS) as part of a globally-integrated family
of engagement plans. CJCS will then forward the fami-
ly of engagement plans to the Secretary of Defense for
review. This process will enhance the Department’s
effectiveness in understanding and articulating, from a
global perspective, the CINCs’ engagement activities
and the associated resource requirements and tempo
considerations.
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FORCE PLANNING: RESPONDING
TO CRISES

Smaller-Scale Contingency Operations

U.S. forces must be multimission capable, and they
must be trained, equipped, and managed with mulitiple
mission responsibilities in mind. They must also be
capable of operating effectively in the face of asym-
metric challenges like terrorism, information opera-
tions, and the threat or use of nuclear, biological, or
chemical (NBC) weapons. Furthermore, U.S. forces
must be able to withdraw from smaller-scale con-
tingency (SSC) operations, reconstitute, and then
deploy to a major theater war within required timelines.
Although in some cases this may pose significant opera-
tional, diplomatic, and political challenges, the ability
to transition between peacetime operations and war-
fighting remains a fundamental requirement for virtual-
ly every U.S. military unit.

Over time, sustained commitment to multiple concur-
rent SSCs will certainly stress U.S. forces—for exam-
ple, by creating tempo and budgetary strains on selected
units—in ways that will need to be carefully managed.
SSC operations will also put a premium on the ability
of the U.S. military to work effectively with other U.S.
government agencies, nongovernmental organizations,
and a variety of coalition partners. SSC operations will
require that the U.S. government, including DoD and
other agencies, continuously and deliberately reassess
both the challenges encountered in such operations and
the capabilities required to meet these challenges.

Major Theater War

At least three particularly challenging requirements
associated with fighting and winning major theater wars
merit special attention. The first is being able to rapidly
defeat initial enemy advances short of their objectives
in two theaters in close succession, one followed almost
immediately by another. Maintaining this capability is
absolutely critical to the United States’ ability to seize
the initiative in both theaters and to minimize the
amount of territory the coalition must regain from the
enemies. Failure to halt an enemy invasion rapidly can
make the subsequent campaign to evict enemy forces
from captured territory much more difficult, lengthy,
and costly. It could also weaken coalition support,
undermine U.S. credibility, and increase the risk of con-
flict elsewhere. By the same token, a force that is clearly
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capable of defeating aggression promptly should serve
as a robust deterrent by denying would-be aggressors
the prospect of success. Thus, the Department must
ensure that the appropriate forces and infrastructure are
ready and available to project sufficient power to rapid-
ly defeat the initial advance of enemy forces in the early
stages of a major conflict.

The threat or use of chemical and biological weapons
(CBW) is a likely condition of future warfare, including
in the early stages of war to disrupt U.S. operations and
logistics. These weapons may be delivered by ballistic
missiles, cruise missiles, aircraft, special operations
forces, or other means. This requires that U.S. forces
continue to improve their capabilities to locate and
destroy such weapons, including hard and/or deeply
buried facilities, preferably before such weapons can be
used, and to defend against and manage the con-
sequences of CBW if they are used. But capability
enhancements alone are not enough. Equally important
is continuing to adapt U.S. doctrine, operational con-
cepts, training, and exercises to take full account of the
threat posed by CBW as well as other likely asymmetric
threats. Moreover, given that the United States will
most likely conduct future operations in coalition with
others, the country must also encourage its friends and
allies to train and equip their forces for effective opera-
tions in CBW environments.

Finally, U.S. forces will transition to fighting major
theater wars from a posture of global engagement—that
is, from substantial levels of peacetime engagement
overseas as well as multiple concurrent SSC operations.
In the event of one major theater war, the United States
would need to be extremely selective in making any
additional commitments to either engagement activities
or SSC operations. The United States would likely also
choose to begin disengaging from those activities and
operations not deemed to involve vital U.S. interests in
order to better posture its forces to deter the possible
outbreak of a second war.

In the event of two such conflicts, U.S. forces would be
withdrawn from peacetime engagement activities and
SSC operations as quickly as possible to be readied for
war. The risks associated with disengaging from a range
of peacetime activities and operations in order to deploy
the appropriate forces to the conflicts could be miti-
gated, at least in part, by replacing withdrawing forces
with an increased commitment of reserve component
forces, coalition or allied forces, host nation capabili-
ties, contractor support, or some combination thereof.
Ultimately, the United States must accept a degree of
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risk associated with withdrawing from SSCs and
engagement activities in order to reduce the greater risk
it would incur if the nation failed to respond adequately
to major theater wars. In this regard, the Department
needs to better understand the potential of and mecha-
nisms required for force substitution.

Because both the nature of the threats the United States
faces and the way in which it will choose to fight future
conflicts are changing, the forces and capabilities
required to uphold this two-theater element of the strate-
gy will differ from the major regional conflict building
blocks developed in the 1993 Bottom-Up Review. Spe-
cifically, the accelerating incorporation of new technol-
ogies and operational concepts into the force calls for a
reexamination of the forces and capabilities required for
fighting and winning major theater wars. As U.S. and
enemy forces change in effectiveness, these force
requirements will change. The Department also needs
to better understand the requirements associated with
deterring, defeating, and defending against adversaries
willing to use CBW and other asymmetric means. Fur-
thermore, the changing security environment requires
that the United States reassess the role of strategic
reserves, the degree to which it relies on both allies and
Reserve component forces in major theater wars, the
degree to which it swings forces between theaters, and
the impact of such factors on the timing of various
phases of the campaigns, particularly counteroffen-
sives.

In sum, for the foreseeable future, U.S. forces must be
sufficient in size, versatility, and responsiveness in
order to transition from a posture of global engagement
to fight and win, in concert with regional allies, two
major theater wars that occur at roughly the same time.
In this context, they must also be able to defeat the initial
enemy advance in two distant theaters in close succes-
sion and to fight and win in situations where CBW and
other asymmetric approaches are employed.

CHARACTERISTICS OF A FULL
SPECTRUM FORCE

The number and variety of military challenges the
United States will likely face in the next 15 to 20 years
require a force of sufficient size and capability to defeat
large enemy conventional forces, deter aggression and
coercion, and conduct the full range of smaller-scale
contingencies and shaping activities, all in the face of
asymmetric challenges. U.S. forces, both active and
reserve, must be multimission capable, proficient in
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their core warfighting competencies, and able to transi-
tion from peacetime activities and operations to
enhanced deterrence in crisis to war. This standard
applies not only to the force as a whole, but also to indi-
vidual units. Such full-spectrum forces require a bal-
anced mix of overseas presence and power projection
capabilities.

Overseas Presence

Maintaining a substantial overseas presence posture is
vita] to both the shaping and responding elements of the
defense strategy. Specifically, overseas presence pro-
motes regional stability by giving form and substance
to U.S. bilateral and multilateral security commitments
and helps prevent the development of power vacuums
and instability. It contributes to deterrence by demon-
strating the country’s determination and capability to
defend U.S., allied, and friendly interests in critical
regions and better positions the United States to respond
rapidly to crises. U.S. presence posture enhances the
effectiveness of coalition operations across the spec-
trum of conflict by promoting joint and combined train-
ing, encouraging responsibility sharing on the part of
friends and allies, and facilitating regional integration.

U.S. forces and infrastructure overseas visibly support
the defense strategy. To optimize the United States’
overseas presence posture, the Department must contin-
ually assess this posture to ensure it effectively and
efficiently contributes to achieving U.S. national secu-
rity objectives in various regions of the world. This
means defining the right mix of permanently stationed
forces, rotationally deployed forces, temporarily
deployed forces and infrastructure, in each region and
globally, to conduct the full range of military opera-
tions.

Power Projection

Equally essential to the shaping and responding ele-
ments of the strategy is being able to rapidly move and
concentrate U.S. military power in distant corners of the
globe. Effective and efficient global power projection
is the key to the flexibility demanded of U.S. forces and
ultimately provides national leaders with more options
in responding to potential crises and conflicts. Being
able to project power allows the United States to shape,
deter, and respond even when it has no permanent pres-
ence or limited infrastructure in a region. If necessary,
it allows the United States to forcibly enter a theater or
to create and protect forward operating bases.
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While the United States must pursue the cooperation of
other governments in allowing U.S. forces access to
critical infrastructure, it cannot assume that cooperation
will always be timely or forthcoming. Accordingly, the
United States must be able to establish a military
lodgement on foreign territory through a forced entry.
A joint forced entry capability ensures the United States
will have access to vital seaports, air bases, and other
critical facilities.

Critical Enablers

Critical to power projection and to the U.S. military’s
unique ability to shape the international security envi-
ronment and respond to the full spectrum of crises are
a host of capabilities and assets that enable the world-
wide application of U.S. military power. These critical
enablers include:

®  Quality people, superbly led by commanders. Sol-
diers, sailors, airmen, and Marines are the bedrock
of the U.S. military. They will be the deciding fac-
tor in all future operations. The Department’s strong
commitment to the quality of life of all its people
remains unchanged.

A globally vigilant intelligence system. Early
strategic warning of crises and detection of threats
is critical in an environment complicated by more
actors and more sophisticated technology. Equally
important is the capability to meet the global needs
of U.S. forces deployed in times of threat or crisis.

Global communications that allow for the timely
exchange of information, data, decisions, and
orders, while negating an adversary’s ability to
interfere in U.S. information operations. Because
information systems may be threatened by a variety
of adversaries, information systems security must
be an integral part of planning for the acquisition of
new systems as well as the operation or upgrade of
existing systems.

Superiority in space. Global command, control,
communications, computers, intelligence, surveil-
lance, and reconnaissance (C*ISR), navigation sup-
port, and meteorological forecasting rely on space-
based assets. To maintain the current U.S.
advantage in space even as more users develop
capabilities and access, the United States must
focus sufficient intelligence efforts on monitoring
foreign use of space-based assets and develop the
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capabilities required to protect U.S. systems and
prevent hostile use of space by an adversary.

Control of the seas and airspace. The United States
must be able to project military power across great
distances and protect its interests around the world.
A robust and effective strategic lift capability is
critical to this ability. Preserving the U.S. military’s
global mobility system is a top priority of the
defense strategy and requires not only the daily
diplomacy necessary to ensure U.S. access, butalso
the ability to quickly establish sea and air superior-
ity anywhere along U.S. strategic lines of commu-
nication.

Without these critical enablers, the United States mili-
tary could not execute its defense strategy.

Capabilities to Respond to Asymmetric Threats

To be a truly full-spectrum force, the U.S. military must
be able to defeat even the most innovative adversaries.
Those who oppose the United States will increasingly

rely on unconventional strategies and tactics to offset
U.S. superiority. The Department’s ability to adapt

effectively to adversaries’ asymmetric threats—such as
information operations, NBC weapons use, and terror-

ism—is critical to maintaining U.S. preeminence into
the next century.

INFORMATION OPERATIONS

The increasing availability of technology and sophis-
tication of potential adversaries demands a commitment
to improving the U.S. military’s ability to operate in the
face of information threats. Defense against hostile
information operations will require unprecedented
cooperation among Services, defense agencies, com-
mercial enterprises, and U.S. allies. In addition, the
United States’ ability to protect information must
extend to those elements of the civilian infrastructure
that support national security requirements.

In recent years, the Department has focused its informa-
tion operations development efforts on tactical support
to warfighting. The Department must now expand these
efforts to the full range of potential national security
missions, for both peacetime and war. The Department
has emphasized policy responsibility for information
operations which will aid in the development of inte-
grated requirements and help guide decisions on future
information operation capabilities. Such capabilities
developed in the military and intelligence communities
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must be fully integrated into military planning and
operations.

COUNTERPROLIFERATION ACTIVITIES

DoD’s extensive counterproliferation and export con-
trol efforts are designed to slow the spread of technol-
ogies that can threaten the security of U.S. forces and
infrastructure and undermine regional stability. Fur-
ther, the Department has progressed substantially
toward fully integrating considerations of NBC weap-
ons use against U.S. forces into its military planning,
acquisition, intelligence, and international cooperation
activities. These include efforts to embed counterprolif-
eration in all aspects of the planning and programming
process; adapt military doctrine and operational plans to
deal with NBC weapons in regional contingencies;
mature acquisition programs to ensure that U.S. forces
will be adequately trained and equipped to operate
effectively in contingencies involving NBC threats;
reallocate intelligence resources to provide better infor-
mation about adversary NBC capabilities and how they
are likely to be used; and undertake multilateral and
bilateral cooperative efforts with U.S. allies and friends
to develop a common defense response to the military
risks posed by NBC proliferation. The Quadrennial
Defense Review underscored the need for these efforts;
accordingly, the Secretary of Defense increased planned
spending on counterproliferation by $1 billion over the
next five years.

There are two key challenges that the Department must
meet as part of its strategy to ensure future counter-
proliferation preparedness: the Department must insti-
tutionalize counterproliferation as an organizing princi-
ple in every facet of military activity, from logistics to
maneuver and strike warfare, and internationalize those
same efforts to ensure U.S. allies and potential coalition
partners train, equip, and prepare their forces to operate
with U.S. forces under NBC conditions.

To advance the institutionalization of counterprolif-
eration, the Joint Staff and CINC:s are developing a joint
counter-NBC weapons operational concept that inte-
grates both offensive and defensive measures. This
strategy will serve as the basis for refining existing
doctrine so that it more fully integrates all aspects of
counter-NBC operations. In addition, the Services and
CING:s are placing greater emphasis on regular individ-
ual, unit, joint, and combined training and exercises that
incorporate realistic NBC threats. There is also a need
for new training standards for specialized units, such as

21

logistics and medical units, and larger formations to
improve their ability to perform complex tasks under
prolonged NBC conditions. Finally, many counter-
proliferation-related capabilities must be available prior
to or very early in a conflict. The Services are develop-
ing capability packages that provide for early deploy-
ment or pre-positioning of NBC defense and theater
missile defense capabilities and personnel into theaters
of operations. The timing necessary for the arrival of
such capabilities should in part determine whether or
not those capabilities reside in active or reserve compo-
nents.

Unless properly prepared to deal with NBC threats or
attacks, allies and friends may present vulnerabilities
for a U.S.-led coalition. In particular, potential coalition
partners cannot depend on U.S. forces to provide pas-
sive and active defense capabilities to counter NBC
threats. U.S. counterproliferation cooperation with its
NATO allies, through the Senior Defense Group on Pro-
liferation, provides a template for improving the pre-
paredness of long-standing allies and other countries
that may choose to act in concert with the United States
in future military coalitions. Similar efforts with allies
in Southwest Asia and Asia-Pacific should continue to
ensure that potential coalition partners for major theater
wars have effective plans for CBW defense of popula-
tions and forces.

Further information on DoD’s counterproliferation pro-
gram can be found in two DoD publications Prolifera-
tion: Threat and Response and Report on Activities and
Programs for Countering Proliferation and NBC
Terrorism. These and other counterproliferation docu-
ments are available on the Internet.

FORCE PROTECTION AND COMBATING
TERRORISM

The terrorist threat has changed markedly in recent
years, due primarily to five factors: changing terrorist
motivations; the proliferation of technologies of mass
destruction; increased access to information, informa-
tion technologies, and mass media; a perception that the
United States is unwilling to accept casualties; and the
accelerated centralization of vital components of the
national infrastructure.

DoD divides its response to terrorism into two catego-
ries. Antiterrorism refers to defensive measures used to
reduce the vulnerability of individuals and property to
terrorist acts. Counterterrorism refers to offensive mea-
sures taken to prevent, deter, and respond to terrorism.
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Both fall under the rubric of combating terrorism. Force
protection is the umbrella security program involving
the coordinated efforts of key U.S. departments and
agencies designed to protect military and civilian per-
sonnel, their family members, and U.S. property.

DoD has initiated a wide range of actions designed to
enhance antiterrorism, requiring threat and force protec-
tion to be constantly evaluated and empowering com-
manders with increased resources and flexibility to be
fully responsive to changes in the threat. In response to
terrorist attacks in Saudi Arabia, the Joint Staff estab-
lished a Deputy Directorate for Combating Terrorism
under the Director of Operations. The Directorate is
charged with meeting the nation’s security challenges as
they relate to combating terrorism now and into the next
century. Building on Secretary of Defense guidance, the
reports and recommendations from regional com-
manders in chief, and the findings of the Downing
Report, U.S. forces in Southwest Asia have implement-
ed extraordinary measures to increase their force protec-
tion posture. The Department has established programs
to expand these protection measures worldwide where
appropriate. At all levels, the Department has devel-
oped and carried out new policies, processes, and pro-
grams designed to integrate force protection into the
culture and institutional fabric of the United States mili-

tary.

Because intelligence represents the first line of defense,
DoD has implemented procedures to improve its collec-
tion and use of terrorism-related intelligence, getting
the needed product into the hands of the local com-
mander as rapidly as possible. The Defense Intelligence
Agency (DIA) is engaged in an aggressive long-term
collection and analytic effort designed to provide infor-
mation that can help local commanders detect, deter,
and prevent terrorist attack. Close working relation-
ships between DIA and other members of the national
intelligence community are being strengthened, and in-
telligence exchanges with U.S. friends and allies have
been increased.

DoD is also taking steps to improve force protection.
These include giving local commanders operational
control over force protection; formalizing cooperation
with host nations through a series of memorandums of
understanding; sustaining funding levels of force
protection programs, particularly in the area of anti-
terrorism; making the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
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Staff the focal point for force protection activities,
including initiatives to standardize antiterrorism and
force protection training for deploying forces; and
realigning certain force protection responsibilities from
the Department of State to the Department of Defense.
In addition, all DoD components are conducting vulner-
ability assessments to identify and reduce terrorist risks
to DoD personnel. Antiterrorism has been made a
special interest item for inspectors general throughout
the Department, and the Defense Federal Acquisitions
Regulations will be changed to ensure antiterrorism
readiness of DoD contractors.

DoD’s counterterrorism capabilities provide the offen-
sive means to deter, defeat, and respond vigorously to
all forms of terrorist attack against U.S. interests, wher-
ever they may occur. The Department has significantly
increased the resources allocated to these sensitive
activities, and efforts are under way to maximize readi-
ness so that U.S. counterterrorism forces are trained and
equipped to meet any future forms of terrorism. U.S.
counterterrorism forces receive the most advanced and
diverse training available and continually exercise to
maintain proficiency and to develop new skills. They
regularly train with their foreign counterparts to maxi-
mize coordination and effectiveness. They also engage
with counterpart organizations in a variety of exchange
programs which not only hone their skills, but also con-
tribute to the development of mutual confidence and
trust.

CONCLUSION

The United States must size, shape, and manage its
forces effectively if they are to be capable of meeting the
fundamental challenge of the defense strategy-—main-
taining the near-term capabilities required to support the
shape and respond elements of the strategy while simul-
taneously undergoing the transformation required to
prepare now for the future. For shaping, this means that
DoD must continue its efforts to support regional
security objectives efficiently and within resource
constraints. For responding, it means that U.S. forces
must be capable of operating across the spectrum of
conflict—meeting the particular challenges posed by
smaller-scale contingency operations and major theater
wars—and in the face of asymmetric threats. The forces
and force policies needed to fulfill the missions
described here are detailed in the remainder of this sec-
tion.
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The May 1997 Report of the Quadrennial Defense

Review (QDR) defined the defense strategy that U.S.
conventional forces must support. Conventional forces,

which form the bulk of the nation’s armed forces, con-
sist of combat and support elements from all four Ser-
vices, excluding units dedicated to special operations
and nuclear deterrence. It is primarily these forces that
provide the United States with the capabilities to shape

the international environment and respond to the full

range of crises. Specifically, conventional forces con-
duct forward presence missions, engage in a range of
smaller-scale contingencies, and conduct combat opera-
tions up to and including major theater wars.

The major categories of conventional forces are land,
naval, aviation, and mobility forces. The QDR not only
detailed the size of the forces needed to support the
defense strategy, but also underscored the Department’s
commitment to the modemization of U.S. forces.
Accordingly, the FY 1999 President’s Budget and asso-
ciated Future Years Defense Program (FYDP) provide
the resources needed to sustain and modernize the
nation’s forces inboth the near and far terms. This chap-
ter describes the capabilities needed to execute conven-
tional force missions and the investments vital to main-
taining and enhancing those capabilities.

The QDR reaffirmed the continuing need to deploy
forces routinely abroad in order to shape the inter-
national environment in ways favorable to U.S. inter-
ests. The Government Performance and Results Act
(GPRA) Corporate-Level Goal 2, discussed in Appen-
dix J, reflects the importance of this need. Historically,
forward deployments have been concentrated in
Europe, the Pacific, and Southwest Asia. These deploy-
ments currently include:

®  Pacific—One Army mechanized division, one
Marine expeditionary force, two Air Force fighter
wing-equivalents, one Navy carrier battle group,
and one amphibious ready group with an embarked
Marine expeditionary unit. Additionally, forward-
based forces in the Pacific region include one light
infantry division in Hawaii and one fighter wing-
equivalent in Alaska.

®* Europe—Forward elements of one Army armored
and one Army mechanized infantry division, two
Air Force fighter wing-equivalents, one carrier
battle group, and one amphibious ready group with
an embarked Marine expeditionary unit.
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= Southwest Asia—One Air Force fighter wing-
equivalent, one carrier battle group, and one
amphibious ready group with an embarked Marine
expeditionary unit.

In addition to these routine deployments, all four Ser-
vices periodically deploy forces to forward locations, as
needs arise. Such deployments, involving both active
and reserve component units, contribute substantially to
overseas presence, as does the prepositioning of U.S.
equipment and materiel abroad. The following chart
shows the current location of major U.S. conventional
force elements.
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THREATS

Potential regional aggressors possess a range of
technological capabilities that could pose significant
dangers to U.S. military operations. These threats,
which are likely to expand in the future as a result of the
proliferation of modern military technology, include
increasingly capable air-, sea-, and land-based weapons.
To ensure quick and decisive victory with minimum
casualties, U.S. forces must maintain a substantial
advantage over potential adversaries capable of
employing advanced weapon systems. U.S. forces
simultaneously must be prepared to face the potential
challenges of asymmetric threats, such as the use of
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nuclear, biological, and chemical (NBC) weapons,
terrorism, and information warfare.

Aviation Threats

Near-term threats remain below levels that would put
U.S. air superiority at significant risk in a regional
conflict. On the other hand, both in the near and longer
term, adversaries are expected to pose significant
surface-to-air threats that could restrict the rapid
application of U.S. air power against key ground targets
at the outset of a war.

While the chief potential regional adversaries—Iragq,
Iran, and North Korea—have done little in recent years
to augment their capabilities against U.S. air forces,
they—or other possible future adversaries—may be
able to exploit a wide range of advanced air-to-air and
surface-to-air technologies and systems that are already
available in the international marketplace. Such sys-
tems have fallen into the hands of aggressors in years
past and may do so again in the future. Aviation systems
and weaponry currently being offered for sale include
fighter aircraft, air-to-air missiles, and air defense sys-
tems. Properly employed, these systems could pose a
difficult challenge to many existing U.S. weapon sys-
tems in combat. The further proliferation of advanced
weapon systems could drive up U.S. losses in a future
conflict, making continued improvement in U.S. capa-
bilities imperative.

Given the current U.S. preeminence in air-to-air capa-
bility, potential adversaries are likely to emphasize
ground-based air defenses and the hardening and cam-
ouflage of ground targets. Several rogue states are mak-
ing serious efforts to move important military and
industrial facilities underground. The secrecy sur-
rounding these projects compounds the difficulty of
planning the neutralization of such targets in wartime.
Enemy use of decoy targets also can work effectively to
dilute or confuse air attacks, if not countered by the
adoption of sophisticated, multisensor information-
gathering and targeting systems. Finally, the use of
unconventional approaches, such as the dispersal of
troops or weapons in densely populated urban areas, can
limit the application of strike systems like missiles and
air-delivered bombs.

Maritime Threats

More than 90 different types of antiship cruise missiles
(ASCMs) are currently available worldwide. Their
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continuing rapid proliferation—more than 75 countries
possess ASCMs—especially in the Middle Eastern and
Asian markets, has been the result of aggressive sales
efforts by missile-producing countries. Cruise missiles
are not considered strategic weapons; hence, limits on
technology levels are virtually nonexistent. These mis-
siles pose a significant threat to naval forces operating
in littoral (or coastal) regions. Current cruise missiles
are largely subsonic. Future missiles, however, will
have longer ranges, supersonic speed, stealthy designs,
advanced seekers, and onboard digital computers. Pro-
jected technological advances point toward improve-
ments in the capabilities of missiles to maneuver in
flight and to process homing data with more sophis-
ticated algorithms, thus making countermeasures
increasingly difficult.

More than 150 types of naval mines are in the inven-
tories of some 50 countries around the globe. Old-fash-
ioned moored contact mines were used as recently as the
Gulf War; these systems are easily manufactured by
lesser-developed nations. Mines that rest on the ocean
floor and explode upon sensing sounds or magnetic
fields are the most difficult to detect and counter. Pro-
pelled rising mines that lurk near the bottom of the sea
and detach to rise vertically represent one of today’s
most serious threats to ships and submarines.

Relative to the 1980s, the emerging antisubmarine war-
fare (ASW) challenge is characterized by a smaller
number of quieter and more lethal submarines operating
in littoral regions. Although projected Chinese and
Russian submarine force levels are declining, anti-
submarine warfare will remain a daunting challenge as
these countries modernize their remaining forces.
Potential adversaries such as Iran, operating a handful
of advanced diesel submarines in the complex acoustic
environment of the littorals, could delay or disrupt
operations to the point that achieving strategic objec-
tives could be impeded.

Ground Threats

The United States and its allies still face the threat of
coercion and large-scale, cross-border aggression by
hostile states with significant military power. Several
types of highly capable weapon systems are becoming
both available and affordable for regimes that are either
unstable or hostile to U.S. interests. These systems
include lightweight antiaircraft and antitank missiles,
tactical ballistic missiles with improved guidance and
payload technologies, modern battle tanks incorporat-
ing day-and-night optics and active defense systems
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that redirect or destroy incoming projectiles, advanced
antitank guided missiles capable of top attacks against
tank turrets, and advanced artillery munitions.

Increasingly capable and violent terrorist groups, drug
cartels, and international crime organizations directly
threaten the lives of American citizens and undermine
U.S. policies and alliances. Although irregular forces
will be unable to match the combat power of heavy U.S.
weaponry, these forces could still pose difficult
challenges to U.S. forces. The proliferation of modern
light arms, a fighting style that could necessitate
operations in dense urban environments, and the ability
of indigenous forces to conceal themselves within civil
populations could negate some of the advantages of
U.S. heavy weaponry.

Nuclear, Biological, and Chemical Weapons

NBC weapons delivered by theater ballistic missiles,
cruise missiles, artillery, aircraft, special operations
forces, or terrorists threaten U.S. security interests and
U.S. military forces deployed throughout the world.
More than 20 countries possess or are developing NBC
weapons, and more than 20 nations have theater ballistic
missiles. The warfighting assessments conducted for
the QDR highlighted the significant challenge that the
sustained use of NBC weapons could pose to U.S.
conventional forces.

FORCE STRUCTURE

The QDR examined a broad range of alternative defense
postures for both the near and far terms. The decisions
on forces and modernization that emerged from the
examination balanced the need to sustain a robust
capability to meet current demands and threats with the
need to transform U.S. forces to meet the uncertain
challenges of the 21st century. The adjustments to
conventional forces and the modernization programs
resulting from those decisions are discussed in the
following sections. Key elements of the conventional
force structure are shown in Table 1.

Aviation Forces

Aviation forces of the Air Force, Navy, and Marine
Corps—composed of fighter/attack, conventional
bomber, and specialized support aircraft—provide a
versatile striking force capable of rapid employment
worldwide. These forces can quickly gain and sustain
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air superiority over regional aggressors, permitting
rapid air attacks on enemy targets while providing
security to exploit the air for logistics, command and
control, intelligence, and other functions. Fighter/
attack aircraft, operating from both land bases and
aircraft carriers, combat enemy fighters and attack
ground and ship targets. Conventional bombers provide
an intercontinental capability to strike surface targets on
short notice. The specialized aircraft that support
conventional operations perform such vital functions as
airborne early warning and control, suppression of
enemy air defenses, reconnaissance, surveillance, and
combat rescue.

Beyond the aircraft examined here, the U.S. military
operates a variety of transport planes, aerial-refueling
aircraft, helicopters, and other support aircraft. Details
on those systems are provided in the sections on
mobility and land forces.

FIGHTER/ATTACK AIRCRAFT

The Air Force is capable of deploying seven to eight
fighter wing-equivalents (FWEs) to a distant theater in
a matter of days as an initial response to a major theater
war, with additional wings following within the first
month. These forces would operate from local bases
where infrastructure exists and political agreements
allow. Navy and Marine Corps air wings similarly can
be employed in distant contingencies on very short
notice; these forces provide a unique ability to carry out
sustained combat operations independent of access to
regional land bases.

During FY 1999, the aviation combat force structure
will include 20 Air Force FWEs (72 aircraft each), 11
Navy carrier air wings (50 fighter/attack aircraft each),
and four Marine aircraft wings, which are task
organized and include varying numbers and types of
aircraft. Tables 2, 3, and 4 illustrate the composition of
Air Force, Navy, and Marine Corps air wings at the end
of FY 1999.

To maintain its combat force structure and modemize its
equipment while sustaining high readiness and support-
ing overseas operations, the Air Force will pursue sever-
al initiatives during FY 1999. These include organiza-
tional innovations, an expansion of outsourcing and
privatization, and evolutionary implementation of other
initiatives resulting from decisions made during the
Quadrennial Defense Review. The savings to be
accrued from implementing QDR initiatives will fund
future Air Force modernization efforts.
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The QDR considered a number of means to achieve
further economies in force organization and operations.
Definition and execution of the specific measures
needed to achieve these economies will take place over
the next few years. In particular, consolidation of exist-
ing aircraft squadrons into a smaller number of larger
units is one way that force structure and readiness can
be maintained at reduced cost. The FY 1999 President’s
Budget introduces some unit consolidations, and more
are expected in the future.

The QDR also foresaw that the reserve components
could provide a larger share of Air Force tactical air
power. These units, once activated, have essentially
equivalent combat capability to that of active forces for
prosecuting a major theater war, although in peacetime
they can sustain only a fraction of the overseas contin-

gency deployments that active forces can accomplish.
The FY 1999 budget begins the transition to a larger
reserve component share, with full implementation
awaiting further development of force structure and bas-
ing plans. At the same time, the Department is carefully
reviewing all operational taskings to determine if there
are less essential operations that might be curtailed or
eliminated.

The QDR also called for a reduction in U.S.-based
fighter squadrons dedicated to the air defense role from
the six planned previously in FY 2000 to four. The FY

1999 budget supports six dedicated squadrons; details

of the QDR-directed reduction to four squadrons will be
decided once long-term force structure plans are further
refined.

Army
Active Corps 4 4 4
Divisions (Active/National Guard) 10/8 10/8 10/8
Active Armored Cavalry Regiments 2 2 2
Enhanced Separate Brigades (National Guard) 15 15 15
Separate Brigades (National Guard) 3 3 3
Navy
Aircraft Carriers (Active/Reserve) 11/1 11/1 11/1
Air Wings (Active/Reserve) 10/1 10/1 10/1
Amphibious Ready Groups 12 12 12
Attack Submarines 73 57 50
Surface Combatants (Active/Reserve) 128 106/10 106/10
Air Force
Active Fighter Wings 13 12.6 12+
Reserve Fighter Wings 7 7.6 8
Reserve Air Defense Squadrons 10 6 4
Bombers (Total Inventory) 202 186 187
Marine Corps
Marine Expeditionary Forces 3 3 3
Divisions (Active/Reserve) 3/1 3N 3/1
Air Wings (Active/Reserve) 31 3/1 3/1
Force Service Support Groups (Active/Reserve) 3/1 3/1 3/1
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Active Reserve Total

Aircraft Type Mission FWEs FWEs FWEs
F-15A/B/C/D Air superiority 34 0.6 4.0
F-15E Multirole? 1.8 0 1.8
F-16C/D Multirole? 6.3 5.6 11.9
F-117 Attack 0.5 0 0.5
A-10 Close air support 0.6 14 20
Total 126 7.6 20.2

b Can be used in the air-to-air or air-to-ground role.

Note: FWE quantities are based on the primary mission aircraft inventory (PMAI). PMAI denotes aircraft
authorized to combat units for the performance of the units’ basic missions; it excludes aircraft maintained
for other purposes, such as training, testing, attrition replacements, and reconstitution reserves.

2 Oriented primarily to the air-to-ground role, but also can be used in air-to-air operations.

Airéraft T&pe

Number of Air Wings
Wing Type (PMALI per Wing) FY 1999
Active F-14 (14), F/A-18 (36)* 10
Reserve F-14 (14), F/A-18 (36)® 1
Total® 468

2 Two air wings will maintain a 12-aircraft F-14 squadron in place of a third F/A-18 squadron until those squadrons
transition to the F/A-18E in 2001 and 2002.

b The reserve air wing includes 36 PMAI F/A-18s, operated by two Naval Reserve squadrons (24 aircraft) and one
Marine Corps Reserve squadron (12 aircraft).
¢ Total PMAI shown consists only of Navy F-14s and F/A-18s. The Marine Corps will provide sufficient active F/A-18

squadrons to ensure 36 F/A-18s per deployed carrier air wing. (Actual numbers based on operating tempo requirements
of each Service as determined by the Department of the Navy Tactical Aircraft Consolidation Plan.)

o "Composmon of Marme Axrcraft ngs, FY 1999

(Flghter/Attack An'craft) """ e :
Active PMAI | Reserve PMAI Total PMAI
Aircraft Type Mission (Squadrons) (Squadrons) (Squadrons)
F/A-18 A/C Multirole 8 4 12
F/A-18D Multirole 6 0
AV-8B Close air support 7 0
Total 25
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CONVENTIONAL BOMBERS

In a major theater war, bombers would deliver large
quantities of unguided general-purpose bombs and
cluster munitions against area targets, such as ground
units, airfields, and rail yards. Bomber forces also
would play a key role in delivering precision-guided
munitions (including cruise missiles) against point tar-
gets, such as command and control facilities and air
defense sites. The ability of these forces to have an
immediate impact on a conflict by slowing the advance
of enemy forces, suppressing enemy air defenses, and
inflicting massive damage on an enemy’s strategic
infrastructure will expand dramatically over the next 10
years as increasingly capable munitions are deployed.
The more advanced weapons now entering the invento-
ry or in development will enable bombers to bring a
wider range of targets under attack, while taking better
advantage of the bombers’ large payload. The rapid-
response, long-range capability provided by bombers
could make them the first major U.S. weapon system on
the scene in a fast-developing crisis. For some remote
inland targets, they could be the only weapons platform
capable of providing a substantial response.

The Department has 94 B-52, 94 B-1, and 21 B-2 bomb-
ers. Ofthese, 44 B-52s and 48 B-1s are primary mission
aircraft, meaning that they are fully funded in terms of
operations and maintenance, load crews, and spare
parts, and are ready for immediate deployment. All of
the B-52s and B-1s in the inventory, including those in
attrition reserve, will be kept in flyable condition and
will receive planned modifications. The Department
plans to reduce the B-52 inventory to 71 aircraft (44
primary mission) in FY 1999. B-1 primary mission air-
craft will rise to 70 by 2001, when increasingly capable
conventional weapons become available.

SPECIALIZED AVIATION FORCES

Specialized aviation forces contribute to all phases of
military operations. Two of their most important
missions are suppression of enemy air defenses and
aerial reconnaissance and surveillance. Air defense
suppression forces locate and neutralize enemy air
defenses. Airborne reconnaissance and surveillance
forces are a primary source of information on enemy air
and surface forces and installations. They bridge the
gap in coverage between ground- and space-based
surveillance systems and the targeting systems on
combat aircraft. Airborne reconnaissance systems fall
into two categories: standoff systems, which operate
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outside the range of enemy air defenses; and penetrating
systems, which are employed within enemy air defense
range. Table 5 summarizes the force levels programmed
for the end of FY 1999.

Electronic Warfare and Air Defense Suppression
EA-6B 104
Airborne Reconnaissance and Surveillance Systems
Standoff
E-2C? 62
E-32 32
E-8® 6
U-2b¢ 32
RC-135 S/U/V/We 21
EP-3¢ 12
ES-3¢ 16
RC-12¢ 42
Penetrating®
F-14 (TARPS) 47
F-16 (TARS) 24
F/A-18D (ATARS) 12
RC-7 ARL 6
Pioneer UAV Systems 9
MAE (Predator) UAV Systems 9
Tactical (Outrider) UAV Systems 3
Hunter UAV System 1
Note: Reflects PMAI totals.
2 Performs airspace surveillance, early warning, and fighter
control.
b Performs ground reconnaissance.
¢ Conducts signals intelligence.

Naval Forces

The major elements of the maritime force structure are
aircraft carriers, amphibious ships, attack submarines,
surface combatants, mine warfare ships, and ballistic-
missile submarines. The naval inventory also includes
ships that perform various support and logistics
functions. The maritime force structure will reach 315
ships by the end of FY 1999 and then stabilize at slightly
above 300 ships after FY 2000.

The demands associated with maintaining overseas
presence play a significant role in determining the naval
force structure. QDR analyses concluded that a force of
12 carriers is needed to satisfy current policy, while
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accommodating scheduling constraints. Similar assess-
ments showed that nine amphibious ready groups
(ARGs) could meet overseas presence demands, but 12
are needed to support warfighting requirements. QDR
analyses also concluded that a force of 116 surface com-
batants will be adequate to meet both peacetime pres-
ence and warfighting needs.

Ballistic-Missile Subniarmes

18
Aircraft Carriers 11/1
Attack Submarines 57
Surface Combatants 106/ 10
Amphibious Ships 37/2
Mine Warfare Ships 11/5
Logistics Force Ships/Support 57
Force
Total Battle Force Ships 315
Note: Entries with two numbers separated by a slash

give active and reserve force counts.

The FY 1999 budget funds 12 carrier battle groups
(CVBGs), 12 amphibious ready groups, 116 surface
combatants, and 57 attack submarines. Because of
ongoing changes in the peacetime and crisis-response
missions of the attack submarine force, the QDR called
for a reduction in its size to a target of 50 submarines,
which will be achieved in FY 2003.

CVBGs consist of a carrier, its embarked air wing, and
various escorts. Each ARG comprises a large-deck
amphibious assault ship, a transport dock ship, a dock

landing ship, and an embarked Marine expeditionary

unit (special operations capable), or MEU(SOC). The
Navy deploys a CVBG and an ARG about three-fourths

and four-fifths of the year, respectively, in the
Mediterranean Sea; about three-fourths and one-half of
the year, respectively, in the Indian Ocean; and on a
nearly continuous basis in the western Pacific. During
periods when neither a CVBG nor an ARG is present in
a theater, one is located within a few days’ transit time
of the region.

The QDR called for some restructuring of naval reserve
forces, resulting in net reductions of 4,100 personnel.
These end-strength reductions reflect deactivations of
four older reserve frigates, one submarine tender, and
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the SH-2 helicopter squadrons associated with the
deactivated frigates.

The following sections describe the major elements of
the naval force structure.

AIRCRAFT CARRIERS

In addition to providing extensive forward presence and
crisis-response capabilities, aircraft carriers provide a
unique forward base for littoral air operations and sup-
port facilities for joint force commanders. Operating
independent of land-basing restrictions, carriers support
joint forces by engaging in attack, surveillance, air
defense, and electronic warfare missions against targets
at sea, in the air, or ashore.

At the end of FY 1999, the carrier force will consist of
nine nuclear-powered vessels—eight of the Nimitz
class (CVN-68) plus the Enterprise (CVN-65)—and

three conventionally-powered ships. Since the Bottom-

Up Review in 1993, the Department has routinely cate-

gorized the aircraft carrier force structure as consisting
of 11 active carriers and one operational reserve/training
carrier. In response to QDR analyses and a recent six-
month deployment with an active air wing, DoD has

reevaluated the concept of employing the John F.

Kennedy (CV-67) primarily as an operational reserve/
training carrier. As a result, this carrier has now been
fully integrated into the active fleet’s deployment
schedule, while still functioning as a reserve and train-
ing asset when not operating in forward areas.

Two new Nimitz-class aircraft carriers will join the fleet
over the next five years: the Harry S Truman (CVN-75)
in FY 1998 and the Ronald Reagan (CVN-76) in FY
2003. When the Constellation (CV-64) retires in FY
2003, only two conventionally-powered carriers—the
Kitty Hawk (CV-63), stationed in Japan, and the
Kennedy (CV-67)—will remain in the active fleet. The
projected retirement date for the Kitty Hawk is FY
2008, when CVN-77 enters service. The recent
completion of an extensive overhaul will allow the
Kennedy to remain in service for about 20 more years.

AMPHIBIOUS FORCES

Forward-deployed amphibious forces with embarked
Marines typically operate in three-ship ARGs. ARGs
provide over-the-horizon, high-speed force projection
capabilities for warfighting missions, while also
satisfying peacetime presence needs. They are a vital
component of a balanced naval expeditionary force,
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providing the capability to project forces rapidly into
littoral regions, utilizing both air and surface platforms.

The FY 1999 budget and associated FYDP maintain a
12-ARG force capable of supporting three forward-
deployed Marine expeditionary units in peacetime and
lifting the equivalent of 2.5 Marine expeditionary bri-
gades in wartime. Consistent with these force structure
needs, two Anchorage-class L.SD-36s will be retired
from service by FY 1999. The final new dock landing
ship (LSD-41 cargo variant), used for transporting and
launching amphibious craft and vehicles, will be deliv-
ered in FY 1998. By FY 2003, the amphibious force
will consist of 39 active and two reserve ships, includ-
ing two of the new San Antonio-class LPD-17 amphibi-
ous transport dock ships.

ATTACK SUBMARINES

In the midst of significant changes in mission require-
ments spawned by advances in technology and the
threat, the Navy’s attack submarine (SSN) force
remains an important multimission component capable
of conducting covert operations in forward regions.
SSN missions include gathering surveillance data, com-
municating tactical information, controlling the surface
and undersea battlespace, and delivering strike weapons
or special operations forces ashore in contingencies.
The QDR reinforced the ongoing shift in SSN missions
from open-ocean antisubmarine warfare and surveil-
lance toward power projection, support of special
operations forces, and littoral ASW, while making a
modest reduction in force size by the end of the FYDP.

As directed by the QDR, the ongoing deactivation of
older SSNs will decrease the force from 65 units in FY
1998 to 50 units in FY 2003. This force structure
reflects continued deactivations of SSN-637 and older
688-class submarines, deliveries of the remaining two
Seawolf-class (SSN-21) units through FY 2003, and
subsequent deliveries of the New Attack Submarine
(NSSN) class starting in FY 2004.

SURFACE COMBATANTS

The surface combatant force comprises modern cruisers
and destroyers equipped with standoff strike weapons,
antiair missiles, guns, and multimission helicopters.
These ships provide diverse capabilities to achieve
battlespace dominance in the crowded and complex
littoral warfare environment. Cruisers, destroyers, and
frigates also protect carrier battle groups and
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amphibious ready groups, and provide peacetime
presence in areas where full battle groups may not be
available. These ships carry out maritime interception
operations, such as those conducted in the Arabian Gulf
and Red Sea; help enforce economic sanctions; and
provide limited enforcement of no-fly zones with
standoff antiair capabilities, such as those required in
the Adriatic Sea.

Consistent with current and projected needs, 15 active
fleet destroyers and frigates are being deactivated to
achieve the QDR objective of 116 total surface
combatants in FY 1999. By FY 2003, the four FFG-7s
remaining in the reserve force will be evenly divided
between the two U.S. coasts, retaining sufficient
flexibility to fulfill projected surface combatant needs.
The reductions in the tempo of peacetime operations
over the past few years will permit the revised surface
combatant force structure to fulfill all currently
anticipated peacetime and contingency needs, while
conforming with the Navy’s goal that service members
spend no more than half their time away from home
port.

COMBAT LOGISTICS FORCES

Combat logistics force (CLF) ships provide extensive
at-sea replenishment for ships deployed in forward
areas. The force includes station ships, which support
in-theater operations, and shuttle ships, which ferry
material continuously from shore to sea. InFY 1999 the
station-ship force will consist primarily of eight AOE-1
and AOE-6-class fast combat support ships. The
shuttle-ship force will be composed of a civilian-
manned Military Sealift Command (MSC) fleet of 13
oilers, six dry stores ships, and seven ammunition ships.
Consistent with QDR findings, submarine tenders will
remain forward deployed in the western Pacific and the
Mediterranean Sea. One U.S.-based unit, in excess of
needs, will be deactivated by FY 1999. In addition, the
Navy has recently accelerated the transition of the CLF
to a richer mix of ships containing relatively more MSC
and fewer active Navy vessels.

MARITIME PATROL AIRCRAFT

The maritime patrol aircraft (MPA) force, consisting of
P-3C aircraft, provides support for forces ashore and
naval task groups at sea. It conducts antisurface,
antisubmarine, surveillance, and mining operations.
The FY 1999-2003 program continues a restructuring of
the force to support the transition from open-ocean to
littoral operations. By the end of FY 1999, there will be
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240 P-3 aircraft in the inventory. Analyses conducted
for the QDR called for a reduction in the number of
reserve P-3 squadrons from eight (with eight aircraft
each) to seven (operating six aircraft apiece). The
resulting force of 12 active and seven reserve squadrons
will be adequate to meet peacetime and warfighting
needs.

LIGHT AIRBORNE MULTIPURPOSE SYSTEM
HELICOPTERS

The Light Airborne Multipurpose System (LAMPS)
MK III combines the SH-60B helicopter with a com-
puter-integrated shipboard system, providing an air-
borne platform for deployment of sonobuoys, torpe-
does, and antiship missiles. LAMPS also provides an
elevated platform expanding the battlespace horizon
with radar and electronic support measure capabilities.
Embarked, fully integrated SH-60B LAMPS MK III
helicopters make key contributions to both anti-
submarine and antiship missions. The LAMPS MK I
reserve squadrons are slated for deactivation in concert
with the reduction in reserve frigates. The remaining
four reserve FFG-7s will be newer vessels of the class
that operate with the more capable SH-60B MK III sys-
tem. Atthe end of FY 1999, there will be 155 SH-60B
aircraft in the inventory.

Land Forces

The QDR validated a continuing requirement for the
diverse mix of capabilities provided by the Army and
the Marine Corps. The Army provides forces for sus-
tained combat operations on land, as well as for power
projection and forcible-entry operations. The Marine
Corps, as an integral part of the nation’s naval forces,
provides expeditionary forces to project combat power
ashore and to conduct forcible-entry operations in sup-
port of naval campaigns or as part of joint task forces.
These diverse capabilities give military commanders a
wide range of options for conducting ground missions.
Operationally, a joint force commander employs land
forces in close coordination with aviation and naval
forces.

ARMY

The Army will continue to maintain four active corps
headquarters, 10 active divisions (six heavy and four
light), and two active armored cavalry regiments. Light
forces—airborne, air assault, and light infantry
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divisions—are tailored for forcible-entry operations
and for operations on restricted terrain, like mountains,
jungles, and urban areas. Heavy forces—armored and
mechanized divisions equipped with Abrams tanks,
Bradley fighting vehicles, Apache attack helicopters,
and the Paladin field artillery system—are trained and
equipped for operations against armies employing
modern tanks and armored fighting vehicles. Light and
heavy forces can operate independently or in
combination, providing the mix of combat power
needed for specific contingencies. Depending on the
geographic location of both the forces and the crisis,
Army forces stationed overseas provide either an initial
or a follow-on source of combat power for regional
deployments. For major conflicts, the Army can
dispatch a force of up to five divisions plus support
elements to any region of the world within 75 days.

In FY 1999, the Army National Guard is authorized
357,000 soldiers, organized into 15 enhanced separate
brigades, eight combat divisions, and three separate
brigades. The Army Reserve is authorized 208,000
soldiers, assigned primarily to combat support and
combat service support units.

Reductions in active and reserve end-strength, as well
as in civilian personnel, recommended by the QDR are
consistent with projected improvements in operational

concepts, organizational arrangements, and an increa-
sed emphasis on privatization and outsourcing of sup-
port functions. The savings accrued from the reduction
of 15,000 active-duty personnel by the end of FY 1999
will allow the Department to pursue a robust modern-
ization program for its land forces while minimizing the
near-term risk of reducing combat forces. The QDR
also determined that it would be appropriate for the
Army to reduce its reserve component structure. The
Army National Guard will reduce its end-strength by
5,000 personnel in FY 1998, 5,000 in FY 1999, and

7,000 in FY 2000, and the Army Reserve will reduce its
end-strength by 3,000 in FY 2000. The Total Army

Analysis for FY 2007 (TAA 07) will identify additional
adjustments to the support needed to sustain Army com-
bat forces across the range of military operations. Pend-
ing the completion of TAA 07, the Army will work with
the reserve components, including representatives of
the Adjutants General, to develop possible options for
reconfiguring appropriate reserve component units so
that they mirror active units and are more relevant to
national needs. Table 7 summarizes the Army force
structure programmed for the end of FY 1999.
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Active Component
Divisions 10
Separate brigades and armored 5
cavalry regiments
End-strength? 480,000
Army National Guard
Divisions 8
Separate brigades a;xd armored 18
cavalry regiments
End-strength? 357,000
Army Reserve End-Strength? 208,000
2 Includes all functional areas of combat, combat
support, and combat service support.
b Fifteen will be enhanced separate brigades.

MARINE CORPS

The QDR reaffirmed the key role the Marine Corps
plays in both peacetime and wartime operations and
recommended modest changes in its force structure.
The Marine Corps will reduce its active end-strength by
1,800, and its reserve force by 4,200, by FY 2003 as a
result of an internal reconfiguration.

Marine units are employed as part of Marine Air-
Ground Task Forces (MAGTFs) consisting of four
elements: command, ground combat, air combat, and
combat service support. A Marine expeditionary force
(MEF) is the largest MAGTF organized for combat,
comprising one or more divisions, aircraft wings, and
force service support groups. The Corps has three
MEFs in the active force, headquartered in California (I
MEF), North Carolina (I MEF), and Okinawa (III
MEF). Embarked on amphibious ships, Marine
expeditionary units, consisting of about 2,000 Marines
each, are task-organized and forward deployed
continuously in or near regions of vital U.S. interest.
These forces provide a swift and effective means of
responding to fast-breaking crises and can remain on
station for indefinite periods of time, ready to intervene
or take action if needed. Table 8 summarizes the Marine
Corps force structure programmed for the end of FY
1999.
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Active Component
Divisions 3
Wings 3
Force service support groups
End-strength 3
172,200
Reserve Component
Division 1
Wing 1
Force service support group
End-strength 1
40,018
Mobility Forces

Mobility forces—airlift, sealift, and land- and sea-
based prepositioning—move military personnel and
material to and from operating locations worldwide.
These forces include transport aircraft, cargo ships, and
ground transportation systems operated by the Defense
Department and commercial carriers. By relying on
commercial resources to augment military mobility sys-
tems, the Department maximizes the efficiency with
which it can deploy and support forces abroad, while
avoiding the prohibitive cost of maintaining military
systems that duplicate capabilities readily attainable
from the civil sector.

The Department conducted several major reviews in
recent years to determine the mix of mobility forces
needed to meet projected demands into the next century.
Requirements for strategic mobility—the movement of
resources between theaters—were defined in the 1995
Mobility Requirements Study Bottom-Up Review
Update, or MRS BURU. A companion study, the 1996
Intratheater Mobility Analysis, identified transporta-
tion requirements within theaters. More recently, the
QDR underscored the importance of strategic mobility
in ensuring the rapid responsiveness of U.S. forces. The
mobility needs identified in these studies will guide
force structure and investment decisions in the years
ahead.

Airlift—the most rapidly deployable mobility compo-
nent—contributes to the movement of both troops and
material. Sometimes employed in conjunction with
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prepositioning, it delivers the forces needed in the criti-
cal early days of combat operations. Based on the
results of the MRS BURU, DoD has established an
intertheater airlift objective of about 50 million ton-
miles per day (MTM/D) of cargo capacity. To meet
militarily-unique airlift requirements, an objective of
30 MTM/D for organic lift has been established. The
Department will attain an organic strategic airlift capa-
bility of 26.5 MTM/D by FY 1999. When combined
with the commercial capacity contributed by the Civil
Reserve Air Fleet (CRAF), DoD will achieve its full 50
MTM/D airlift objective by FY 2005.

Sealift contributes primarily to the movement of com-
bat equipment and delivers the bulk of the cargo needed
to sustain deployed forces over time. DoD will attain
a surge sealift capacity of 7.8 million square feet by FY
1999, toward the MRS BURU goal of 10 million square
feet. Surge sealift capacity is provided by fast sealift
ships, large medium-speed roll-on/roll-off (LMSR)
vessels, and the Ready Reserve Force.

AIRLIFT FORCES

Military airlift forces provide a range of capabilities not
available from civil aircraft. Features unique to military
transport aircraft include the ability to air drop cargo and
personnel; unload cargo rapidly, even at airfields
lacking materiel-handling equipment; and carry outsize
loads, such as Patriot missile systems, tanks, or

helicopters. Of the cargo that must be airlifted in the
early stages of a conflict, more than half is too large to
be accommodated by even the biggest commercial
cargo aircraft and thus must be transported by military
air. The FY 1999 military airlift fleet consists of 37
C-17s, 135 C-141s, 104 C-5s, and 414 C-130s (all

figures denote aircraft assigned for performance of their
wartime missions). These aircraft are operated by
active, Air National Guard, and Air Force Reserve
squadrons.

Commercial aircraft augment military airlift forces in
moving troops and standard-sized cargo. Through the
CRAF, the Department gains access to commercial pas-
senger and cargo planes in times of crisis. In return for
their participation in CRAF, carriers are given prefer-
ence for the Department’s peacetime passenger and car-
gobusiness. CRAF forces are mobilized in three stages.
Calling up Stage I aircraft provides DoD with access to
about 9 percent of the passenger capacity in the long-
range U.S. commercial fleet and 13 percent of the cargo
capacity. With the addition of Stage II aircraft, those
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figures rise to 28 percent and 32 percent, respectively.
Aircraft from Stage III bring the CRAF contribution, as
a share of total U.S. long-range commercial aircraft
capacity, to 53 percent for passengers and 75 percent for
cargo.

SEALIFT FORCES

Sealift forces carry the full range of combat equipment
and supplies needed to support military operations
abroad. These forces include three primary types of
ships: container ships, which primarily move supplies;
roll-on/roll-off (RO/RO) vessels, which move combat
equipment; and tankers, for transporting fuels. In
addition, the inventory includes a number of breakbulk
ships that can move both equipment and supplies.

Sealift capacity comes from three sources: govern-
ment-owned ships maintained in reserve status, com-
mercial ships under long-term charter to the Defense
Department, and ships operating in commercial trade.

® The majority of government-owned ships are main-

tained in the Ready Reserve Force (RRF). This
88-ship fleet is composed primarily of RO/RO
vessels (some of which temporarily support the
afloat prepositioning program), breakbulk ships,
and tankers. The RRF also includes two aviation
support ships, each providing maintenance capabil-
ities for a Marine aircraft wing. RRF ships are
maintained at various levels of readiness. More
than half are able to get under way in four to five
days; the remainder can be readied for service in 10
to 20 days.

Augmenting the Ready Reserve Force are eight fast
sealift ships and two hospital ships manned by
partial crews. The fast sealift ships can begin
loading on four days’ notice, while the hospital
ships can be readied for deployment in five days.

To support peacetime operations, the Department
currently charters eight dry cargo ships and eight
tankers from commercial operators. These ships
transport military cargo to locations not normally
served by commercial routes.

The U.S.-flag commercial fleet contains 191 ships
with military utility. These include 101 dry cargo
ships, 88 tankers, and two passenger ships. Another
165 commercial vessels that could contribute to
military missions—=o635 dry cargo ships, 85 tankers,
and 15 passenger ships—are maintained in the
effective U.S. control (EUSC) fleet. These shipsare
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owned by U.S. companies or their foreign
subsidiaries and are registered in nations whose
laws do not preclude the ships’ requisitioning for
military operations.

A number of the commercial vessels listed above
could be made available to DoD in times of crisis
under the Voluntary Intermodal Sealift Agreement
(VISA), established by the Departments of Defense
and Transportation with commercial cargo carriers
in 1997. VISA provides access not only to commer-
cial shipping capacity, but aiso to the intermodal
capabilities of commercial carriers, such as rail,
truck, and pier facilities. As with the CRAF pro-
gram for airlift, VISA is structured to make sealift
available in phases.

AERIAL-REFUELING FORCES

Aerial-refueling, or tanker, forces extend the range of
airlift and combat aircraft by enabling these planes to be
refueled in flight. The long-range tanker force consists
of 472 KC-135 and 54 KC-10 Air Force primary

mission aircraft. In addition to operating in the tanker
role, both the KC-135 and KC-10 can be employed as

a passenger or cargo transport, with the KC-10

possessing a significant capability to perform tanker
and airlift missions simultaneously.

PREPOSITIONING PROGRAMS

The United States stores a variety of combat equipment
and supplies at selected locations abroad. These stocks,
maintained ashore and afloat, dramatically reduce both
the time required to deploy forces and the number of
airlift sorties needed to move them. For instance,
moving a heavy Army brigade with its 27,000 tons of
equipment from the United States to an overseas
location would take 20 to 30 days using a combination
of airlift and sealift. By prepositioning the bulk of the
brigade’s equipment abroad, the intertheater transport
requirement drops to about 2,000 tons, enabling the
brigade to deploy in a week using only a small portion
of the Department’s total airlift fleet and allowing the
remaining aircraft to be employed for other missions.

Land- and sea-based prepositioning provide comple-
mentary capabilities for supporting military operations.
Land-based prepositioning enhances crisis responsive-
ness in specific theaters and is the most economical way
of maintaining material abroad. Afloat prepositioning,
while more expensive, provides the flexibility to relo-

35

cate stocks quickly within and between theaters to meet
the needs of particular operations.

LAND-BASED PREPOSITIONING

Land-based prepositioning programs are maintained in
Europe, Southwest Asia, and the Pacific region. In
Europe, the Army stockpiles equipment for three heavy
brigades—two in central Europe and one in Italy. The
Marine Corps stores equipment and 30 days of supplies
for the lead echelon of a MEF in Norway. In addition,
the Air Force maintains eight air base support sets—
temporary shelters for early-arriving air base person-
nel—at a site in Luxembourg.

In Southwest Asia, the Army will stock equipment for
two heavy armor brigades. The first brigade set was
prepositioned in Kuwait in FY 1995. The second set—
which includes equipment to support a division, bri-
gade, and battalion headquarters—will be in place in
Qatar by the end of FY 1998. The Air Force will main-
tain 46 air base operation sets in the region, consisting
of shelters, materiel-handling equipment, aircraft-
refueling trucks, and other gear. Many of the Air Force
sets already in place are being used to support contin-
gency operations.

In Korea, the Army has prepositioned equipment for a
heavy armor brigade. The Air Force stores eight air base
support sets at three locations in Korea; the preposi-
tioned material supports surge billeting requirements.

SEA-BASED PREPOSITIONING

Sea-based prepositioning programs support the opera-
tions of all four Services. Of the 34 ships that the
Department is using for afloat prepositioning, 24 have
been chartered from the commercial fleet, three come
from the Ready Reserve Force, one ship is a govern-
ment-owned tanker, and six are large medium-speed
roll-on/roll-off ships.

A total of seven chartered vessels, one RRF ship, and six
LMSRs carry Army equipment and supplies. These
ships, stationed in the Indian and Pacific Oceans,
provide material for an armor brigade and selected
combat support and combat service support units.

Marine Corps equipment and supplies are carried on 13
chartered vessels, known collectively as maritime
prepositioning ships (MPS). These ships are organized
into three squadrons, each supporting the operation of
a 17,300-person MAGTF for 30 days. The squadrons
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are stationed in the western Pacific, Indian Ocean, and
Mediterranean Sea.

The sea-based prepositioning force also includes three
chartered ships carrying Air Force munitions, such as
precision-guided bombs and air-to-air missiles. The
Navy also charters one ship to carry a fleet (ashore)
hospital. The remaining ships—a government-owned
tanker and two RRF ships specially equipped to transfer
fuel directly to forces ashore—are maintained for use by
U.S. forces.

Table 9 shows the FY 1999 inventories for key elements
of the military mobility force structure.

Airlift (Operational)?
C-17 37
C-141 135
C-5 104
C-130° 434
Aerial Refueling (Operational)?
KC-135 472
KC-10¢ 54
Sealift
Ready Reserve Force Ships 88
Fast Sealift Ships 8
2 The inventory levels shown reflect primary mission
aircraft.
b Includes 20 aircraft operated by the Navy.
¢ These aircraft also perform airlift missions.

INVESTMENT

The military challenges that could emerge in the 21st
century, coupled with the aging of key elements of the
U.S. force structure, led the QDR to emphasize the need
for a robust defense modernization program, which is
also the rationale behind Government Performance and
Results Act Corporate-Level Goal 3. The Department’s
program:

® Emphasizes the acquisition of advanced capabil-
ities in support of Joint Vision 2010, including
acceleration of selected high-payoff programs rela-
tive to the FY 1998 budget.

® Increases procurement funding to approximately
$60 billion a year by FY 2001.

®= Sustains a substantial investment in science and
technology programs holding the potential to
revolutionize U.S. warfighting capabilities.

The QDR determined that a robust modernization
program can be achieved and sustained onmly if the
Department pursues fundamental reforms in the way it
does business. Examples include:

® Prvatizing and outsourcing support functions to
the fullest extent possible.

®  Aggressively pursuing infrastructure reductions,
including base closures.

® Fully implementing acquisition reform initiatives.

The following sections describe key investment
programs sustaining conventional forces funded by the
FY 1999 President’s Budget.

Aviation Forces

Aviation force modernization is an important part of the
Department’s overall investment program, constituting
roughly 12 percent of the funding planned for FY 1999.

FIGHTER/ATTACK AIRCRAFT

Joint Strike Fighter (JSF). The JSF is the
Department’s largest acquisition program and one of the
most ambitious in concept. This project is intended to
provide a family of aircraft for use by the Air Force,
Navy, and Marine Corps, produced in variants
configured to reflect each Service’s specific needs. The
JSF will replace the F-16 in the Air Force, the F/A-18C
in the Navy, and the F/A-18C/D and AV-8B in the
Marine Corps. Through substantial commonality
across the three Service variants, JSF avoids the need
for three separate development programs that would be
prohibitively expensive to conduct in parallel. The
Department will have to replace approximately 3,000
aging aircraft beginning about FY 2010 to sustain its
planned force structure. The JSF program is designed
to accomplish that goal, while significantly increasing
individual aircraft capability.
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Capitalizing on technology advances—including elec-
tronics, materials, and manufacturing processes—JSF
is projected to combine substantial combat mission
radius, high survivability against air defenses, and a
substantial payload. Extensive analysis conducted thus
far indicates that these qualities will make the JSF much
more effective in the projected future environment than
the aircraft it will replace. To reduce risk in the develop-
ment process, JSF currently is in a concept demonstra-
tion phase that will continue into FY 2001. The demon-
stration phase involves two competing aircraft designs,
one developed by Boeing and the other by Lockheed
Martin. Flight testing will help refine aircraft propul-
sion integration and flight control design and also
ensure suitability for shipboard operation. Successful
completion of this phase will give greater confidence in
the subsequent engineering and manufacturing devel-
opment (EMD) phase, slated to begin in mid-FY 2001.
Procurement of the aircraft is scheduled to commence
in FY 2005.

Success in the JSF program depends both on technical
engineering factors and on cost control. Meeting cost
targets is essential if JSF is to be a mass-production air-
craft that can sustain the force structure beyond FY
2010. The QDR found that careful DoD oversight of
cost-benefit trade-offs in the JSF’s design is essential to
ensuring that modernization and force structure remain
in balance over the long term. The JSF is not projected
to match the unique capabilities of more specialized air-
craft. It will, however, provide a superior combination
of multirole capabilities within affordable limits. A
thorough analysis of alternatives (AoA) will be con-
ducted to confirm the aircraft’s readiness for entry into
the EMD phase in FY 2001. The JSF program involves
uncertainty and risk, but these challenges can be met
through thorough analysis and some prudent hedges
against delay.

The JSF has attracted significant interest from friendly
nations who are considering potential replacements for
their current fleets of combat aircraft. For some of these
nations, that interest has evolved into participation in
the current concept demonstration phase of the JSF
program. The United Kingdom is a full collaborative
partner, planning to replace its Royal Navy Sea Harriers
with the short takeoff and vertical landing (STOVL)
variant of the JSE. Three other nations that have become
associate partners—the Netherlands, Norway, and
Denmark—are seeking to determine whether the JSF
could meet their future strike-fighter requirements.
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F-22. The F-22 will replace the F-15C/D in the air supe-
riority role and will possess substantial air-to-ground
capability as well. The F-22 is anticipated to have much
greater effectiveness than the F-15 due to its much lower
radar signature, highly integrated avionics systems (for
situation awareness and targeting), and ability to cruise
at supersonic speed. Well into its EMD program, the
F-22 successfully conducted its first flight test in
September 1997. A total of nine flight-test aircraft are
being manufactured as part of the EMD effort, the
second of which is scheduled to become available in
mid-1998. Extensive flight testing at Edwards Air
Force Base, California, will begin in May 1998 and will
run through 2001. In addition to the nine flight-test
aircraft, one aircraft will begin ground-site static (load-
bearing) testing in 1998, while cyclic fatigue (lifetime)
testing on another aircraft will commence in 1999.
EMD work is progressing on schedule. Funds for the
first two production aircraft are requested in FY 1999,
leading to a gradual buildup in the production rate to 36
aircraft per year by FY 2004. Initial operational capa-
bility is slated for FY 2006.

The present acquisition plan will provide three wings of
F-22 aircraft by about FY 2013. A derivative of the
F-22 would be a candidate to replace the F-15E and
F-117A in the long-range interdiction role. Develop-
ment of such a future interdiction aircraft, if it is deter-
mined to be necessary, would not begin until after FY
2005, and would consider other potential designs as
well as an F-22 derivative.

F-16s, A-10s, and F-15s. Recognizing the challenges
inherent in operating existing F-16 aircraft to about a
30-year life and 8,000 flight hours, together with the
moderate risk involved in JSF integration, the Depart-
ment announced a program in 1996 to earmark 200 old-
er Block 15 F-16s in inactive storage for potential reac-
tivation. The first 100 aircraft have been identified, and
the remaining 100 will be selected in FY 2000. Pre-
vious fighter aircraft have been operated to about 20
years and roughly 4,500 flying hours. The availability
of these stored F-16 aircraft for remanufacturing to
replace operating aircraft that may need unanticipated
repairs represents an affordable alternative to new pro-
duction; it also provides a hedge against JSF schedule
delays.

The Department also has decided to earmark 60 inactive
A-10 aircraft for retention in secure storage for possible
future reactivation. These aircraft are estimated to be
sufficient in number to offset future peacetime attrition
and sustain the present OA-10 and A-10 force structure
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into the 2020s, the current projected service life of the
A-10.

The Department has decided to terminate production of
the F-15E fighter/interdiction aircraft after acquisition
of the five aircraft authorized in FY 1998. Previous
plans had called for procuring three F-15Es in FY 1998
and three in FY 1999 to offset projected peacetime attri-
tion through about the mid-2010s. In the absence of
new foreign orders to help keep the production line open
after FY 1998, however, procurement of a single addi-
tional aircraft in FY 1999 would be prohibitively expen-
sive. When the Department considers replacements for
the F-15E, potential candidates include a derivative of
the F-22 or a version of the Joint Strike Fighter.

F/A-18. The F/A-18E/F is the Navy’s principal fighter/
attack aircraft acquisition program. The F/A-18E/F is
intended to provide greatly improved survivability over
earlier F/A-18 models, and much greater operational
utility through increased weapon payloads and greater
carrier recovery payloads. The new E/F version also is
planned to increase carrier air-wing flexibility through
its ability to refuel other strike-fighters in flight. The
earlier F/A-18C/D model, while a very successful
design, lacks the growth potential to keep pace with new
technologies anticipated in future decades. The limited
ability of F/A-18C/D aircraft to accommodate the new-
est electronic countermeasure systems effectively, and
their serious carrier recovery payload limitations, make
acquisition of an improved Navy fighter/attack aircraft
essential.

For the longer term, the Navy plans to make the transi-
tion to JSF procurement as soon as possible. The
Navy’s acquisition objective for the F/A-18E/F has,
accordingly, been reduced to between 548 and 785 air-
craft, depending upon the pace that JSF production can
achieve. The Navy thus will take fullest advantage of
the JSF’s anticipated significant improvements in sur-
vivability, avionics, and mission radius over the
F/A-18E/F.

The F/A-18E/F continues in an intensive flight-test pro-
gram as it nears the end of the previously planned EMD
effort. While achieving excellent results in many
aspects of EMD, several technical difficulties have
emerged in the course of flight testing. Most of these
challenges have been resolved and corrective measures
promptly implemented. The Department expects that
the Navy will identify the cause of the remaining prob-
lems and develop corrections without any substantial
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delays in the EMD program. In the meantime, previous-
ly contracted production of the initial lot of 12 FY 1997
aircraft and advance procurement for the FY 1998 air-
craft are under way. Contracting for advance procure-
ment items for the FY 1999 aircraft and full funding for
20 FY 1998 aircraft have been made contingent upon
resolution of all significant technical problems—
including the so-called wing-drop phenomenon—iden-
tified during flight testing accomplished thus far.

AV-8B. The AV-8B remanufacturing program contin-
ues, with seven aircraft delivered to date. Funds for 12
additional aircraft are requested in the FY 1999 budget.
A total of 72 aircraft are slated to be remanufactured by
the time this program ends in FY 2001.

CONVENTIONAL BOMBERS

B-52. Upgrade programs for the B-52 force will keep
it capable of employing the latest munitions and com-
municating with other forces. B-52 aircraft will begin
operating with the Joint Direct Attack Munition
(JDAM), Wind-Corrected Munitions Dispenser
(WCMD), and Sensor Fuzed Weapon in FY 1998. The
Joint Standoff Weapon (JSOW) will be added in FY
2000 and the Joint Air-to-Surface Standoff Missile
(JASSM) in FY 2001.

B-1. The B-1, which is dedicated exclusively to con-
ventional missions, will be the backbone of the future
bomber force. By the end of the decade, upgrades will
give the B-1 an advanced navigation system and an
improved communications system. Major enhance-
ments to the onboard computers and electronic counter-
measures system are scheduled to follow around FY
2002, although the ALE-50 towed decoy will be fielded
on the aircraft in FY 1999. The B-1 can deliver the
entire family of advanced cluster munitions
(CBU-87/89/97); this increases its effectiveness against
area targets and ground systems in low-threat environ-
ments. The JDAM will be fielded on the B-1 in FY
1999, followed by the WCMD, JSOW, and JASSM in
FY 2002.

B-2. The B-2 is assigned both nuclear and conventional
missions. The B-2’s stealth features make it difficult to
detect, especially at night and in adverse weather; its
ability to penetrate heavy defenses is further enhanced
when the B-2 is employed in conjunction with electron-
ic warfare aircraft that conduct standoff jamming.
Twenty of the planned 21 B-2s have been delivered to
date. For additional details on this program, see the
Strategic Nuclear Forces chapter.
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SPECIALIZED FORCES

A wide range of improvements is under way in special-
jzed aviation forces, particularly those that provide
information on hostile force activities. Many of these
information-gathering air vehicles—both manned and
unmanned—emphasize detection and tracking of mov-
ing ground targets. The ability to locate enemy ground
force movements is key both to the rapid application of
air power and to the estimation of the enemy’s tactical
and strategic goals.

The Air Force E-8C Joint Surveillance Target Attack
Radar System (JSTARS) is one of the most important
of these programs. JSTARS consists of two elements:
a powerful airborne radar mounted on a large transport-
class aircraft and mobile ground stations that receive
and process the aircraft radar data. Two JSTARS air-
craft are budgeted for FY 1999, with total procurement
set at 13 aircraft. In addition, DoD has initiated a major
upgrade to U.S. E-8C aircraft radars and communica-
tions systems. The Department also continues to pro-
cure and upgrade the related ground stations operated by
the Army, twenty of which will be procured in FY 1999.

Other U.S. air surveillance capabilities also are being
improved. The Air Force high-altitude U-2 force,
which provides moving-target intelligence as well as
other information, is receiving a wide variety of
improvements.

Detection and analysis of electronic signals is a key ele-
ment of the air surveillance effort. Most of DoD’s air-
borne signals intelligence systems—including Air
Force RC-135 Rivet Joint aircraft, Navy EP-3s, and
Army RC-7 Airborne Reconnaissance Low systems—
will be improved to provide higher levels of interoper-
ability, operational flexibility, and capability. The
expansion of the RC-135 Rivet Joint fleet to 16 aircraft,
to support continued high operating tempos, will be
accomplished in FY 1999. The RC-135 Cobra Ball
technical data-collection force is being increased to
three aircraft to support ballistic missile defense efforts.
Seven Air Force RC-135 Rivet Joint signals intelli-
gence aircraft are being equipped with new engines,
extending their projected service life. Installation of
new terminals (called BGPHES-ST) on surface ships to
receive surveillance data from ES-3 signals intelligence
aircraft continues in FY 1999.

Effective communications are essential to exploiting
intelligence information. Significant communications
upgrades are being incorporated into DoD’s main air-
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borne air surveillance and control platforms—Air Force
E-3s and Navy E-2Cs—with both systems receiving
new terminals for the Joint Tactical Information Dis-
tribution System and Tactical Intelligence Broadcast
Service. In addition, Cooperative Engagement Capa-
bility subsystems are being installed in E-2Cs to
improve targeting of missiles and aircraft. Installation
of radar upgrades and new passive-emitter detection
systems on E-3s will continue in FY 1999. The Air
Force is providing funding for parallel improvements in
NATO E-3s via the NATO AWACS Mid-Term Modern-
ization Program. New E-2Cs are being produced at a
rate of three per year, and both the E-3 and E-2C fleets
are receiving reliability and maintainability improve-
ments to keep them viable past the year 2010.

Significant investments continue in the development of
unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs), particularly in the
area of real-time imaging sensors. The Department’s
highest priority for UAVs is a joint tactical system. The
Outrider Advanced Concept Technology Demonstra-
tion (ACTD) has been undertaken to support develop-
ment decisions. A military utility assessment of Out-
rider in 1997-1998 will help to determine the direction
of follow-on activities. The FY 1999 budget includes
funds that can be applied to either further development
or low-rate production of a joint system for the Army,
Navy, and Marine Corps. Meanwhile, a common inter-
operable ground system, called the Tactical Control
System, is being developed to control all tactical UAVs
and the Predator medium-altitude endurance UAV, as
well as to provide some interoperability with the High-
Altitude Endurance (HAE) UAV.

Predator was the first ACTD to move into acquisition.
This medium-range vehicle, with real-time passive and
active imagery sensors, is being fielded by the Air
Force. Twelve systems are slated for procurement
through FY 2002; these include ten combat-coded
systems, one training system, and one research and
development system. Each system will consist of four
aerial vehicles, one ground control station, and one
communications suite.

Two high-altitude endurance UAVs—Global Hawk and
DarkStar—continue to mature. Procurement of both
systems is expected after FY 2000.

AVIATION FORCE WEAPONS

Improvements are being made in air-to-air and
air-to-ground weapons carried by combat aircraft. New
air-to-air missile variants will be effective across a
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larger engagement area and will have increased
lethality. New air-to-ground weapons with increased
standoff range and improved accuracy will provide
added benefits in combat operations, including:

®  Neutralization or reduction of the effectiveness of

enemy antiaircraft systems. This will reduce
aircraft losses and speed the follow-on use of direct
attack weapons, which are usually less expensive
than standoff munitions.

® The ability to attack highly defended targets from
the outset of hostilities, without first having to
destroy a series of peripheral defenses sequentially.

The extension of the effective reach of precision
weapons far beyond the combat radius of the
delivery platform, and with less exposure.

Advanced Medium-Range Air-to-Air Missile
(AMRAAM). The Navy and Air Force will continue to
procure the AMRAAM throughout the program period.
Performance is being enhanced in a number of areas,
including kinematics and lethality.

AIM-9X. Designed to meet evolving short-range air-
to-air missile requirements, the AIM-9X is an enhanced
version of the AIM-9 Sidewinder missile. While retain-
ing the AIM-9M motor, fuze, and warhead, the AIM-9X
program replaces the AIM-9M seeker and airframe.
Missile effectiveness will be enhanced by providing
pilots with a new helmet-mounted sight that can align
the missile’s seeker head with targets well outside the
aircraft radar’s field of view. The combination of
improved missile performance and the new helmet-
mounted sight will recover an advantage in close-in
combat that was lost several years ago when advanced
new foreign systems, such as the Russian AA-11, were
deployed. Affordability and growth potential are key
tenets of this program. The AIM-9X entered engineer-
ing and manufacturing development in FY 1997; pro-
duction is slated to begin in FY 2000.

Joint Air-to-Surface Standoff Missile (JASSM). The
JASSM is a new long-range missile designed to have
excellent autonomous navigation capability and an
autonomous terminal seeker. JASSM’s standoff capa-
bility will enable U.S. aviation forces to hold highly
defended targets at risk while minimizing aircraft attri-
tion. Achieving desired performance while maintaining
low unit cost is an important goal in the system’s devel-
opment. This Air Force-led joint program is currently
in the product-definition/risk-reduction phase; EMD
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will begin in late FY 1998 or early FY 1999 and low-rate
production in FY 2000. The FY 1999 budget includes
no Navy development funding for this system, pending
completion of an analysis of alternatives that includes
the Standoff Land-Attack Missile-Expanded Response
Plus (SLAM-ER Plus, described below). The Navy is
much less dependent on JASSM due to its significant
planned inventory of SLAM-ER Plus and Tomahawk
missiles. The Air Force, on the other hand, has only a
limited inventory of conventional air-launched cruise
missiles and needs more guided weapons with sufficient
range for launch outside the envelope of highly effec-
tive, modern surface-to-air missile systems.

Joint Standoff Weapon (JSOW). JSOW is a new
long-range glide weapon with excellent autonomous
navigation ability. Capable of employment under
adverse weather conditions, it is designed to provide an
accurate standoff method of delivering tactical muni-
tions at a relatively low cost. The baseline variant will
carry combined-effect bomblets for use against area tar-
gets. To provide standoff antiarmor capability, a follow-
on version will carry the BLU-108 payload derived
from the Sensor Fuzed Weapon (described below). A
third variant will provide a unitary warhead and a man-
in-the-loop seeker for increased accuracy and target dis-
crimination. EMD for both the BLU-108 and unitary
variants began in FY 1996. The baseline version
entered production in FY 1997; the BLU-108 and the
unitary variant are slated to follow in FY 2000 and FY
2001, respectively.

Sensor Fuzed Weapon (SFW). Designed for top
attacks on enemy armor, the SFW is a tactical munitions
dispenser containing 10 BLU-108 submunitions, each
with four Skeet warheads. This weapon is capable of
achieving multiple kills against armored vehicles
during day or night and under adverse weather condi-

tions. The system entered full-rate production in FY

1996. Development of an improved BLU-108 sub-
munition for SFW and JSOW began in FY 1996 as part
of a preplanned product improvement (P3I) program,;
initial production funds are requested in FY 1999. At
only a small increase in cost, the improved munition
will be much more effective than earlier versions.
Enhancements include the addition of an active sensor
and a multimission warhead and expansion of the weap-
ons pattern over the ground by more than 50 percent.
These changes will reduce SFW’s susceptibility to
countermeasures and improve its soft-target lethality
and coverage, while reducing the impact of target loca-
tion errors.
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Joint Direct Attack Munition (JDAM). The JDAM
program provides existing general-purpose bombs with
a tailkit incorporating an inertial navigation system
(INS) that is coupled to satellite Global Positioning
System (GPS) data. INS/GPS guidance will improve
bombing accuracy from medium and high altitudes,
permitting the delivery of these free-fall munitions in
adverse weather. Low-rate production for the MK-84
warhead began in FY 1997. The Air Force and Navy are
currently revising the design of the tailkit for both the
MK-83 and BLU-109 warheads.

Standoff Land Attack Missile (SLAM). The Navy
SLAM is a modified Harpoon antiship missile incorpo-
rating an AGM-65 Maverick imaging infrared seeker
and a Walleye datalink for man-in-the-loop control. An
upgraded version of the missile, designated SLAM-ER,
provides an approximate 60 percent increase in range
over the baseline SLAM system. This version also
incorporates enhancements in survivability, anti-jam
guidance capability, and hard-target penetration. The
improvements in SLAM-ER’s mission planning system
will greatly enhance the weapon’s ease of employment.
SLAM-ER Plus, a variant further enhanced by an auton-
omous terminal seeker, will enter production in the
fourth quarter of FY 1998. Approximately 300 SLAM/

SLAM-ER missiles will be converted to the SLAM-ER
Plus configuration between FY 1998 and FY 2003.

Wind-Corrected Munition Dispenser (WCMD).
The WCMD is a modification kit for advanced cluster
bomb dispensers that inertially guides the unit to
compensate for high-altitude winds, thus improving
delivery accuracy. This modification will be made to
the CBU-87 (Combined Effects Munition), CBU-89
(Gator), and CBU-97 (SFW). Delivery of production
units will begin in FY 1999.

Naval Forces

The FY 1999 budget and associated FYDP implement
force structure and modernization initiatives developed
during the Quadrennial Defense Review. These initia-
tives will sustain and improve naval warfighting capa-
bilities into the early years of the next century. The aver-
age age of the fleet is currently within acceptable limits,
and is projected to remain so for the foreseeable future.
The shipbuilding program for FY 1999-2003 is summa-
rized in Table 10. The programs funded in FY
1999-2003 exploit technology upgrades to counter
emerging threats, while providing the mix of capabili-
ties needed for the 21st century.

003 Shipbr

| FY19%9 [ FY 2000 | FY 2001 | FY 2002 | FY 2003 | FYDP Total

New Construction '
CVN-77 (Aircraft Carrier) 0 0 1 0 0 1
NSSN (Attack Submarine) 1 0 1 1 0 3
DDG-51 (Guided-Missile Destroyer) 3 3 3 3 3 15
LPD-17 (Amphibious Transport Dock) 1 2 2 2 2 9
ADC(X) (Dry Cargo Ship) 0 0 0 1 2 3
Oceanographic Ship 1 0 0 0 0 1
LMSR (Sealift Ship) 1 0 0 0 0 1

Service-Life Extensions (SLEPs) / Overhauls
Carrier Refueling Overhaul 0 0 1 0 0 1
Cruiser Modernization 0 0 1 3 8 12
LCAC SLEP 0 2 2 3 5 12
TAE/TAFS SLEP 0 0 0 2 2 4
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AIRCRAFT CARRIERS

The FY 1999-2003 program maintains a force of 12 rou-
tinely deployable aircraft carriers, consistent with for-
ward presence, crisis-response, and warfighting objec-
tives. The tenth, and final, Nimitz-class carrier
(CVN-77) is fully funded in FY 2001, with advance pro-

curement of nuclear-propulsion components pro-
grammed for FY 1999 and FY 2000. This funding pro-

file represents an acceleration of one year relative to
previous plans. The revised schedule will shorten the

construction gap between CVN-76 and CVN-77, while

yielding significant savings in construction costs.

The aircraft carrier modernization program needed
beyond FY 2003 is currently undergoing extensive
review. The first phase of a comprehensive study of
future sea-based tactical aviation platforms, known as
the CVX Analysis of Alternatives, was completed in
1997. The analysis examined several top-level trade-
offs bearing on the characteristics of future aircraft car-
riers, including alternative air wing sizes and aircraft
types (i.e., STOVL and conventional takeoff and land-
ing designs). The assessment concluded that carrier
designs supporting STOVL-only aircraft would not be
practical. It also found that air wings containing fewer
than 55 aircraft would be insufficient to conduct
required missions. Phase II of the AoA, slated for com-
pletion in FY 1999, will address detailed design trade-
offs, including propulsion alternatives.

The first CVX is planned for procurement in FY 2006.
It will enter the fleet in FY 2013 as a replacement for the
USS Enterprise (CVN-65). The FY 1999 budget and
associated FYDP contain $856 million to support car-
rier modernization planning beyond FY 2003.

AMPHIBIOUS SHIPS

Modernization programs for amphibious forces con-
tinue. Many of the ships currently in the force are near-
ing the end of their projected service lives and need to
be replaced. The amphibious ship investment plan sup-
ports the goal of achieving a 36-ship force comprising
12 ARGs, each with three ships. New ships entering the
fleet offer increased capabilities relative to the older
vessels being retired, permitting the ships to be replaced
on less than a one-for-one basis. The resulting amphibi-
ous force will, however, remain highly capable.

The key to recapitalizing the amphibious force is the
new amphibious transport dock ship, the LPD-17. The
planned 12-ship LPD-17 program will replace 27 ships
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of various classes in the active, reserve, and inactive
reserve fleets that will reach retirement age early in the
next century. Thus, beyond the FYDP, the LPD-17,

along with newer LSDs, LHDs, and existing LHAs, will

form the core of the modernized amphibious force. The
FY 1999 budget and shipbuilding plan continue the

LPD-17 program on schedule, with two ships funded

annually starting in FY 2000. The LPD-17is being built

by a team of shipyards (Avondale and Bath Ironworks)

and major defense contractors (including Hughes and
Intergraph).

With the delivery of LHD-7 in FY 2001, the Navy will
have 12 large-deck amphibious assault ships—five of
the Tarawa (LHA-1) class and seven of the Wasp
(LHD-1) class. These large multipurpose vessels,
which constitute the principal elements of ARGs, can
embark and support Marine ground forces using a
combination of vertical- and short-takeoff and landing
(V/STOL) aircraft, helicopters, and amphibious
vehicles. The Tarawa-class ships were commissioned
between FY 1976 and FY 1980 and will begin reaching
the end of their projected 35-year lives in FY 2011. The
Wasp-class ships entered the fleet in FY 1989 and have
a projected 40-year service life.

The final LSD dock cargo landing ship (LSD-41 cargo
variant), used for transporting and launching amphibi-
ous craft and vehicles, will be delivered in FY 1998.
When the older, Anchorage-class LSD-36s are decom-
missioned between FY 1998 and FY 2008, the amphibi-
ous force will reach its steady-state objective of 12 mod-
ern LSDs to support the ARG force structure.

ATTACK SUBMARINES

The SSN force will continue to be highly capable and
modern, averaging about 14 years of age through FY
2003. With the addition of three Seawolf (SSN-21)
submarines by FY 2003 and deliveries of the New
Attack Submarine (NSSN) beginning in FY 2004, the
U.S. attack submarine force will remain for the
foreseeable future the most technologically advanced in
the world.

The NSSN, designed as a lower-cost follow-on to the
Seawolf class, will provide an affordable replacement
for Los Angeles-class submarines retiring after the turn
of the century. The NSSN will incorporate technology
improvements from the Seawolf program and will have
enhanced capabilities for littoral operations. The lead
ship was authorized in FY 1998; the FY 1999 budget
and associated FYDP provide for procurement of three
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additional NSSNs through FY 2003. This procurement
plan carries out the submarine acquisition strategy
approved by Congress in FY 1998, which uses an inno-
vative teaming arrangement between Electric Boat and
Newport News shipyards. By taking advantage of spe-
cialization at each yard, this strategy will reduce costs,
while maintaining the two existing nuclear-capable sub-
marine-construction yards. Substantial progress has
been made over the past year in integrating the two
yards’ efforts.

The baseline NSSN design incorporates advanced
technologies to satisfy projected military requirements,
and provides the flexibility to accept potential improve-
ments that could further reduce life-cycle costs.
Advanced technologies already incorporated in the pro-
gram focus on improving communications connectiv-
ity, stealth, and combat system sensors and processors,
as well as life-cycle affordability.

SURFACE COMBATANTS

The FY 1999 budget and FYDP provide for a force of
116 active and reserve surface combatants. The capabil-
ities provided by continued deliveries of Arleigh Burke
(DDG-51)-class guided-missile destroyers equipped
with the Aegis weapon system more than offset the
capabilities lost by deactivation of older surface com-
batants. The FY 1999-2003 shipbuilding program
includes funds for 15 DDG-51-class destroyers, achiev-
ing the procurement objective of 57 of these ships.
Twelve of the 15 DDG-51s will be procured under a
multiyear acquisition strategy approved by Congress in
the FY 1998 budget. The changes made to the ship-
building program this year have achieved a stable pro-
curement rate of three DDG-51s per year in FY
1999-2003. Advance procurement funds are pro-
grammed for FY 2001 to support the revised acquisition
profile and a possible extension of the multiyear plan
that was approved in FY 1998. With the addition of the
ships funded during the FYDP, the fraction of Aegis-
capable ships in the force will increase to 72 percent
from 47 percent at the end of FY 1999.

The FY 1999 budget and FYDP fund an initiative to
upgrade selected CG-47 Aegis cruisers at a relatively
low cost. Plans call for 12 cruisers to be upgraded over
the FYDP period, with the initial unit funded in FY
2001. The upgrades include capability improvements
in area air defense, theater ballistic missile defense, and
naval surface fire support.
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The Navy’s long-term surface combatant force require-
ments underwent an extensive review last year as part
of the 21st Century Surface Combatant (SC-21) analy-
sis of alternatives. Force structure requirements were
assessed in terms of warfighting capability, forward-
presence objectives, historical operating tempos, and
possible future contingencies. The analysis evaluated
the types of ships and capabilities needed as replace-
ments for retiring DD-963s and FFG-7s. Results from
the analysis supported a decision to proceed first with
a new combatant emphasizing capabilities to conduct
land attacks and provide fire support to ground combat
forces. This combatant has been identified as a mari-
time fire support ship (MFSS), designated DD-21. The
FYDP shifts funding for the lead DD-21 from FY 2003
to FY 2004, to allow more time to develop key technol-
ogies needed to reduce risk in the ship’s design and
development.

Congressional action on the FY 1998 budget reduced
funding for the Arsenal Ship program substantially.
The FY 1999 budget terminates the program. In addi-
tion to its use as a potential strike platform, the arsenal
ship would have served as the maritime fire support ship
demonstrator (MFSSD) for testing innovative concepts
and new technologies that are being developed within
the DD-21 program. The DD-21 program will now rely
on land- and sea-based testing to reduce risks in devel-
oping these technologies on the DD-21. Funding pre-
viously earmarked for the MFSSD has been realigned
to other priorities in the FY 1999 budget and FYDP,
which include accelerating the planned Aegis cruiser
modernization program and procurement of CVN-77.

COMBAT LOGISTICS

The shipbuilding plan includes procurement of three
new ADC(X) dry-cargo ships over the FYDP period,
one in FY 2002 and two in FY 2003. These ships will
replace aging ammunition and dry cargo ships (TAEs
and TAFSs). The vessels will be procured through the
Navy’s ship construction account on a schedule that
ensures adequate logistics support for peacetime and
contingency operations.

P-3C MARITIME PATROL AIRCRAFT

Land-based maritime patrol aircraft (MPA) squadrons
provide critical surveillance support for naval task
groups at sea and ashore. Investment plans focus on
service-life extensions and upgrades of existing aircraft.
The service-life extension program will increase the
operational life of P-3C aircraft to about 50 years, which
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will require additional fatigue testing and analysis. The
primary P-3C modernization effort—the Antisurface
Warfare Improvement Program (AIP)—was initiated in
FY 1994. It utilizes commercial off-the-shelf technolo-
gies to enhance the surveillance, combat identification,
and antiship mission capabilities of the MPA force. The
FY 1999 budget reduces the upgrade objective from 48
to 42 aircraft—the number of AIP-configured P-3Cs
now deemed adequate to support mission needs.

MINE COUNTERMEASURES

The Department is pursuing a robust mine warfare mod-
ernization program. The FY 1999 budget and associat-
ed FYDP add approximately $130 million relative to
last year’s plan for mine countermeasures forces and
associated programs. The FY 1999 program procures
atotal of 24 Shallow Water Influence Minehunting Sys-
tems (SWIMS); last year’s budget did not fund this sys-
tem. Funds also are provided to procure six (versus five)
Remote Minehunting System (RMS) vehicles, and to
integrate the RMS into the newest DDG-51 destroyers.
Airborne mine countermeasures (AMCM) systems will
be enhanced in the near term through the incorporation
of a mine identification capability into the existing
AQS-14 helicopter-towed minehunting sonar. For the
longer term, the FY 1999 program funds a forward-
deployed AMCM system that will improve perfor-
mance and response time over the AQS-14, which must
be transported to operating locations in times of crisis.

ANTISUBMARINE WARFARE

The emerging ASW challenge is characterized by
harder-to-detect submarines operating in littoral
regions. The ASW initiatives pursued over the FYDP
period will ensure that a robust combined-forces ASW
capability is maintained. The program adds funding to
accelerate the procurement of TB-29 towed-array
sonars for submarines, enhancing U.S. capabilities to
detect hostile submarines in the difficult acoustic envi-
ronment of the littorals.

WEAPON SYSTEMS

Tomahawk. The Tomahawk cruise missile enables
surface combatants and submarines to launch attacks
against land targets from long ranges in all types of
weather. The FY 1999 budget includes funds to procure
114 remanufactured Tomahawk missiles—15 in the
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Block III configuration, which includes the Global
Positioning System, and 99 in the Block IV (Phase I)
Tomahawk Baseline Improvement Program configura-
tion, providing improved terminal guidance and preci-
sion strike capabilities. Last year, the Department pro-
posed initiating a major revision to the Tomahawk
program, called the Tactical Tomahawk Initiative (TTT).
Through design and construction techniques, the TTI
would provide new-production missiles with enhanced
capabilities at a lower unit cost than would be possible
with remanufactured missiles. Although the TTI pro-
gram has not been incorporated in the FY 1999 budget,
it remains under active consideration and may be initi-
ated later this year or as part of the FY 2000 budget.

Standard Missile. The Standard Missile (SM-2) is the
Navy’s primary ship-based antiair weapon, with an
operational range from a few miles to hundreds of miles.
The FY 1999 budget continues procurement of the
Block IIIB and Block IV Standard missiles. The Block
IV version has a new separable booster and offers
improvements in kinematic capability and performance
over the Block III model.

Ship Self-Defense Systems. The FY 1999 budget con-
tinues production of the Rolling Airframe Missile
(RAM) and begins production of the Evolved Sea Spar-
row Missile (ESSM) for short-range ship self-defense.
Near-term emphasis has shifted to procurement of
RAM, based on a reevaluation of the threat and on
affordability considerations. = The Navy recently
expanded the requirement for RAM to include aircraft
carriers and Ticonderoga-class cruisers. Relative to pre-
vious plans, the FY 1999-2003 budget accelerates RAM
procurement by 420 missiles and reduces ESSM pur-
chases by 370 missiles. These missiles will be installed
in a mix of existing and future ships.

Cooperative Engagement Capability (CEC). CEC
integrates, in real time, detailed information on
beyond-line-of-sight air targets gathered by numerous
ships and aircraft. The FY 1999 budget begins low-rate
production of CEC ship sets for installation on all
Aegis-equipped surface combatants, aircraft carriers,
and amphibious ship classes. The FY 1999 budget and
associated FYDP also accelerate CEC installations on
DDG-51-class destroyers and CVN-68-class aircraft
carriers. In addition, the FY 1999 budget increases
research and development funding for the airborne CEC
element, to be installed on E-2C early warning aircraft,
and provides for integrating CEC into other programs.



Part II Today’s Armed Forces
CONVENTIONAL FORCES

Light Airborne Multipurpose System (LAMPS).
The FY 1999-2003 program funds an upgrade for
SH-60B LAMPS helicopters that includes a service-life
extension as well as significant capability enhance-
ments. The upgraded helicopters, designated SH-60Rs,
will incorporate a dipping sonar as well as surveillance
and weapon improvements, permitting more effective
and survivable operations in littoral environments. The
Flight ITA version of the DDG-51 entered construction
in FY 1994 and will be introduced in FY 2000. It will
have the capability to support LAMPS operations.

Naval Surface Fire Support. The FY 1999-2003
program makes critical enhancements in the surface fire
support capabilities of naval forces. It continues
development of the Extended-Range Guided Munition
(ERGM), designed for use with 5-inch guns. This
advanced new munition will provide over-the-horizon
fire support to naval expeditionary forces operating in
the littoral. Other fire support initiatives funded in FY
1999-2003 include the Vertical Gun for Advanced Ships
and the Navy Tactical Missile System, a variant of the
Army Tactical Missile System. These systems were
identified in the SC-21 analysis of alternatives as
providing critical fire support capabilities for the next
generation of surface combatants. In addition to these
programs, the Navy is evaluating a new concept for a
land-attack missile derived from the Standard system.

Land Forces

The Report of the Quadrennial Defense Review empha-
sized the need to modernize U.S. land forces, particular-
ly the high-payoff programs associated with Army digi-
tization. Digitization refers to the incorporation of
state-of-the-art computers, software, and digital radios
throughout the Army’s force structure and in key war-
fighting platforms such as the M-1 Abrams tank and the
M-2 Bradley fighting vehicle. Digitization will enable
critical, time-sensitive information comprehensively
characterizing friendly and enemy forces to be dissemi-
nated rapidly throughout the battlefield. Army digitiza-
tion and other initiatives, such as Force XXI and the
Army After Next, are identifying new concepts of land
warfare with revolutionary implications for organiza-
tion, structure, operations, and support. The advances
planned and under test in information technology,
weapons, and platform speeds, at both the tactical and
operational levels, will ensure land power remains a
decisive element of warfighting well into the 21st cen-
tury.
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Marine Corps modernization is driven by the concept of
Operational Maneuver From the Sea. Executing this
concept will require tactically adaptive, technologically
agile forces able to rapidly reorganize and reorient
across a broad range of missions in fluid operational
environments. These concepts are currently being
tested in the Hunter Warrior, Urban Warrior, and Capa-
ble Warrior series of advanced warfighting experi-
ments. The V-22 aircraft, the Advanced Amphibious
Assault Vehicle, and the Marine Corps’ version of the
Joint Strike Fighter are priority programs during the
FYDP period.

GROUND COMBAT SYSTEMS

Abrams Tank Upgrade. The Army is substantially
upgrading its fleet of M1 Abrams main battle tanks.
Three versions of the Abrams tank are currently in ser-
vice—the original M1 model, dating from the early
1980s, and two newer versions, designated M1A1 and
M1A2. The M1A1 series, produced from 1985 through
1993, replaced the M1’s 105mm main gun with a
120mm gun and incorporated numerous other enhance-
ments, including an improved suspension, a new turret,
increased armor protection, and a nuclear-chemical-
biological protection system.

The newer M1A2 series includes all of the M1A1 fea-
tures plus a commander’s independent thermal viewer,
an independent commander’s weapon station, position
navigation equipment, and a digital data bus and radio
interface unit providing a common picture among
M1A2s on the battlefield. The M1A2 is capable of shar-
ing information with other tanks and combat systems;
an electronic applique, developed under the Army digi-
tization initiative, will integrate existing Abrams tanks
into the common digital architecture. The Army has
procured 62 new tanks in the A2 configuration and con-
verted 368 older M1s to M1A2s. An additional 580
M1s are being upgraded to A2s under a five-year con-
tract awarded in FY 1996, with a total of 998 M1
upgrades planned.

In FY 1999, the Army will begin upgrading Ml1s to the
M1A2 System Enhancement Program (SEP) con-
figuration. The SEP embeds digitization capabilities
inside the Abrams’ electronic architecture, eliminating
the requirement for electronic appliques. It also incor-
porates, as a major warfighting enhancement, a second-
generation forward-looking infrared sensor. This sen-
sor also will be added to older M1A2s starting in FY
2001. When the SEP enters production, the Army will
have a total of 627 M1A2s, all of which will eventually
be converted to the SEP configuration.
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Bradley Fighting Vehicle Upgrade. The A3 upgrade
to the Army’s Bradley fighting vehicle system is amajor
component of the Army digitization initiative, designed
both to complement the capabilities provided by the
M1A2 SEP and to incorporate needed enhancements
identified during the Gulf War. When equipped with
upgraded Bradleys, mechanized infantry units will be
able to share battlefield data with M1A2 SEP-equipped
armor units. The digitization upgrades will improve
both situational awareness and sustainability through
automated fault reporting and diagnostics. The A3
upgrade will also increase the lethality of the Bradley by
adding an improved fire control system and a com-
mander’s independent thermal viewer. Approximately
1,602 Bradley A2s will be remanufactured into A3s,
including fire support and air defense derivatives. Engi-
neering and manufacturing development of the A3
upgrade will continue through FY 1999; low-rate pro-
duction began in FY 1997.

Crusader. This advanced new system will revolution-
ize Army field artillery operations. Fully automated,
computerized, and designed for use on the digital battle-
field, the Crusader offers substantial improvements in
lethality, survivability, range, and mobility over exist-
ing artillery systems. The Crusader consists of a self-
propelled howitzer and an artillery resupply vehicle. It
will replace the M109A6 Paladin self-propelled howit-
zer and M992 field artillery ammunition supply vehicle
in both early-deploying and forward-deployed units.
The Crusader will be in research and development
during the FYDP period. Production is scheduled to
begin in FY 2003, with the first operational unit
equipped in FY 2005. Plans call for the procurement of
824 Crusader systems (824 self-propelled howitzers
and 824 resupply vehicles) through FY 2011.

Advanced Amphibious Assault Vehicle (AAAV).

The AAAV will replace the AAV7A1 amphibious
assault vehicle, which dates from the early 1970s and is
well beyond its originally intended service life. The
AAAV will allow Marine forces to launch assaults from
points over the horizon, move rapidly to the beach, and
continue the attack inland in a seamless operation. It
will also provide armor-protected transport and direct
fire support to Marine infantry forces ashore. The
AAAV will have much greater mobility in the water
than the AAV7A1, and will have the speed and cross-
country mobility to operate with the Marine Corps’
M1AL1 tanks. Development is continuing under a dem-
onstration and validation contract awarded in 1996.

46

Production is scheduled to begin in FY 2004, with a
total of 1,013 vehicles planned for procurement. To
bridge the gap until the AAAV’s deployment, the
Marine Corps is extending the service life of a portion
of the existing AAV7 fleet. This program will equip the
AAV7 with the engine and suspension of the Bradley
fighting vehicle, and will replace many aging compo-
nents, thereby increasing reliability and maintainability
while reducing maintenance and repair costs.

Lightweight 155 Howitzer. This new towed cannon
system will replace the M198 155mm howitzer used by
Army and Marine forces. Substantially lighter than the
M198, the LW155 will significantly enhance ship-to-
shore mobility, while increasing the survivability and
responsiveness of artillery support for ground opera-
tions. The system currently is in engineering and
manufacturing development. A total of 799 howitzers
are planned for procurement—>526 for the Marine Corps
and 273 for the Army. Marine Corps production is
scheduled to begin in FY 2000, with initial operational
capability achieved in FY 2002. Production of the
Army’s howitzers is scheduled to commence in FY
2004, and will include P3Is such as digital fire control
and self-locating ability. The last 96 Marine Corps pro-
duction howitzers will incorporate the P3I enhance-
ments; the remaining 430 howitzers will be retrofitted
with these improvements beginning in FY 2004.

AIRCRAFT

Comanche Helicopter. The Comanche is a key com-
ponent of the Army modernization program. Designed
for armed reconnaissance and incorporating the latest in
stealth, sensors, weapons, and advanced flight capabili-
ties, Comanche helicopters will be electronically inte-
grated with other components of the digitized battle-
field. They will replace obsolete Vietnam-era AH-1 and
OH-58 attack and scout helicopters, providing the
operational capabilities essential for a smaller, joint
integrated force structure. Enhancements incorporated
in the Comanche system will give these helicopters
greater mobility, lethality, versatility, and survivability
than predecessor systems, as well as low operating and
support costs. The first flight test of a Comanche heli-
copter was conducted in 1996, and research and devel-
opment will continue throughout the FYDP period.
Procurement is scheduled to begin in FY 2004, with a
total of 1,292 helicopters planned for production
through FY 2026.
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V-22 Osprey. This tilt-rotor aircraft, being developed
to replace the Marine Corps’ aging fleet of CH-46E and
CH-53D helicopters, represents a significant leap in
technology for providing tactical mobility to ground
combat forces. The V-22’s combination of range, speed,
and payload is a critical enabler for the modernized
force, and its procurement rate has been accelerated to
reach 30 aircraft per year in 2004. Consistent with the
aircraft’s demonstrated performance and greatly
increased reliability and maintainability, the V-22
acquisition objective for the Marine Corps has been
reduced from 425 aircraft to 360. Separate acquisition
programs include 50 CV-22s modified for Air Force
special operations and possibly some HV-22s for the
Navy. Initial operational capability is slated for FY
2001.

Apache Longbow and Longbow Hellfire Missile.

The remanufacture of the Apache system will provide
ground commanders with a long-range helicopter capa-
ble of delivering massed, rapid fire in day or night and
in adverse weather. Longbow’s digitized target acquisi-
tion system can automatically detect and classify tar-
gets. The target acquisition system uses a millimeter-
wave radar to direct a fire-and-forget version of the
Longbow Hellfire missile. The fire-and-forget capabili-
ty of the Longbow system provides an enhancement that
is critical to the survivability and effectiveness of its
launch platform. The first AH-64 Apache Longbow
was completed in March 1997. The initial 232 aircraft
in this program are being modified under a multiyear
contract awarded in August 1996. Current plans call for
758 Apache helicopter conversions to the Longbow
configuration through FY 2008, with the first unit fully

equipped in July 1998 and initial operational capability

achieved in October 1998. The Department plans to
sign a multiyear contract for 10,397 Longbow Hellfire
missiles in FY 1999, completing a buy of 12,905 mis-

siles.

4BN/4BW (H-1 Helicopter) Upgrade. This program
is making extensive improvements to the Marine
Corps’ aging fleets of UH-1N utility and AH-1W attack
helicopters. Plans call for 280 aircraft—100 UH-1Ns
and 180 AH-1Ws—to be remanufactured through FY
2013. The upgrades will significantly improve opera-
tional capability, reduce life-cycle costs (through reli-
ability and maintainability enhancements), and extend
the aircraft’s service life. The program is currently in
engineering and manufacturing development; procure-
ment is slated to begin in FY 2002.
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MISSILES AND MUNITIONS

Army Tactical Missile System (ATACMS). The
ATACMS is a surface-to-surface guided missile capable
of striking targets beyond the range of existing Army

cannons and rockets. This advanced weapon and the
Multiple-Launch Rocket System are fired by the M270
delivery platform. A total of 1,647 ATACMS Block I

missiles have been procured to date. An improved ver-
sion of the weapon, designated ATACMS Block 1A,

offering greater range and accuracy will enter service in
February 1998; a total of 573 of these missiles are pro-
grammed for production. Two follow-on versions of
ATACMS are scheduled for fielding after the turn of the
century. Plans call for procurement of 1,206 ATACMS

Block II missiles, carrying the Brilliant Antiarmor Sub-
munition (BAT), and 600 extended-range ATACMS

Block 11As, to be fielded in FY 2004. .

Brilliant Antiarmor Submunition. The BAT uses
advanced acoustic and infrared sensors to seek, identify,
attack, and destroy armored vehicles. ATACMS will
deliver a single warhead carrying 13 BAT submunitions
deep into enemy territory. The submunitions will
autonomously disperse to attack their targets, allowing
a many-on-many engagement. A preplanned product
improvement program will add cold, stationary tar-
gets—including key multiple-launch rocket systems
and Scud missile transporters—to the basic BAT target
set through seeker and warhead enhancements. Togeth-
er, the BAT and ATACMS systems will provide superior
deep-strike capability to Army forces. BAT began
developmental testing in FY 1996 and will enter low-
rate production in December 1998.

Sense and Destroy Armor Munition (SADARM).
This new top-attack submunition, delivered by 155mm
artillery projectiles, is designed to destroy lightly-
armored vehicles, primarily self-propelled artillery.
Once dispensed from its warhead carrier, SADARM
orients itself, then scans and detects its target using
dual-mode millimeter-wave and infrared sensors. A
fully-funded product improvement program will
increase the submunition’s field of view and lethality
through incorporation of improved electronics and a
combined-effects warhead. SADARM began low-rate
production in FY 1995 and is scheduled for initial
operational testing in FY 1998; a decision on full-rate
production will be made in FY 1999. The product-
improved version is scheduled for production in FY
2002. Current plans call for procurement of 50,000
projectiles through FY 2012.
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Javelin. The Javelin is a new medium-range, man-
portable weapon system designed for use by Army and
Marine Corps forces. It incorporates increases in reli-
ability, survivability, hit-and-kill probability, and range
over the aging Dragon system, which it is slated to
replace. The Javelin is a highly maneuverable, fire-and-
forget missile with day-and-night capability and an
advanced tandem warhead capable of defeating modern
main battle tanks, including those with reactive armor.
The system includes two major components: a reusable

command launch unit (CLU) sight system and the mis-

sile, which is sealed in a disposable launch tube. Other
enhancements incorporated in the design include the
ability to fire the missile safely from covered fighting
positions and to use the CLU sight separately for battle-

field detection and surveillance. Javelin began full-rate
production in May 1997; the Marine Corps plans to pro-

cure 2,553 missiles through FY 2001, while the Army

will acquire 25,900 missiles through FY 2002.

Predator Short-Range Assault Weapon. This new
shoulder-mounted fire-and-forget weapon will improve
the Marine Corps’ light antitank capability in the field.
The program is currently in engineering and manufac-
turing development; initial procurement funds will be
requested in FY 2000. A total of 18,190 Predator weap-
ons are planned for production, with full operational
capability slated for FY 2007.

SUPPORT SYSTEMS

Digitization. The Army has accelerated its plans to
field advanced information technologies throughout the
force. The Department plans to spend about $3 billion
per year for programs associated with Army digitiza-
tion. Key initiatives include procurement of platforms
with embedded (or built-in) digital information-
exchange capability and provision of add-on capabili-
ties, called applique sets, to critical systems that do not
incorporate digital capabilities. The use of appliques
enables the Army to provide an interim digital capabili-
ty for selected systems currently in the inventory, such
as the M1A1, M2A2 Bradley, Paladin, Avenger, and
Fox.

The core of the digitization initiative is command and
control (C2) equipment and software. C? acquisitions
include the improved Single-Channel Ground-Air
Radio System, the Enhanced Precision Locating
Reporting System, the Warfighter Information Network
Terrestrial Transport System, and the Global Broadcast
System. Software developments include the Force XXI
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Battle Command Brigade and Below, which will link
maneuver clements of brigades and battalions; the
Army Tactical Command and Control System (com-
prising the Maneuver Control System, All-Source
Analysis System, Advanced Field Artillery Tactical
Data System, Forward-Area Air Defense Command
and Control System, and Combat Service Support Con-
trol System), connecting division and corps maneuver
assets with intelligence, fire support, air defense, and
logistics support elements; and the Global Command
and Control System, which will link Army forces with
other U.S. forces.

Force XXI is the Army’s concept for modernizing its
forces to meet the challenges of the 21st century. Digiti-
zation is a key component of Force XXI. The hardware
and software composing digitization, and other doctri-
nal changes, are being evaluated in a series of Army
warfighting experiments. Unit training with digitized
equipment began at the squad level in September 1996
and continued through battalion- and brigade-level
exercises, culminating in a live, brigade-level, force-on-
force experiment at the National Training Center in
March 1997. Aninitial operational test of brigade-level
and lower maneuver units linked with all support sys-
tems is scheduled for late 1999. The knowledge gained
from these and future experiments will guide the imple-
mentation of Army digitization and the overall Force
XXI concept.

Family of Medium Tactical Vehicles (FMTV). The
FMTYV consists of a variety of tactical trucks incorporat-
ing a common cab and chassis as well as a common
engine, transmission, fuel system, suspension, and
steering system. The FMTYV is designed for durability,
reliability, and total mission capability, including off-
road mobility. It offers improvements in performance
as well as crew visibility, safety, and comfort relative to
the 2 1/2- and 5-ton trucks it is slated to replace. These
vehicles will average more than 30 years of age by the
end of FY 2001. FMTYV trucks will be produced in more
than 14 versions, from standard cargo trucks to fuelers,
wreckers, and expandable vans. The high degree of
commonality among the different versions will reduce
production and maintenance costs. Production began in
FY 1991; by December 1998, the Army will have taken
delivery of 10,743 FMTYV trucks. Plans call for a total
of 85,401 FMTVs to be acquired through FY 2015.

Army Tactical Vehicle Remanufacture. The Army
has determined that some of its vehicle modernization
needs can be met most cost-effectively by reman-
ufacturing existing trucks. A total of 3,450 M44A2



Part I Today’s Armed Forces
CONVENTIONAL FORCES

2 1/2-ton trucks have been remanufactured to date,
against an objective of 4,472. Five-ton trucks also are
being modernized, with an initial increment of 1,522
vehicles slated for remanufacturing during FY
1999-2003. The remanufactured trucks have greater
off-road mobility than existing systems, complement-
ing the improvements offered by the FMTV. In addi-
tion, the remanufactured models incorporate engines
compliant with the latest environmental standards as
well as safety enhancements (such as seat belts) and
other upgrades supporting night and all-weather opera-
tions. Remanufactured vehicles will be fielded with
units not slated to receive the FMTYV series until late in
the FMTV program life cycle.

Medium Tactical Vehicle Replacement (MTVR).
Under this program, the Marine Corps plans to reman-
ufacture 5-ton trucks used by combat, combat support,
and combat service support units to move troops,
equipment, and sustainment supplies. The current fleet
will begin to reach the end of its service life in FY 1999.
In upgrading the fleet, the remanufacturing program
will emphasize modern, nondevelopmental off-road
truck technologies. Planned enhancements include an
environmentally-compliant engine, an independent
suspension, a central tire inflation system, increased
corrosion protection, increased payload capacity, and
enhanced off-road capability. This program will be pur-
sued under the same contract as the Army’s 5-ton truck
remanufacturing program, thereby achieving both cost
and production efficiencies. A total of 7,360 Marine
trucks will be remanufactured.

National Guard Redesign. The FY 1999-2003 pro-
gram essentially invests all savings accrued from QDR-
directed reductions in the Army National Guard to
accelerating the redesign of selected remaining Guard
combat units. The FY 1999 budget and associated
FYDP add $850 million for training and equipment pro-
curement. This investment will accelerate the conver-
sion of combat structure to combat support and service
support structure, reducing the Army’s shortfall in these
critical areas. Further, the Army intends to broaden
efforts to integrate active and Guard forces and is com-
mitted to modernizing the reserve force consistent with
the first-to-fight principle.

Mobility Forces

The FY 1999 budget and associated FYDP continue an
ambitious modernization program to replace obsolete
mobility systems and achieve the force deployment
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goals established in the MRS BURU. As reaffirmed by
the QDR, the ability to project military power allows the
United States to respond rapidly to events in distant
regions of the world, even in areas where it does not
maintain a permanent presence or where infrastructure
is limited. If necessary, power projection capabilities
allow U.S. forces to fight their way into a hostile theater
or to establish and protect forward operating bases.

A robust and effective strategic lift capability depends
on more than just aircraft and ships. It requires a
sufficient domestic and en route support infrastructure,
the prepositioning of military equipment and stocks in
strategic locations, and access to air and sea lines of
communication.

AIRLIFT PROGRAMS

Airlift investments in coming years will focus on
replacing the aging fleet of C-141 intertheater aircraft
with state-of-the-art C-17s. The seven-year C-17 pro-
curement contract, currently in its second year, will save
more than $1 billion compared with the cost of annual
orders. The acquisition plan will result in the procure-
ment of 120 C-17 aircraft by FY 2003, against a MRS
BURU strategic airlift inventory objective of 120 air-
craft, with the last delivery projected in FY 2005. The
C-17 fleet has demonstrated outstanding reliability,
achieving a 96 percent rate in 1997. C-17 aircraft have
been employed successfully in Bosnia, where they have
demonstrated their intratheater ability to deliver out-
sized cargo at austere airfields.

The KC-135 tanker force also is being upgraded. All
552 KC-135 aircraft will receive state-of-the-art
avionics upgrades, which will allow a reduction in
cockpit crew size from three to two persons. In addition,
45 KC-135s will be reconfigured to receive one of 33
multipoint refueling system sets, enhancing their ability
to refuel Navy, Marine Corps, NATO, and other allied
aircraft.

Reflecting the continuing emphasis on air safety, the
Department is equipping passenger-carrying and other
military aircraft with improved navigation and safety
devices. Approximately $1.5 billion has been pro-
grammed for this purpose over the FYDP period,
including more than $450 million in FY 1999. The FY
1999 funds will go primarily for GPS receivers, which
allow aircrews to pinpoint their locations, and for
Traffic Alert and Collision Avoidance Systems and
Ground Proximity Warning Systems, which protect
against mid-air and ground collisions, respectively.
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To keep pace with the growing demand for air travel,
civil aviation authorities are implementing additional
airspace access criteria, known as Global Air Traffic
Management (GATM). GATM is being introduced
throughout the world in phases, the first of which went
into effect in March 1997. Compliance with GATM cri-
teria is necessary to preserve the worldwide deployment
capability of U.S. forces, avoid delays, and improve air-
space management. The FY 1999-2003 program
includes more than $1.5 billion for GATM-related
avionics upgrades primarily for airlift aircraft, those
affected most by the near-term requirements.

AFLOAT PREPOSITIONING PROGRAMS

Three ships are being added to the Maritime Preposi-
tioning Force (MPF) supporting Marine Corps opera-
tions. The first of these ships, funded in FY 1995, will
be delivered in FY 1999. The remaining ships, funded
in FY 1997, will enter service early in the next decade.
These ships will be assigned to the three existing MPF
squadrons.

Eight large medium speed roll-on/roll-off ships are
being procured for Army afloat prepositioning. These
vessels, now under construction, will be fully deployed
by FY 2001.

SEALIFT PROGRAMS

The MRS BURU validated a requirement for the
acquisition of 19 LMSRs. Eight of these ships will be
used for afloat prepositioning and 11 for transporting
combat and support equipment of early-deploying
Army divisions. The first five ships were purchased on
the world market and sent to U.S. shipyards for conver-
sion to military use; all of these ships will be on station
in 1998. The 14 remaining LMSRs will be new vessels,
constructed at U.S. shipyards. Thirteen of those ships
have been funded through FY 1998, and the first is
slated to enter service in March 1998. The FY
1999-2003 program includes more than $265 million to
complete the LMSR acquisitions.

At the direction of Congress, DoD is executing the
National Defense Features (NDF) program to make
commercial ships more militarily versatile. This pro-
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gram pays ship owners to make militarily-useful modi-
fications to their vessels, such as strengthening decks to
carry tanks or modifying tankers to refuel Navy ships at
sea. The Department awarded the first ship-modifica-
tion contract in FY 1997. The NDF program will
provide sealift capability to complement the high-readi-
ness vessels in the Ready Reserve Force, which remains
the most effective source of shipping to meet mobility
requirements.

INFRASTRUCTURE AND SUFPPORT

Numerous airfields, ports, and other transportation
facilities support the movement of U.S. military person-
nel and equipment to destinations worldwide. The
Army’s Strategic Mobility Program funds improve-
ments to domestic rail, highway, port, and airfield facili-
ties. In addition, DoD maintains airfield facilities over-
seas for refueling, maintenance, and other en route
support. Today, DoD operates about half the number of
overseas airfields that it did in 1990. Therefore, it has
become increasingly important to keep these remaining
facilities in good operating order, and in some cases to
enhance their capability. Investments in the Global
Transportation Network will improve command and
control capabilities, facilitating the tracking of person-
nel and cargo and enhancing the utilization of trans-
portation resources.

CONCLUSION

Today, U.S. conventional forces stand ready to support
the U.S. defense strategy. Consistent with the findings
of the QDR, the FY 1999 President’s Budget and
associated FYDP increase funding for operations and
support in order to stem the historical migration of
modernization funds to these accounts. This action, in
conjunction with initiatives to reduce the cost of
infrastructure substantially, will ensure that the
modernization programs planned for FY 1999-2003 can
be executed and that the QDR target of $60 billion in
annual procurement expenditures by FY 2001 can be
achieved. The Department’s modernization programs
and associated operational initiatives for conventional
forces emphasize and, where possible, accelerate the
high-payoff programs that will ensure U.S. dominance
over any potential threat well into the 21st century.
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Special operations forces (SOF) conduct worldwide
special operations in peace and war in support of region-
al combatant commanders, American ambassadors, and
the National Command Authorities. Special operations

forces serve three strategic purposes that are increas-
ingly important in the current and future international

environment. First, they offer a range of options to
decision makers confronting crises and conflicts below
the threshold of war, such as terrorism, insurgency, and
sabotage. Second, they are force multipliers for major
conflicts, increasing the effectiveness and efficiency of
the U.S. military effort. Finally, they are the forces of
choice in situations requiring regional orientation and
cultural and political sensitivity, including military-to-

military contacts and noncombatant missions like

humanitarian assistance, security assistance, and peace-
keeping operations.

SOF ROLES AND MISSIONS

Special operations forces have a dual heritage. They are
one of the nation’s key penetration and strike forces,
able to respond to specialized contingencies across the
conflict spectrum with stealth, speed, and precision.
They are also warrior-diplomats capable of influencing,
advising, training, and conducting operations with
foreign forces, officials, and populations. These two
distinct missions are complementary, allowing SOF
personnel to gain regional expertise and access that
enhances their ability to react to any contingency in any
region of the world. One of these two generic SOF roles
is at the heart of each of the following special operations
core missions:

= Counterproliferation. SOF are a principal part of
DoD’s counterproliferation capabilities. SOF pro-
vide DoD a ground force option short of a major
theater war scenario to seize, recover, disable,
render ineffective, or destroy weapons of mass
destruction (WMD) and associated technology.
Additionally, SOF skills may be used in support of
diplomatic, arms control, and export control efforts.

® Combating Terrorism. Provide the DoD offensive
(counterterrorism) and defensive (antiterrorism)
capabilities and programs to detect, deter, and
respond to all forms of terrorism.

® Foreign Internal Defense. Organize, train, advise,
and assist legitimate host nation military and para-
military forces to enable these forces to free and
protect their societies from subversion, lawless-
ness, and insurgency.
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®  Special Reconnaissance. Conduct reconnaissance
and surveillance actions to obtain or verify informa-
tion concerning the capabilities, intentions, and
activities of an actual or potential enemy or to
secure data concerning characteristics of a particu-
lar area.

®  Direct Action. Conduct short-duration strikes and
other small-scale offensive actions to seize, destroy,
capture, recover, or inflict damage on designated
personnel or materiel.

®  Psychological Operations (PSYOP). Induce or
reinforce foreign attitudes and behavior favorable
tothe U.S. or friendly nation objectives by planning
and conducting operations to convey information to
foreign audiences to influence their emotions,
motives, objective reasoning, and ultimately the
behavior of foreign governments, organizations,
groups, and individuals.

®  Civil Affairs (CA). Facilitate commanders in
establishing, maintaining, or influencing relations
between military forces and civil authorities, both
governmental and nongovernmental, and the civil-
ian population in a friendly, neutral, or hostile area
of operations.

®  Unconventional Warfare. Organize, train, equip,
advise, and assist indigenous and surrogate forces
in military and paramilitary operations, normally of
long duration.

= Information Operations. Achieve information
superiority by affecting adversary information,
information-based processes, information systems,
and computer-based networks while defending
one’s own information systems.

Collateral Activities. In the following areas, SOF share
responsibility with other forces, as directed by the
geographic combatant commanders:

= Coalition Support. Integrate coalition units into
multinational military operations by training with
coalition partners and providing communications.

® Humanitarian Assistance. Provide assistance of
limited scope and duration to supplement or com-
plement the efforts of host nation civil authorities or
agencies to relieve or reduce the results of natural or
man-made disasters.

®  Security Assistance. Provide training assistance in
support of legislated programs which provide U.S.
defense articles, military training, and other
defense-related services.

®  Combat Search and Rescue. Penetrate air defense
systems and conduct joint air, ground, or sea opera-
tions deep within hostile or denied territory at night
or in adverse weather to recover personnel during
wartime or contingency operations.

® Humanitarian Demining Operations. Reduce or
eliminate the threat to noncombatants posed by
mines and other explosive devices by training host
nation personnel in their recognition, identification,
marking, and safe destruction. Provide instruction
in program management, medical, and mine aware-
ness activities.

®  Counterdrug Activities. Train host nation counter-
drug forces to detect, monitor, and counter the pro-
duction, trafficking, and use of illegal drugs.

®  Special Activities. Plan and conduct actions abroad
in support of national foreign policy objectives,
subject to direction imposed by Executive Order
and in conjunction with a Presidential finding and
congressional oversight, so that the role of the U.S.
government is not apparent or acknowledged
publicly.

® Peace Operations. Assist in peacekeeping opera-
tions, peace enforcement operations, and other
military operations in support of diplomatic efforts
to establish and maintain peace.

MAXIMIZING SOF’S EFFECTIVENESS
IN SUPPORT OF NATIONAL SECURITY
AND DEFENSE STRATEGY

Special operations forces provide decision makers with
increased options for achieving national security strate-
gy objectives. To realize their full potential as strategic
assets, SOF receive national level oversight to ensure
full integration into planning for conventional opera-
tions and interagency planning. Skillful integration
with conventional forces allows SOF to be a force and
diplomatic multiplier in conventional operations. Opti-
mization of SOF interoperability with conventional
forces is DoD’s goal to ensure that SOF is included in
strategic planning, joint training, interagency exercises,
and DoD educational curricula.
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Special operations differ from traditional military
operations in degree of political risk, often uncon-
ventional mode of employment, independence from
friendly support, and dependence on detailed intelli-
gence and indigenous assets. For these reasons, some
SOF missions carry an exceptionally high degree of
physical risk. Political sensitivities surrounding many
SOF missions require close coordination at the inter-
agency level between DoD and other U.S. government
agencies.

Many of the skills in the special operations forces inven-
tory are directly applicable to supporting friendly demo-
cratic regimes. With their linguistic ability and cross-
cultural sensitivities, SOF can quickly establish an
effective working rapport with foreign military and
paramilitary forces and, when required, government
officials. In this capacity, SOF is a force multiplier for
U.S. ambassadors and country teams throughout the
world. Specifically, SOF (especially civil affairs, psy-
chological operations, and Special Forces) can assess
appropriate host nation projects, conduct disaster or
humanitarian assistance planning seminars, and assist
interagency coordination, foreign liaison, and public
information programs. This support for democra-
tization assists friendly nations and supports mutual
national interests.

MAJOR THEATER WARS

Special operations forces are force multipliers for U.S.
commanders fighting and winning major theater wars.
SOF operate at the operational and strategic levels of
war throughout the buildup, warfighting, and post-
hostility phases of conflict. They conduct strategic
reconnaissance and direct action missions on high value
targets deep in enemy rear areas in support of strategic
and operational goals. They utilize their language, cul-
tural, and regional skills to conduct coalition support,
foreign internal defense, unconventional warfare, infor-
mation operations, civil affairs, and psychological
operations in support of theater and national objectives.
During post-hostility operations, SOF provide crucial
support in the transition from military forces to civil
authorities, enhancing international and civil govern-
ment efforts to restore or build stable institutions to sus-
tain the peace. Throughout the spectrum of warfare,
SOF support national and theater objectives.
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Smaller-Scale Contingencies

Special operations forces play an important role in
smaller-scale contingencies due to their unique capabil-
ities, such as language and cultural skills, as well as the
special character of such operations. U.S. participation
in smaller-scale contingency operations does not
always focus on traditional military objectives. It is
often driven by the requirement to establish or reestab-
lish an environment conducive to regional or inter-
national stability. Terrorism, lawlessness, subversion,
and insurgency may undermine support for U.S. pres-
ence, reduce U.S. access and influence, complicate the
coordination of collective defense efforts, or lead to
direct attacks on Americans, allies, or regimes friendly
to the United States.

Counterterrorism

Special operations forces are DoD’s offensive counter-
terrorism capability. They provide the means to deter or
defeat terrorist attacks against U.S. interests, wherever
they may occur. U.S. counterterrorism forces receive
the most advanced and diverse training available and
continually exercise to maintain proficiency and to
develop new skills. They regularly train with foreign
counterparts to maximize coordination effectiveness.
They also engage with counterpart organizations in a
variety of exchange programs which not only hone their
skills, but also contribute to the development of mutual
confidence and trust. In addition, SOF personnel have
conducted assessments of force protection measures for
all theater commanders in chief to ensure that U.S.
forces have taken all appropriate measures to protect
against possible terrorist incidents.

Special operation forces are a ground force option avail-
able to DoD short of major theater war plan execution.
They can conduct a wide variety of operations to seize,
recover, disable, render ineffective, or destroy nuclear,
biological, and chemical weapons and associated
technologies. Their unique capabilities allow surgical
operations and strategic reconnaissance against targets
too hardened or deep as to be accessible by any other
DoD asset. These operations can be conducted in such
a manner as to reduce the risk of collateral damage and
contaminant release. When called upon in a domestic
terrorist situation, SOF can augment law enforcement
and other government agencies, applying highly devel-
oped, WMD-peculiar skills to assist in mitigation of a
domestic WMD event.
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CURRENT AND RECENT OPERATIONS

The sensitivity of special operations precludes a
detailed discussion of many current operations in this
report. However, examples of some recent and ongoing
operations include the following:

®  Special operations forces deployed on 3,061 train-
ing or operational missions to 144 countries in FY
1997.

®  SOF conducted humanitarian demining and mine
awareness training in 14 countries during 1997.

®  Insupport of the African Crisis Response Initiative,
SOF personnel conducted pre-deployment site
surveys and mobile training team missions in
Senegal, Uganda, and Malawi to identify, organize,
equip, train, and prepare capabie African forces to
conduct peacekeeping or humanitarian operations
within the continent of Africa.

®  SOF provided PSYOP and CA support to the
humanitarian assistance operation in central Africa.
Additionally, SOF air assets provided the joint task
force commander with near real-time information
required to make critical assessments concerning
refugee locations and movement.

®  SOF participated in several noncombatant evacua-
tions in the central Africa region, including those in
Liberia and Zaire, and were postured in support of
several others. In addition, SOF provided Combat
Search and Rescue, Close Air Support, Special
Tactics Teams, PSYOP, and Navy Sea, Air, Land
(SEAL) units to the noncombatant evacuation of
American citizens and third country nationals from
Albania.

= SOF provided support to the Department of Justice
for the conduct of four extraditions in 1997,
resulting in the return of known and suspected
terrorists from overseas to U.S. courts for trial.

® In response to the U.S./German air disaster off the
coast of Namibia, in-country SOF personnel con-
ducting training in Namibia provided the initial
response, communications, and embassy liaison.
Additionally, Special Operations Command,
Europe deployed and commanded the joint task
force which contributed search and rescue assis-
tance.

®  SOF continue to play a significant role in the U.S.
Stabilization Force in Bosnia, providing civil
affairs units for smooth coordination of military
tasks with the civilian population, liaison teams to
facilitate coordination and provide communi-
cations with non-English speaking units, psycho-
logical operations to provide factual information to
increase cooperation, and aviation support for
search and rescue, transport, and logistics.

®  SOF continue to provide coalition support to the
United States Central Command (USCENTCOM)
in Kuwait by training with Kuwaiti Armed Forces,
providing a forward presence that assists U.S.
efforts to maintain regional stability. In addition,
SOF units provide helicopter refueling support for
Operations Northern Watch and Southern Watch.

®=  SOF continue to support the ongoing operations in
Haiti by providing Ministerial Advisory Teams to
the Haitian government.

® United States Special Operations Command
(USSOCOM) provides United States Southern
Command (USSOUTHCOM) with a trained and
equipped SOF package needed to assist the joint
task force and run the American portion of the Mili-
tary Observer Mission Ecuador Peru peacekeeping
effort monitoring the status of the border dispute
between Peru and Ecuador.

= SOF continue to support U.S. counterdrug opera-
tions in the USSOUTHCOM, United States Pacific
Command, and USCENTCOM areas of responsi-
bility. SOF trained and provided expert advice to
host nation armed forces and police dedicated to the
counterdrug mission, primarily through exercises,
joint combined exchange training programs, plan-
ning, assistance, and training teams.

®=  Additionally, SOF supported the United States
Atlantic Command by providing advice through
training teams to drug law enforcement agencies.

FORCE STRUCTURE

Special operations forces are prepared to operate
worldwide across a broad spectrum of conflict. SOF are
organized into three Service components and a joint
command. Approximately 44,000 active and Reserve
component personnel from the Army, Navy, and Air
Force are assigned to USSOCOM and the theater
Special Operations Commands (SOCs). In actual
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operations, Service component units are normally
employed as part of a joint force by the theater
commanders in chief through the theater SOC. The
SOC normally forms a joint special operations task
force, which may be employed independently or in
support of a larger joint task force. Psychological
operations forces and civil affairs forces are normally
constituted separately as a joint PSYOP and a joint civil
military operations task force.

Army Special Operations Forces include Special Forces
(Green Berets), Rangers, Special Operations Aviation
(SOA), PSYOP, CA, signal, logistical, and head-
quarters units under the United States Army Special
Operations Command. Army Special Forces are orga-
nized into five active and two Army National Guard
groups. The Ranger Regiment consists of three active
battalions, based at three locations in the United States.
SOA consists of one regiment in the United States and
one company in Panama. PSYOP forces are organized
into three groups, one active and two United States
Army Reserve (USAR). The SOF CA force structure
consists of three USAR CA commands, nine USAR CA
brigades, 24 USAR CA battalions, and one active duty
CA battalion. Ninety-seven percent of the CA force is
found in the USAR. Additionally, the U.S. Marine
Corps has two CA Groups, and the U.S. Air Force is
currently developing a CA capability within the Air
National Guard.

Naval Special Warfare (NSW) forces support naval and
joint special operations within the theater unified
commands. NSW forces are organized into two Naval
Special Warfare Groups (NSWG) and two Special Boat
Squadrons (SBS). Each NSWG is composed of three
SEAL teams with ten platoons and a SEAL Delivery
Vehicle team. Each SBS is composed of a Special Boat
Unit and Patrol Coastal ships that provide coastal patrol
and interdiction as well as the surface mobility for NSW
forces. Additionally, Naval Special Warfare Units are
located outside of the continental United States to
support NSW forces assigned to the theater SOCs or
components of naval task forces. The Naval Special
Warfare Center conducts basic and advanced training
for NSW. They also conduct the initial assessment and
training for SEALs and Combatant Craft Operators.

Air Force SOF are organized into one active Special
Operations Wing, two active theater-oriented Special
Operations Groups (one each in the Pacific and Euro-
pean Commands), one Air Force Reserve Special
Operations Wing, one Air National Guard Special
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Operations Wing, and one active Special Tactics Group.
Within these units are special operations squadrons,
which perform a variety of special operations missions.
These include long-range infiltration and exfiltration,
aerial refueling, resupply, and combat weather missions
deep within sensitive, denied, or enemy controlled terri-
tory. Other units are equipped to conduct psychological
operations, surgical fire support, and terminal air traffic
operations within the same environment. These aircraft
and personnel are prepared to support both SOF and
conventional forces. The Air Force also operates the
USAF Special Operations School which is responsible
for educating Air Force, Joint, and DoD personnel on
many special operations related topics, and a flight test
squadron which develops tactics for SOF aircraft and
flight tests new equipment.

COMMAND RELATIONSHIPS

The DoD Reorganization Act of 1986, as amended by
the National Defense Authorization Act of 1987, man-
dated unique relationships for command, control, and
oversight of SOF. The Assistant Secretary of Defense
for Special Operations and Low-Intensity Conflict
(ASD(SO/LIC)) serves as the principal civilian advisor
to the Secretary of Defense on special operations and
low-intensity conflict, with oversight of special opera-
tions and low-intensity conflict-related policy and
resources. The act also mandated the establishment of
USSOCOM and assigned it several Service-like
responsibilities, including programming, budgeting,
and acquisition; training and education of SOF; and
developing special operations strategy, doctrine, and
tactics. The policy and resource oversight responsibi-
lities of ASD(SO/LIC) and the Service-like responsi-
bilities of USSOCOM create a relationship which is
unique within the Department of Defense.

SOF MANDATES FOR THE FUTURE

SOF Vision 2020 is the United States Special Opera-
tions Command’s framework for building and main-
taining the necessary operational capabilities of future
special operations forces. This vision incorporates
SOF’s two most fundamental strengths—quality people
with unequaled skills and a broad-based technological
edge—to ensure tomorrow’s SOF are structured,
trained, and equipped to counter diverse threats to
national security. SOF Vision 2020 builds upon Joint
Vision 2010 concepts as they apply to SOF, while com-
plementing Service road maps for the future to optimize
the synergism between SOF and conventional forces.
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Constrained resources will continue to demand
improved levels of effectiveness and efficiency.

Recognizing that the demand for forces to respond to
diverse regional concerns will be greater than ever, the
following concepts will continue to guide the SOF
community:

®= Ensure maximum flexibility consistent with full
accountability. SOF missions are fluid, shaped by
political context and tactical developments requir-
ing modifications and expediencies. Adherence to
rules of engagement and responsiveness to military
and civilian authority are paramount.

®  Encourage unorthodox approaches and unconven-
tional techniques that bring flexible thinking and
innovation in addressing unconventional security
threats.

® Investinscience and technology to maintain techni-
cal superiority in weaponry, materiel, and delivery
systems, while retaining the ability to use and
instruct others in the use of low technology weap-
ons and systems.

= Stress SOF utility for forward-basing, quick
deployment, and adaptability to regional contin-
gencies. The regional orientation of SOF is an
essential ingredient of success.

®  Continue to improve equipment, training, and
facilities ensuring SOF maintains the capability to
effectively respond to any contingency.

s Continue to integrate SOF with conventional forces
and improve SOF interoperability with other U.S.
government agencies.

= Design force structure to appropriately support the
full range of SOF missions. As the sophistication
of adversaries grows and the nature of SOF mis-
sions evolves, special operations activities may
generate increased physical and technical require-
ments that demand greater specialization in train-
ing. The linguistic, cultural, and political needs of
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the training and advisory mission will increase as
the regional security environment becomes more
complex.

® Ensure appropriate missions are tasked to SOF.
Special operations have key elements that distin-
guish them from conventional operations. The
utility of SOF increasingly hinges upon regional
knowledge, flexibility, political awareness, and dis-
cipline.

CONCLUSION

Special operations forces are particularly suited for
many emerging missions which flow from the National
Security Strategy. Many of these missions require tradi-
tional SOF capabilities, while others, such as counter-
proliferation and information operations, are relatively
new. SOF face two major challenges: they must inte-
grate—with conventional forces, other U.S. agencies,
friendly foreign forces, and other international organi-
zations (like the United Nations and Red Cross)—yet
they must preserve the autonomy necessary to protect
and encourage the unconventional approach that is the
soul of special operations. SOF language capability,
regional and cultural orientation, and expertise in civil-
ian sector disciplines will continue to make them a
peacetime force of choice that is mature, discrete, low
profile, and effective. Because of its low-cost/high-
payback ratio, SOF will continue to be called upon as
the nation seeks to promote stability and thwart aggres-
sion.

In a world of increased global interaction, SOF will be
a unique mechanism for extending U.S. influence,
ideals, and values. Faced with an increasingly volatile
world, reduced permanently forward-deployed conven-
tional forces and bases, and diminishing resources, SOF
will provide access and promote stability with an afford-
able, yet effective, force for implementing U.S. national
strategies. When American interests are faced with
unpredictable threats, SOF will provide flexible and
precise, lethal and nonlethal options to the National
Command Authorities. SOF will provide core compe-
tencies not available anywhere else in the military.
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The United States’ nuclear forces and posture were
carefully examined during the Quadrennial Defense
Review (QDR). In evaluating the current and projected
security environment, the QDR concluded that nuclear
forces remain an important disincentive to nuclear, bio-
logical, and chemical proliferation and a hedge against
the uncertain futures of existing nuclear powers, as well
as a means of upholding U.S. security commitments to
allies.

The QDR’s work was an important input to a Presiden-
tial Decision Directive issued in November 1997. The
directive describes in general terms the purposes of U.S.
nuclear weapons and provides broad guidance for
developing operational plans. This is the first change in
Presidential guidance for nuclear weapons employment
since 1981, although operational plans have been
updated regularly since then with commensurate reduc-
tions in the national target list.

The new directive notes that nuclear weapons play a
smaller role in the U.S. security posture today than they
have at any point during the second half of the 20th
century, but that nuclear weapons are still needed as a
hedge against an uncertain future, as a guarantee of U.S.
security commitments to allies, and as a disincentive to
those who would contemplate developing or otherwise
acquiring their own nuclear weapons. Accordingly, the
United States will maintain survivable strategic nuclear
forces of sufficient size and diversity to deter any hostile
foreign leadership with access to nuclear weapons.

The new directive provides a large measure of con-

tinuity with previous nuclear weapons employment

guidance, including in particular the following three

principles:

®  Deterrence is predicated on ensuring that potential
adversaries accept that any use of nuclear weapons

against the United States or its allies would not
succeed.

® A wide range of nuclear retaliatory options will

continue to be planned to ensure the United States
is not left with an all-or-nothing response.

® The United States will not rely on a launch-
on-warning nuclear retaliation strategy (although
an adversary could never be sure the United States
would not launch a counterattack before the
adversary’s nuclear weapons arrived).

The United States is confident that it can maintain the
deterrent called for in the new Presidential directive at
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the levels envisioned for a future Strategic Arms
Reduction Treaty (START III) as agreed to in the March
1997 Helsinki Accords.

START TREATIES

The START I treaty entered into force on December 5,
1994. Russia and the United States are working to
achieve the final phase of nuclear force reductions
mandated by that treaty by December 5, 2001 (see Table
11). The Treaty on Further Reduction and Limitation of
Strategic Offensive Arms (START II) was approved by
the U.S. Senate in January 1996 but has not yet entered
into force, pending ratification by Russia. START II
calls for further reductions in aggregate force levels, the
elimination of multiple-warhead intercontinental bal-
listic missile (ICBM) launchers, the elimination of
heavy ICBMs, and a limit on the number of submarine-
launched ballistic missile (SLBM) warheads. The orig-
inal START II treaty called for the final reduction phase
to be completed no later than January 1, 2003.

At the conclusion of their March 1997 Helsinki
meeting, President Clinton and Russian President
Yeltsin issued a joint statement establishing parameters
for future reductions in nuclear forces. The statement
expressed the two leaders’ intent to begin START III
negotiations immediately upon START II’s entry into
force and to extend the deadline for elimination of
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles under START II to
December 31,2007. The START III negotiations would
consider further reductions in strategic nuclear
warheads to an aggregate limit of 2,000-2,500 per
nation by December 31, 2007.

To facilitate Russia’s ratification of the START II treaty,
U.S. Secretary of State Albright and Russian Foreign
Minister Primakov signed a Joint Agreed Statement and
a Protocol to the Treaty in New York in September 1997,
extending the time period for implementation of
START II until December 31, 2007. In addition, Secre-
tary Albright and Foreign Minister Primakov signed
and exchanged letters legally codifying the Helsinki
Summit commitment to deactivate, by December 31,
2003, the U.S. and Russian strategic nuclear delivery
vehicles that under START II will be eliminated.
START II’s entry into force will require Senate approval
of the Protocol to the START II Treaty and its associated
Joint Agreed Statement.

Since the establishment of the Cooperative Threat
Reduction (CTR) program in 1991, the United States
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has been assisting Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, and
Kazakhstan in implementing the nuclear force reduc-
tions required under the START I treaty. In anticipation
of further reductions that would be mandated by the
START II and III treaties, the United States has begun
discussing with Russia additional CTR projects that
would assist in accomplishing those reductions.

In the absence of a START II entry into force, the
Department of Defense is taking steps to protect the
option of maintaining a STARTI force level through FY
1999. Accordingly, the FY 1999 budget request
includes an additional $57 million, beyond what other-
wise would have been requested, to sustain the option
of continuing START I levels of strategic nuclear forces.

FORCE STRUCTURE AND CAPABILITIES

Until START II enters into force, the United States will
protect options to maintain a strategic nuclear arsenal
consisting of the following:

500 Minuteman III and 50 Peacekeeper ICBMs
with multiple warheads.

18 Ohio-class ballistic-missile submarines (SSBNs),
each carrying 24 SL.BMs.

At least 71 B-52 bombers, each equipped to carry
up to 20 nuclear cruise missiles.

21 B-2 bombers, each equipped to carry up to 16
nuclear gravity bombs.

If START II is implemented with the Protocol to the
Treaty, the U.S. arsenal will be modified by the end of
the year 2007 as follows:

®  The Peacekeeper force will be eliminated and each

Minuteman III missile will be armed with only one
warhead.

Four SSBNs will be removed from strategic
service.

® The number of bombers will not change, but the
cruise-missile capacity of the B-52 fleet will be
reduced to stay within treaty limits.

The strategic nuclear delivery vehicles that will be
eliminated under START II must be deactivated by
December 31, 2003. With the modifications outlined
above, the United States will be in compliance with
START 11 limits, which permit a total of no more than
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3,500 deployed strategic nuclear warheads, of which
only 1,750 can be carried on SLBMs.

There has been a major reduction in the U.S. strategic
nuclear arsenal in recent years. Table 11 compares the
U.S. arsenals in FY 1990 and FY 1998 with the final

limits under the START I and I treaties. All force levels
are for the ends of the years in question.

Land-Based Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles

By the end of FY 1998, the United States will have 500
Minuteman III ICBMs and 50 Peacekeeper missiles. As
noted previously, if START II enters into force, the
United States will modify all Minuteman III missiles to
carry only one warhead each and will retire all Peace-
keepers. As part of this transition, the Department may
transfer the Mark 21 warhead from the Peacekeeper to
the Minuteman force. Mark 21 warheads contain addi-
tional safety-enhancing features that further reduce the
risk of an accidental nuclear explosion and minimize the
risk of plutonium dispersal in the event of a fire.

The United States is not developing or producing any
ICBMs and has no current plans to develop any new
ICBMSs. This makes it difficult to sustain the industrial
base needed to maintain and modify strategic ballistic
missiles. To help preserve key industrial technologies
needed to sustain ICBMs and SLBMs, the budget pro-
vides funding to preserve a core of expertise in the areas
of reentry vehicle and guidance system technology.

Sea-Based Ballistic Missiles

The final Ohio-class SSBN was commissioned in 1997,
bringing the U.S. SSBN fleet total to 18 Ohio-class
submarines. The first eight Ohio-class submarines
carry the Trident I (C-4) missile; the final ten are
equipped with the Trident II (D-5) missile. The SSBN
fleet’s survivability and effectiveness are enhanced
through the D-5 missile’s improved range, payload, and
accuracy. The FY 1999 budget provides for continued
procurement of D-5 missiles to support the conversion
of four SSBNs from the C-4 to the D-5 missile system.
The retrofits will be accomplished during regularly
scheduled ship depot maintenance periods, beginning
in FY 2000. Under current plans, if START II enters
into force, four submarines will be removed from
strategic service, leaving 14 SSBNs armed with D-5s.
These missiles, while capable of carrying eight
warheads apiece, will be downloaded consistent with
START II limits. No new SSBNs or SLBMs are under
development.

Heavy Bombers

The U.S. bomber force currently consists of 94 B-1s, 94
B-52s, and 21 B-2s. Four of the B-2 bombers are being
upgraded from a test to an operational configuration; the
last of those aircraft will become operational in FY
2000. Both the B-2 and B-52 forces can be used for
either nuclear or conventional missions. The B-1 force
is now dedicated exclusively to conventional opera-
tions.

START 1 START Il

FY 1990 | FY 1998 (Dec 5, 2001) (Dec 31, 2007)
ICBMs 1,000 550 550 500
Attributed Warheads on ICBMs 2,450 2,000 Not over 2,000 500
SLBMs 5682 432b 432 336
Attributed Warheads on SLBMs 4,8642 3,456° Not over 3,456 Not over 1,750
Ballistic-Missile Submarines 312 18b 18 14
Attributed Warheads on Ballistic Missiles 7,3142 5,456 Not over 4,900 Not over 2,250
Heavy Bombers 324¢ 1154 924 92d

accountable.

¢ Excludes FB-111s.

2 Excludes five decommissioned submarines (and their associated missiles and warheads) that were still START

b Excludes two Poseidon SSBNs converted to Special Operations Forces that are still START accountable.

d Excludes 94 B-1s that are devoted entirely to conventional missions.
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Note: Excludes B-1 bomber funding from FY 1998 on, reflecting the conversion of the B-1 force to a conventional role.
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Reflecting the increased emphasis on nonnuclear opera-
tions, bomber modernization efforts are focused primar-
ily on improving conventional warfighting capabilities.
Accordingly, no new nuclear weapons for bombers are
being produced or developed. Likewise, some nuclear
air-launched cruise missiles (ALCMs) have been con-
verted to conventional air-launched cruise missiles, and
some gravity bombs and ALCMs have been retired or
placed in dormant storage.

The recent Deep-Attack Weapons Mix Study
(DAWMS) examined the contribution of bombers to
conventional and nuclear warfighting scenarios.
DAWMS considered several equal-cost options that
would have expanded the B-2 fleet at the expense of
planned force structure—land-based tactical aviation,
aircraft carriers, or other bombers. The analysis showed
that, for most of the cases examined, additional B-2s
deployed quickly to a major theater conflict would
improve the United States’ ability to halt an adversary’s
advance during the early days. However, the analysis
also demonstrated several disadvantages to trading off
planned forces to procure additional B-2s. First, the B-2
would not, in most cases, offer either as much daily
weapons delivery capacity or as full a range of capabili-
ties as the forces it would replace. Moreover, existing
forces would have to be retired immediately to pay for
the additional B-2s—long before the B-2s would
become available to provide compensating capability.
Even then, savings from retiring forces would not offset
the large up-front investment for B-2s until around
2017. Accommodation of additional B-2s under the
START 1I limits also would require significant changes
to the planned U.S. nuclear force structure. In view of
these considerations and the findings of additional
analyses, the QDR recommended against procuring
additional B-2s. The FY 1999 budget and associated
Future Years Defense Plan therefore include no funds
for additional B-2 procurement.

READINESS AND SUSTAINABILITY

Steps to ensure that the Minuteman III force can be
maintained well into the next century are under way.
For example, installation of new guidance subsystems
willbeginin FY 1999. Starting in FY 2001, Minuteman
III solid rocket motors will be remanufactured to correct
age-related degradation and to maintain system reli-
ability.
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U.S. ICBMs and those SLBMs at sea are maintained on
continuous alert, but are not targeted at any specific
country. The missiles could, however, be returned to
their previous targeting status on short notice. The
United States maintains two full crews for each SSBN,
with about two-thirds of operational SSBNs routinely
at sea. On average, about 10 percent of U.S. SSBNs are
undergoing long-term overhauls at any given time, and
thus are not available for immediate use. The bomber
force is no longer maintained on constant alert, although
it could be returned to alert status within a few days if
necessary.

FUNDING AND MODERNIZATION

Funding for strategic nuclear forces—ICBMs, SLBMs,
and nuclear bombers—has declined in recent years, as
has the fraction of the total defense budget that is
devoted to nuclear forces. Moreover, one of the weapon
systems included in the nuclear force category—the B-1
bomber—has just completed its transition to a
conventional role. Past and projected funding trends for
strategic nuclear forces are highlighted in the charts on
the preceding page.

Modernization programs for strategic forces largely
have been completed or curtailed during the past few
years. The only major acquisition efforts that remain are
deliveries of the final four programmed B-2s, B-2
modifications (primarily for conventional missions),
Trident II missile procurement, and Minuteman III life
extensions. With most nuclear modernization efforts
complete, programs to sustain force readiness now
account for most strategic nuclear funding. The portion
of the strategic budget devoted to operations and
support has increased from about 40 percent of the total
in 1991 to about 65 percent today and a projected 67
percent in 2003.

CONCLUSION

Strategic forces remain a critical element of the U.S.
policy of deterrence. Although nuclear forces have been
reduced inssize and the percentage of the defense budget
devoted to them has declined, strategic forces continue
to provide a credible and valuable deterrent. The United
States remains committed to appropriate and jointly
agreed upon reductions in strategic nuclear forces, but
will protect options to maintain its strategic capabilities
at START 1 levels until the START I treaty has entered
into force.
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The proliferation of nuclear, biological, and chemical
(NBC) weapons and the missiles that can deliver them
pose a major threat to the security of the United States’
forces, its allies, and friendly nations. Over 20 countries
possess or are developing NBC weapons, and more than
20 nations have theater ballistic missiles (TBMs) or
cruise missiles. Robust missile defense programs play
a critical role in the broader strategy to prevent, reduce,
deter, and defend against NBC and missile threats.

The Intelligence Community has estimated that a new
threat to the United States from a rogue ballistic missile
attack is not likely to emerge for several years, while the
threat to deployed U.S. forces and to allies and friends
exists today. U.S. missile defense priorities reflect the
urgency of this immediate threat, and are consistent
with the defense strategy’s focus on the threat of major
theater wars and smaller-scale contingencies involving
adversaries armed with advanced conventional weap-
ons, weapons of mass destruction, and missiles to deliv-
er them. The U.S. missile defense program places the
highest priority on Theater Ballistic Missile Defense
(TBMD) and Cruise Missile Defense (CMD) programs
to meet the today’s threat. The second priority is a
National Missile Defense (NMD) program that posi-
tions the United States to field the most effective
defense system possible when the threat warrants. The
third priority is the continued development of technol-
ogy to improve ballistic and cruise missile defense sys-
tems.

ROLE OF MISSILE DEFENSE IN
U.S. DEFENSE STRATEGY

The U.S. defense strategy for the 21st century, as pre-
sented in the Report of the Quadrennial Defense
Review, seeks to shape the international security envi-
ronment in ways favorable to U.S. interests, respond to
the full spectrum of threats, and prepare now for an
uncertain future. Missile defense is a key component of
this strategy. Missile defenses contribute to the reduc-
tion and prevention of missile proliferation and
strengthen regional stability, both critical for positively
shaping the international security environment. Effec-
tive missile defense systems reduce the incentives for
nations to develop, acquire, or use missiles and NBC
weapons by reducing the chances that an attack would
inflict serious damage on U.S. or allied targets. Addi-
tionally, the U.S. ability to provide missile defense
protection to allies and friends, in conjunction with the
extended deterrent from the U.S. nuclear umbrella, may
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contribute to mitigating the desire of many states to
acquire their own NBC weapons.

Should prevention and deterrence fail, missile defenses
are essential for responding to missile threats. The
threat of missile use in regional conflicts has grown sub-
stantially, and the potential combination of NBC weap-
ons with theater missiles poses serious complications to
the management of regional crises and the successful
prosecution of U.S. strategy for major theater wars.
Hostile states possessing theater missiles armed with
NBC weapons may threaten or use these weapons in an
attempt to deter or otherwise constrain U.S. power pro-
jection capability. Such threats could further limit U.S.
freedom of action in meeting its global security com-
mitment by intimidating allies or friends, thereby
discouraging them from seeking U.S. protection or
participating with the United States in the formation of
coalitions. With NBC weapons, even small-scale
theater missile threats would raise dramatically the
potential costs and risks of military operations, under-
mine conventional superiority, and jeopardize the credi-
bility of U.S. regional security strategies. Missile
defenses will ensure that the United States is prepared
to confront regional instability or conflict effectively in
such an environment.

Theater Air and Missile Defense Programs

The Department’s first missile defense priority is to
develop, procure, and deploy theater air and missile
defense (TAMD) systems to protect forward-deployed
elements of the U.S. armed forces, as well as allies and
friends. This plan envisions the time-phased acquisi-
tion of a multi-tier, interoperable, defense in-depth
capability against ballistic and cruise missiles. The Bal-
listic Missile Defense Organization (BMDO) and the
Joint Theater Air and Missile Defense Organization
(JTAMDO) have a shared responsibility to provide an
improved capability to defend against air and missile
threats. The increased emphasis on interoperable air
and missile defense has led to a Family of Systems
(FOS) concept. A key aspect of FOS is to leverage the
synergy between ballistic and cruise missile defenses,
and to integrate the various systems that contribute to a
comprehensive effort to defeat the threat. The FOS con-
cept is a flexible configuration of interoperable TAMD
systems capable of joint theater operations. The FOS
concept includes an integrated and interoperable archi-
tecture consisting of individual weapon systems,
sensors, and battle management/command, control,
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communications, computers, and intelligence (BM/
C*1) capabilities.

Lower-tier systems remain a top priority to defeat
shorter range ballistic and cruise missiles. The Patriot
Advanced Capability-3 (PAC-3) and Navy Area are the
core lower-tier systems for the TAMD mission. PAC-3
provides air defense of ground combat forces and high
value assets against high performance air-breathing and
theater ballistic missiles. The Navy Area program will
provide U.S. forces, allied forces, and areas of vital
national interest with an active defense against theater
missiles. This system builds on the national investment

in Aegis ships and weapon systems. The Medium

Extended Air Defense System (MEADS), which will
satisfy a U.S. requirement for a highly mobile system,
is a follow-on lower-tier program being pursued
cooperatively with Germany and Italy.

Upper-tier systems are necessary to defend larger areas,
to defeat medium and intermediate range ballistic mis-
siles, and to increase the theater commanders’ effective-
ness against weapons of mass destruction. The Theater
High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) system and the

Navy Theater Wide program are the upper-tier core pro-
grams. THAAD will make possible the protection of
broad areas, dispersed assets, and population centers
against TBM attacks. The Navy Theater Wide system
builds upon the existing Aegis Weapon System and is

an evolution of the Navy Area system.

Other TAMD concepts remain important. BMDO and
the Air Force continue to explore additional concepts
for boost-phase theater missile defense. These pro-
grams would add an additional layer to missile
defenses, and would provide enhanced deterrence by
confronting an adversary with the prospect that missile
warheads would fall short of their targets and perhaps
back on the adversary’s own territory. The primary
boost-phase program is the Air Force funded and man-
aged Airborne Laser (ABL) program, which is sched-
uled to provide a contingency capability in an aircraft
demonstrator platform in 2002.

Many of the capabilities needed for effective cruise mis-
sile defense exist or are being developed in other pro-
grams. For example, ballistic missile defense sensors;
battle management/command, control, and commu-
nications (BM/C?), including Cooperative Engagement
Capability; and weapons (including the PAC-3, Navy
Area, and MEADS lower-tier systems) have capabili-
ties against cruise missiles. A key aspect of CMD,
therefore, is to leverage the synergy between ballistic
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and cruise missile defense, and to integrate the various
systems that contribute to CMD into a comprehensive
effort to defeat this emerging threat. Additionally,
advanced technology programs for CMD such as the
Joint Land Attack Cruise Missile Defense Elevated
Sensor System are focusing on defeating land attack
cruise missiles at extended ranges over an adversary’s
territory. To ensure the Department is positioned to cap-
italize on all of these developments, joint employment
concepts and a prioritized investment plan for TAMD,
including CMD, are being developed through a collab-
orative process among the Services, BMDO, and
JTAMDO.

Cooperation with Allies and Friends

As part of broader efforts to enhance the security of
U.S,, allied, and coalition forces against ballistic mis-
sile strikes and to complement U.S. counterprolifera-
tion strategy, the United States is exploring opportuni-
ties for TBMD cooperation with its allies and friends.
The objectives of U.S. cooperative efforts are:

®  To strengthen U.S. security relationships.

¥ To enhance the U.S. counterproliferation strategy.

To share the burden of developing and fielding
defenses.

To enhance interoperability between U.S. forces
and those of allies and friends.

To share knowledge for the mutual benefit of both
the United States and its partners.

The United States is taking an evolutionary and tailored
approach to allied cooperation that accommodates vary-
ing national programs and plans, as well as special
national capabilities. This approach includes bilateral
and multilateral research and development, off-the-
shelf purchases, and coproduction. Furthermore, as part
of an ongoing initiative aimed at the TBM threat, the
United States is sharing early warning data on launches
of ballistic missiles with several allies as a means of
engendering greater cooperation on TBMD.

The United States is also exploring opportunities for
TBMD cooperation with Russia as one means of foster-
ing cooperative approaches to deal with new regional
security challenges of mutual interest, such as the prolif-
eration of ballistic missiles. Toward this end, a second
joint United States-Russian TBMD command post
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exercise was hosted by Russia in January 1998. These
simulation exercises have provided a practical basis for
U.S. and Russian forces to cooperate in TBMD opera-
tions during regional contingencies where they could be
deployed together against a common adversary possess-
ing theater ballistic missiles.

The Israeli cooperative programs will assist Israel to
develop a ballistic missile defense capability to deter
and, if necessary, defend against the current and emerg-
ing ballistic missile threat in the region, and because of
its planned interoperability with U.S. theater missile
defense systems, will be capable, as a contingency, to
assist in the protection of forward deployed U.S. and
coalition forces. Moreover, the program provides tech-
nical benefits by expanding the theater missile defense
technology base and providing risk mitigation for U.S.
weapon systems.

National Missile Defense Program

The second priority of the ballistic missile defense
program is NMD. President Clinton has stated that the
primary mission of a U.S. NMD system would be to
defend the United States against a limited strategic
ballistic missile attack by a rogue nation, should such a
threat emerge. It would also provide some capability
against a small accidental or unauthorized launch of
strategic ballistic missiles from more nuclear capable
states. It would not be capable of defending against a
heavy deliberate attack.

The Intelligence Community has concluded that the
only rogue nation missile in development which could
conceivably have the range to strike the United States
is the North Korean Taepo Dong 2, which could strike
portions of Alaska or the far-western Hawaiian Islands,
but the likelihood of its being operational by 2005 is
very low. With this exception, no country, other than the
declared nuclear powers, will develop or otherwise
acquire a ballistic missile in the next 15 years that could
threaten the United States, although outside assistance
is a wild card that could shorten timelines to deploy-
ment.

The NMD program is structured to develop and test sys-
tem elements the United States could deploy if intelli-
gence indicated that a new strategic threat was emerg-
ing. The United States is not making a decision to
deploy a national missile defense at this time. Deploy-
ing before the threat emerges would preclude deploying
the most advanced technology if and when the threat
does emerge. If a threat does not emerge, the NMD
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program will continue to improve the performance of
the system by advancing the technology of each element
and adding new elements as necessary, while maintain-
ing the capability to deploy a system in a short period
of time.

The NMD development program will be conducted in
compliance with the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM)
Treaty. Depending, for example, on the required siting
of system elements deployed to defend against a specif-
ic emerging threat, a deployed NMD system either
could be compliant with the ABM Treaty as written, or
might require amendment of the Treaty’s provisions.
Determination of the compliance of potential NMD
systems with the ABM Treaty would be made by DoD
on the advice of the Compliance Review Group.

Technology Base

Activities in the missile defense technology base are
key to countering future, more difficult threats. The
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technology base program underpins the TBMD, CMD,
and NMD programs. It allows DoD to provide block
upgrades to baseline systems, to perform technology
demonstrations, to reduce program risk, to accelerate
the insertion of new technology, and to advance basic
technologies to provide a hedge against future surprises.
Advanced technologies are also being exploited to
reduce drastically the cost of future missile defense
systems.

CONCLUSION

The Administration is committed to protecting the
United States, its forces abroad, and its friends and allies
against the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction
and the missiles that deliver them. The United States
has a comprehensive strategy for countering such
threats. The structure of the missile defense program
meets present and possible future missile threats,
provides the best technology to meet these threats, and
is fiscally prudent.
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Space power has become as important to the nation as
land, sea, and air power. The evolution toward a global
economy will depend as much upon the information
lines of communication through space as it will on the
transportation lines of communication across the sea.
Space forces will support the realization of Joint Vision
2010 by dominating the collection and dissemination of
information in support of military operations. Consis-
tent with National Space Policy, DoD is committed to
utilizing and, if required, controlling space to assist in
the successful execution of the National Security Strate-
gy and the National Military Strategy.

SPACE FORCES AND NATIONAL
DEFENSE

Space forces have contributed significantly to U.S.
successes during the Cold War and subsequent military
operations. They continue to play a crucial role in
supporting national security objectives, as evidenced by
operations in the former Yugoslavia and the Middle
East.

Space forces have become an integral part of the deter-
rent posture of the U.S. armed forces. They help confer
a decisive advantage upon U.S. and friendly forces in
terms of strategic warning, battlespace awareness,
operational timing and tempo, synchronization, ability

to maneuver, targeting, and the application of firepower.
Any nation contemplating an action inimical to U.S.

national security interests must be concerned about U.S.
space capabilities.

Space forces help ensure that hostile actions will be
detected by the United States in a timely manner and
will also increasingly provide the information for opera-
tions planning and execution during crises and conflict.
Space forces also play an ever-widening role in a num-
ber of military tasks, such as the effective application of
precision munitions, the identification of critical enemy
centers of gravity, target detection/attack, managing the
flow of forces and logistics, battle/operations tracking,
and campaign monitoring. The U.S. ability to effec-
tively integrate space capabilities into military opera-
tions is critical to maintaining an effective U.S. deter-
rence capability and posture.

Enabling Joint Vision 2010

The Department of Defense recognizes the importance
of information to the future conduct of warfare as high-
lighted in National Security Strategy, National Military
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Strategy, National Space Policy, and Joint Vision 2010.
DoD is moving into the information age and toward a
totally integrated battlespace, where communications
and intelligence space systems are no longer viewed as
solely supporting capabilities to the warfighter, but as
instruments of combat. The space force structure repre-
sents a major component of the information infrastruc-
ture and will become increasingly important in deter-
ring conflict and conducting future military operations.

Space forces provide the sole means to access otherwise
denied areas of foreign countries without violating their
sovereignty. The command, control, communications,
computers, intelligence, surveillance, and reconnais-
sance (C*ISR) capabilities provided by space forces are
crucial to generating information necessary to support
investment decisions that maintain U.S. military pre-
paredness and readiness, to support military planning,
and to enable information superiority during a crisis or
conflict. Ground, naval, and air forces use satellites to
maintain global awareness of events; to command, con-
trol, deploy, and employ forces; to monitor weather,
oceanographic, and space environmental conditions;
and to assess the effectiveness of military operations.

Space power has application throughout the continuum
of military operations, from peacetime through all
levels of conflict. U.S. space forces operate on a
24-hour basis and provide a C*ISR backbone to support
military deployments and operations across the entire
spectrum of military operations. Loss of access to over-
seas bases and increasing force deployments to areas
lacking modern infrastructure increases reliance on
space forces’ ability to rapidly provide an operational
CISR infrastructure anywhere on earth. Space sys-
tems, always alert and ready, provide indispensable sup-
port to U.S. military forces and increasingly to coalition
partners deployed and deploying outside the United
States.

Future capabilities to provide geospatial information
from space will sustain high quality information data
bases that can be used to support the training of conti-
nental United States-based forces on virtual battle-
spaces prior to deployment. Such battlefield prepara-
tion will familiarize forces with operational areas prior
to deployment and enhance mission planning and exe-
cution.
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Protecting a New Center of Gravity

Space access and use are becoming increasingly impor-
tant to the United States and its allies. The use of space
assets and systems can be expected to flourish because
of the unique benefits that space offers. The number of
nations with militarily useful space systems is growing.
Along with this, dependence on space forces for mili-
tary operations, as well as for civil and commercial uses,
is growing. The space C*ISR infrastructure, including
terrestrial applications technologies, is expected to con-
tribute tens of billions of dollars to the U.S. economy
and may grow to hundreds of billions by 2000. During
the next ten years, as many as 1,200-1,500 satellites
may be launched—most will be built in the United
States, and 30 percent will likely be launched by U.S.
flag carriers. The total commercial investment in space
will increase substantially over the next few decades as
the nation transitions from an industrial-based economy
to a global information and knowledge-based economy.

The world is increasingly transitioning to economies in
which information is 2 major engine of prosperity.
While U.S. national security interests focused in the
past on assuring the availability of oil, the future may
require greater interest in protecting and accessing the
flow of information. As a result, the importance of
space as a principal avenue for the unimpeded flow of
information throughout a global market increases. DoD
recognizes these strategic imperatives and will assure
free access to and use of space to support U.S. national
security and economic interests.

Numerous countries in regions around the world are
acquiring or accessing space systems, technologies, and
products. Foreign nations and subnational groups are
obtaining space capabilities through indigenous efforts,
purchases of goods and services, and cooperative activi-
ties. The spread of indigenous military and intelligence
space systems, civil space systems with military and
intelligence utility, and commercial space services with
military and intelligence applications poses a signifi-
cant challenge to U.S. defense strategy and military
operations.

Because of the value of space systems to the U.S. econ-
omy and the military in future conflicts, the United
States can expect attacks against U.S. and allied space
systems. Consequently, DoD must be able to ensure
freedom of action in space for friendly forces and, when
directed, limit or deny an adversary’s ability to use the
medium for hostile purposes. To ensure space control,
DoD must sustain and improve capabilities to surveil



Part II Today’s Armed Forces
SPACE FORCES

and monitor all militarily significant activities in space.
DoD also will continue to design, develop, and operate
space systems with ensured survivability and endur-
ability of their critical ground and space-based func-
tions. Moreover, DoD must have capabilities to deny an
adversary’s use of space systems to support hostile mili-
tary forces.

MODERNIZING THE FORCE

Space Launch

Access to space is key for DoD to effectively use space.
The current U.S. space launch systems differ only
slightly from ballistic missiles developed during the
1950s and 1960s and have become increasingly costly
touse. The National Space Transportation Policy seeks
to balance efforts to sustain and modernize existing
launch capabilities with the need to invest in the devel-
opment of improved capabilities. DoD is the lead

agency for improving today’s expendable launch
vehicle (ELV) fleet, to include developing technology.
The Department’s objective for this effort is to reduce

costs while improving capability, reliability, oper-
ability, responsiveness, and safety.

To implement this guidance, DoD has initiated an
Evolved ELV (EELV) program to eventually replace

" current medium and heavy lift launch systems. The

program is defining a new relationship with the launch
industry that emphasizes measured development. The
intent is to allow U.S. industry a greater leadership role
in free market access to space. The medium lift EELV
could become operational as early as 2001, and the
heavy lift version could become operational by 2003.
Both would be based on a core system which would
spawn a cost-effective family of vehicles. Ongoing
efforts to define the size and capabilities of future
satellite architectures will more clearly determine the
need for medium and heavy lift versions of the EELV.

Although the National Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration (NASA) is the lead agency for the development
of reusable launch vehicles, technology development
and demonstration (for next generation reusable space
transportation systems), including operational con-
cepts, will be implemented in cooperation with related
activities in DoD.
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Space-Based Infrared System

The Department is proceeding with the development of
a new multimission infrared detection system in geo-
synchronous and low earth orbits, with additional
sensors in highly-elliptical orbits. The Space-Based
Infrared System (SBIRS) program consolidates all pre-
vious space-based infrared systems into a single archi-
tecture system of systems supporting missile warning,
missile defense, and intelligence applications. First
launch of the geosynchronous SBIRS-High satellites
will commence in 2002. The SBIRS-Low component,
formerly known as the Space and Missile Tracking
System, provides unique mid-course tracking of threats
which will significantly enhance performance of both
theater and possible national missile defenses, as well
as augment intelligence and space surveillance. The
SBIRS-Low notional concept calls for a constellation of
24 satellites working synergistically with SBIRS-High.
The first launch is scheduled for the fourth quarter of FY
2004. To reduce technical risk in the accelerated
SBIRS-Low program, three demonstration satellites
will be launched (one in 1999 and two in 2000).

Military Satellite Communications

The Department recently conducted a comprehensive
study on a future Military Satellite Communications
(MILSATCOM) architecture to determine the best mix
of capabilities, including commercial alternatives, to
support military satellite communications needs for the
21st century. The findings validated several initiatives
to take DoD into the next century, including upgrades
to the Defense Satellite Communications System
(DSCS) and Milstar, new advanced wideband and
advanced EHF systems, the Ultra-High Frequency
(UHF) Follow-on System, and the introduction of the
Global Broadcast Service (GBS).

DSCS has been providing the bulk of DoD’s long-haul,

high-capacity (wideband) satellite communications
requirements for many years. However, Defense plan-
ning has emphasized the increased tactical needs of U.S.
armed forces for space-based communications. To meet
these needs, the remaining four DSCS payloads will be
upgraded to provide five times as much data throughput
in direct support of tactical users. This program’s last
satellite is planned to be launched in 2003.

The Department is embarking on an accelerated wide-
band (SHF/Ka band) Gapfiller system which will focus
on providing even more throughput by leveraging
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technology advances in the commercial sector. Wide-
band Gapfiller will provide an earlier capability—
focused on the warfighters’ satellite communications
(SATCOM) requirements in the 2004 time frame—than
the previously planned Advanced Wideband System
(AWS) previously planned for 2006. The SHF/Ka
Gapfiller will allow for transition to the AWS in the FY
2009 time frame.

The key to Joint Vision 2010 digitized battlefield
communications for mobile platforms will be UHF
SATCOM, provided via UHF Follow-on through 2007.
The Navy is studying the requirement to replace the cur-
rent UHF satellite communications with the next gener-
ation of UHF and/or commercial systems.

The redesigned Milstar II system will provide medium
data-rate communications to tactical forces worldwide
that are survivable, difficult to detect, and jam-resistant.
Milstar will continue to provide the requisite sur-
vivable, enduring, jam-resistant communications con-
nectivity for strategic forces. Beyond Milstar II, DoD
is seeking to provide advanced extremely high fre-
quency capabilities on a platform that can be launched
on a future medium lift vehicle instead of the heavy lift
vehicle required today.

The Department’s MILSATCOM architecture study
looked closely not only at military system solutions, but
also at commercial technology. A prime example is the
commercial development of direct television satellite
broadcast systems. This technology created DoD-wide
interest in a commercial-like GBS as a possible solution
to capacity shortfalls and to enable efficient use of
bandwidth. GBS would become part of the overall
MILSATCOM architecture and would meet the war-
fighters’ need for increased worldwide, high-capacity
communications by providing direct broadcast of digi-
tal multimedia information—including high bandwidth
imagery and video—from global and theater injection
sites to users. Initial operational capability is in 1999.

Global Positioning System

The Global Positioning System (GPS) is being inte-
grated into all DoD combat forces, at all levels, from the
hand-held receiver carried by the infantryman to the
embedded GPS navigation aids on the most modern air-
craft to provide precision location determination and
navigation support. GPS is a part of the guidance sys-
tem in most current and planned precision-guided
munitions being acquired by the Services. GPS is also
being integrated into military forces worldwide, both
friend and foe.
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Since the GPS has significant military utility, and since
it is in the best interest of the United States to prevent
the hostile use of the system against U.S. and allied
forces, DoD has embarked on a security program known
as Navigation Warfare (NAVWAR). The three principal
tenets of NAVWAR are to protect the use of GPS by
DoD and allied forces in times of conflict within the
theater of operations; prevent the use of GPS by
adversary forces; and preserve routine GPS service to
all outside the theater of operations.

At the same time that military reliance on GPS is
increasing, the applications of the worldwide civil user
community continue to expand. GPS has evolved far
beyond the vision of its original designers, and satellite
navigation is now widely recognized as a worldwide
information resource. For example, under U.S. leader-
ship, the world has determined that a possible means to
control air traffic—from en route to precision land-
ing—will be via satellite. Since the inception of GPS,
DoD has been confronted with the need to balance a
wide range of different and sometimes competing
national security, civil, foreign policy, commercial, and
scientific interests. The challenge has been to exploit
the full civil utility of the system without jeopardizing
national security interests in the process.

To demonstrate commitment to the civil user, the
Departments of Defense and Transportation have
agreed to identify a second coded civil GPS signal and
to develop a plan for providing the signal. Additionally,
DoD has agreed not to alter the GPS military coded sig-
nal until the second coded civil GPS signal is available.
These agreements assist civil users in their constant
quest for greater accuracy.

From the program’s inception in the 1970s, the Depart-
ment of Defense has been dedicated to successful man-
agement of the GPS as a dual-use (civil and military)
national information resource. DoD’s stewardship of
GPS has been instrumental in the growth of a new
global industry. Today’s GPS industry provides
employment and new export markets for U.S. firms, has
spurred a rapid advance in technology and applications,
and is providing products that will soon touch the lives
of almost everyone on earth. As GPS moves into its
next phase, management and oversight of dual-use
aspects of GPS will be provided by a Presidentially-
mandated Interagency GPS Executive Board. The
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Department will continue working in this new manage-
ment structure to maintain the delicate balance between

global security and economic interests in the operation
of GPS.

Meteorological Satellite Convergence

The President’s decision to converge U.S. polar-orbit-
ing operational environmental satellite systems will
merge the Defense Meteorological Satellite Program
and the Department of Commerce (DoC) Polar-orbiting
Operational Environmental Satellite (POES) program,
and capitalize on the technologies developed for
NASA’s Earth Observing System. An Integrated Pro-
gram Office (IPO), led by DoC, has been created to plan,
develop, acquire, manage, launch, and operate the
National Polar-orbiting Operational Environmental
Satellite System (NPOESS). DoD has been designated
the IPO’s lead agency for NPOESS system acquisitions.
NPOESS will meet a National Performance Review
objective to reduce the cost of acquiring and operating
polar-orbiting environmental satellite systems, while
continuing to satisfy military and civil operational
requirements.

The NPOESS program is a three-satellite constellation
which will enhance coverage and data availability to
U.S. and allied forces. A DoC-led team that includes
DoD and NASA is negotiating with the European
Organization for the Exploitation of Meteorological
Satellites to provide the third satellite in the converged
constellation. DoD is working closely with the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Agency and NASA to ensure
that NPOESS satisfies national security requirements.

CONCLUSION

Space forces are fundamental to sustaining U.S. global
commitments. The national security C*ISR infrastruc-
ture that space forces support enables air, land, and sea
forces to be projected anywhere on the globe with the
assurance that essential information will be available.
The strategic significance of space to the nation’s secu-
rity and prosperity will continue to increase as the world
evolves toward a global market. DoD’s role in space
during that evolution is to protect the nation’s invest-
ment by protecting U.S. space systems and assuring
continued leadership in space.
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The strategic vision for command, control, communica-
tions, computers, intelligence, surveillance, and recon-
naissance (C*ISR) is to provide capabilities that enable
forces to generate, use, and share the information neces-
sary to survive and succeed on every mission. Major
accomplishments in all areas of C*ISR bring DoD
closer to achieving this vision.

Information superiority provides the capability to col-
lect, process, and disseminate an uninterrupted flow of
information while exploiting or denying an adversary’s
ability to do the same. It includes comprehensive
knowledge of the battlespace, including the status and
intentions of both adversary and friendly forces. The
Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) identified infor-
mation superiority as the backbone of military innova-
tion, and noted that the Revolution in Military Affairs
centers on developing the improved information and
command and control capabilities needed to signifi-
cantly enhance joint operations.

COMMAND AND CONTROL

Command and control (CZ) systems provide the means
to effectively execute nuclear, conventional, and special
operations. The Global Command and Control System
(GCCS), which replaced the World Wide Military Com-
mand and Control System, provides nearly 700 loca-
tions with its secret level functionality and increased
capability. GCCS provides an enhanced common
operational picture, force status, intelligence support,
enemy order of battle, related facility information, and
air tasking orders. In 1998, GCCS Version 3.0 will pro-
vide imagery, meteorological, and oceanographic data.
GCCS Top Secret (GCCS-T) provides a top secret infra-
structure for C? throughout the force deployment cycle.
When completed in mid-1998, GCCS-T Version 2.2
will add nuclear Single Integrated Operational Plan
capabilities and a top secret (including special intel-
ligence) common operational picture. GCCS and
GCCS-T improvements in 1999 will further add sensi-
tive compartmented information, increase user sites,
and improve performance and reliability. DoD will
evolve toward more integrated and interoperable battle
management systems through continued deployment of
GCCS below the joint command level and into opera-
tional units.

GCCS is supported and complemented by other mod-
ernized automated information systems. For example,
the Global Transportation Network (GTN) is being
deployed to provide GCCS with information to support
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planning for common user airlift, surface lift, and termi-
nal services for global military force deployment and
sustainment. Together with other applications such as
Joint Total Asset Visibility, GTN is being integrated
into the Global Combat Support System (GCSS), which
complements GCCS by providing warfighters with the
ability to track the status and location of critical logis-
tics, procurement, engineering, finance, personnel, and
medical resources. During 1998, GCSS will enhance
the common operational picture of the battlespace with
asset visibility information and decision support tools
to plan and execute combat service support for military
operations.

DoD continues to modernize, consolidate, and optimize
its portion of the U.S. Nuclear Command and Control
System to be more effective and efficient. It relies on
survivable and endurable command centers and a redun-
dant, survivable communications network. Increased
utilization of the Milstar satellites will improve the
ability to initiate, execute, and terminate a nuclear
response. The Space-Based Infrared System will pro-
vide improved ballistic missile launch detection.

Command and control includes the ability to safely and
efficiently apply airborne resources in support of air,
land, and naval military operations. With increased air
traffic and growing reliance on satellite navigation,
DoD must assure air safety with improved navigation.
DoD is working closely with the Federal Aviation
Administration and its international counterparts to
establish common military and civilian standards. The
Joint Precision Approach and Landing System, Air
Traffic Control and Landing System and its deployable
counterpart, the Global Positioning System, avionics
modemization, and the Traffic Alert and Collision
Avoidance System are funded to facilitate essential
international military air operations.

INTELLIGENCE, SURVEILLANCE,
AND RECONNAISSANCE ~

Defense intelligence must be able to provide timely,
usable, detailed intelligence to allow U.S. military
forces to out-think and out-operate enemy forces and
protect American lives. Round-the-clock crisis and
contingency support is provided to military com-
manders and deployed forces. During 1997, intelli-
gence and counterintelligence support has provided:

®  Ground force capabilities, intentions, and force
protection assessments for the NATO Stabilization
Force in Bosnia.

® Noncombatant evacuation and contingency plan-
ning support in Albania, Democratic Republic of
the Congo, and Sierra Leone.

®=  Targeting support and enemy capability assess-
ments in Iraq.

®  Humanitarian and disaster relief support.

®  Support for counternarcotics, force protection, and
monitoring the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction and their delivery means.

Increasing demands for precise, finished intelligence
strain the resources available to satisfy the required ana-
lytical depth and breadth of Defense intelligence. Due
to the changing conflict environment, global scope, and
the wide range of potential military missions, signifi-
cant improvements are essential to meet current and
long-term needs.

Intelligence and Counterintelligence

The Deputy Secretary of Defense and the Director of
Central Intelligence (DCI) issue Joint Intelligence
Guidance to provide focused program direction and pri-
orities for all intelligence and related activities. They
co-chair the Expanded Defense Resources Board,
which is the senior advisory body for reviewing all
Defense intelligence and related activities, including
programmatic, resource, and substantive intelligence
issues. Defense intelligence is placing greater emphasis
on activities that promote information availability and
interoperability between Services and multinational
partners. DoD is aggressively pursuing an integrated
intelligence collection, production, and infrastructure
strategy.

During U.S. Forces Korea’s Ulchi Focus Lens exercise
in August 1997, the Joint Intelligence Virtual Architec-
ture concept to improve battlespace visualization and
information sharing was demonstrated. Recent imple-
mentation of revised security policy by the National
Imagery and Mapping Agency (NIMA) has expanded
the availability of national imagery at the unclassified
level.

The Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) is leading an
advanced concept technology demonstration (ACTD)
to enhance management systems for intelligence
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collection across all echelons. DoD and the Central
Intelligence Agency are reviewing potential evolution-
ary approaches to fully integrate collection manage-
ment, and to improve the balance of imagery, signals,
and human intelligence (HUMINT) capabilities. The
Defense HUMINT Service has restructured global
assets to increase human intelligence capabilities, and
new defense attache offices have expanded U.S. mili-
tary diplomatic presence around the world. The DIA
Central Measurement and Signature Intelligence
(MASINT) Office initiatives to improve intelligence
collection from complex sensors, unattended MASINT
monitoring, and chemical/biological weapon detection
programs have been successful.

DoD has implemented numerous other programs to
enhance intelligence capabilities. The Joint Staff has
enhanced the process for identification of intelligence
support requirements for new weapon systems, and for
input to new intelligence systems by weapon system
developers and users. The Joint Reserve Intelligence
Program has established electronic connectivity among
28 continental United States (CONUS) Joint Reserve
Intelligence Centers and the organizations they support.
DoD is developing a Defense Reserve Language Pro-
gram to enhance Reserve linguistic resources. In addi-
tionto its currently accredited Master of Science in Stra-
tegic Intelligence curriculum, DIA’s Joint Military
Intelligence College has gained congressional approval
to award the Bachelor of Science inIntelligence. NIMA
has established new training standards and is conduct-
ing a pilot program to improve the integration of
geospatial data into intelligence analysis for imagery
analysts and cartographers.

To continue progress toward Joint Vision 2010 imple-
mentation, Defense intelligence must further expand
the availability of information to participants in joint
and multinational military operations. Among other
initiatives, a multi-level security (MLS) strategy is
required, leading to immediate MLS implementation
within the Intelligence Community and the Depart-
ment. Additionally, standard dissemination paths, data
access procedures, and delivery formats must be estab-
lished. These innovations must be tested with advanced
technology and concepts to enhance information superi-
ority within the context of military operations. This will
be accomplished by fully integrating Defense intelli-
gence into the Task Force XXI (Army), Information
Technology 21 (Navy), and Hunter Warrior (Marine
Corps) advanced warfighting experiments.
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DoD’s counterintelligence (CI) program provides
protection against the intelligence activities of foreign
entities and terrorist organizations. All of the Depart-
ment’s tactical CI capability and almost 70 percent of its
foreign ClI program directly support U.S. military
operations—primarily force protection. The Depart-
ment runs over 2,000 CI investigations annually. In
addition to espionage cases, the Department conducted
several high profile CI investigations into the illegal
transfer of critical defense technologies, intrusions into
defense automated information systems (AISs), and ter-
rorism. A joint computer forensics laboratory and com-
puter investigations training program are being devel-
oped to support both criminal investigations and CI.

Following the Khobar Towers bombing, the Depart-
ment conducted a comprehensive, worldwide review to
determine how DoD could substantially enhance intelli-
gence and CI support to combating terrorism and force
protection. Ten study recommendations approved by
the Deputy Secretary in FY 1997 are currently being
implemented. DoD’s terrorism warning apparatus is
being overhauled to ensure that threat warning is timely,
widely disseminated, and as predictive as possible.
Training of analysts and CI agents has been substantial-
ly improved. A single primary terrorism data base will
be established and sharing of terrorism data with the
Federal Bureau of Investigation is being improved. The
study’s 11 remaining recommendations are being con-
solidated and refined for implementation in FY 1998.

Surveillance and Reconnaissance

To increase interoperability, the National Reconnais-
sance Office and the Defense Airborne Reconnaissance
Office are developing complementary space and air-
borne surveillance and reconnaissance systems. Joint
Signals Intelligence (SIGINT) Avionics Family (JSAF)
sensor equipment will not only provide increased per-
formance, interoperability, and commonality across the
airborne reconnaissance fleet, but also allow interoper-
ability with satellite systems.

Increased warfighter demands for information have
highlighted the need for enhanced airborne recon-
naissance coverage and increased reconnaissance oper-
ating tempo. DoD is procuring a family of unmanned
aerial vehicles (UAVs) to complement current manned
systems, with significant savings. Through the ACTD

process, Predator UAV was quickly fielded and has
flown over 3,600 hours in support of operations in

Bosnia. Other UAVs are beginning flight tests and will
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participate in warfighter demonstrations beginning in
FY 1999.

Manned airborne surveillance and reconnaissance
assets are developing better situational awareness by
using enhanced and modernized capabilities, such as
Moving Target Indicator (MTI) and JSAF. In addition
to the Joint Surveillance Target Attack Radar System
(JSTARS), the most robust and capable example of MTI
surveillance, MTI capabilities have migrated to the U-2
and the Airborne Reconnaissance Low. While U-2’s
improved MTI-capable radar will begin delivery in FY
1998, both the RC-135 RIVET JOINT and EP-3 aircraft
are completing other major upgrade programs and will
begin transitioning to JSAF in FY 1999. JSAF equip-
ment can be used not only in manned signals intelli-
gence platforms, but also in UAVSs, pending their adop-
tion of the signals intelligence mission.

The airborne reconnaissance fleet is migrating toward
Common Data Link (CDL) compliance. The Tactical
CDL, a low-cost, lightweight communications system
to facilitate this migration, will complete development
in FY 1999. DoD is consolidating Common Imagery
Ground/Surface System (CIGSS) and Joint Airborne
SIGINT Architecture standards. Most Service imagery
ground systems will meet CIGSS standards by the end
of FY 1999.

DoD has expanded the flow of intelligence information
from national reconnaissance systems to all users. The
Common Object Framework (which achieved initial
operational capability in October 1997) uses commer-
cial off-the-shelf software to integrate national recon-
naissance data directly into the Air Force Special Opera-
tions Command mission planning system. During the
1997 Joint Warrior Interoperability Demonstration,
users received primary imagery for precision strike
planning and targeting using open systems and com-
mercial standards. And finally, in 1997, submarines in
the Pacific received real-time situational awareness data
from newly installed tactical receivers and exploitation
equipment.

To meet long-term requirements, the National Recon-
naissance Office has launched initiatives to revolution-
ize collection technologies used in space. NIMA
acquires commercial imagery from multiple vendors for
both geospatial production and peacetime and crisis
applications. NIMA will also acquire unclassified
imagery from new high-resolution commercial sensors
with enhanced spectral capabilities. A joint govern-
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ment/industry team has been established to identify the
best acquisition approach for the future. NIMA will
migrate existing production systems to a more sustain-
able and flexible open architecture, and is shifting from
predominantly hardcopy production, storage, and dis-
tribution to digital capability.

Numerous programs are being developed to allow users
to receive data more quickly with the ability to manipu-
late it to meet their requirements. Presently, users have
Internet-like access to information and services over
existing communications channels. The Intelligence
Community is developing a global geospatial data base
for rapid access to dynamic, highly accurate, time-
tagged views of the mission space. The Joint Deploy-
able Intelligence Support System allows cartographers
to gain expanded access to intelligence data bases, while
providing warfighters with access to critical fused intel-
ligence.

Information Operations

Information operations (I0) are actions taken across the
entire conflict spectrum to affect adversary information
and information systems while protecting one’s own
information and information systems. Information
warfare is conducted during crisis or conflict to achieve
specific objectives over an adversary. Information
assurance protects and defends information and infor-
mation systems by ensuring their availability, integrity,
authenticity, and confidentiality.

In 1997, the Department identified command opera-
tional priorities for IO requirements and continued to
improve processes for fielding 10 capabilities. 10
reviews included intelligence (from indications and
warning, collection, and production); modeling and
simulation; and battle management/command, control,
and communications. The Intelligence Community
published the first National Intelligence Estimate on IO
which identified foreign interest in IO and worldwide
availability of 10 tools. The Department also estab-
lished the 10 vision, goals, and objectives; described 10
strategies and timelines; and identified federal agency
interfaces in an IO master plan. To examine IO issues,
DoD sponsors the Highlands Forum, which brings
together government, industry, and academic profes-
sionals from various fields. DoD provides two inten-
sive 10 courses to students from all federal agencies,
and wargames and exercises are being extended to
increase experience in applying 10 to military opera-
tions.
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The new Information Operations Technology Center
(I0TC) acknowledges a transition in viewing 10 threats
and targets as technology-centered rather than geo-
graphy-centered. Through a formal DoD/DCI agree-
ment, the IOTC will enhance 10 cooperation through-
out the Intelligence Community. Also, the Joint Staff
is evaluating potential changes to joint warfighting
organizations and processes, to centralize command
responsibilities for executing IO campaigns and
responses to strategic 10 attacks. This requirement was
identified during the two primary 1997 IO exercises.
Exercise Evident Surprise (March 1997) highlighted
the interagency coordination process required to decon-
flict and execute IO, and Exercise Eligible Receiver
(June 1997) highlighted Indications and Warning
issues, as well as coordination of responses to 10
attacks. :

Security

Defense security programs prevent or deter espionage,
sabotage, subversion, theft, or the unauthorized use of
classified or controlled information, systems, or war
materiel in DoD custody. The Defense Investigative
Service (DIS), which provides security services to DoD,
will become a fee-for-service organization in FY 1999.
Cost visibility will motivate customers and focus DIS
on more cost-efficient operations. DIS has already
undertaken reengineering of the entire Personnel Secu-
rity Investigative Program, from request to clearance
issuance. Case completion time for initial investiga-
tions has already been reduced from 192 to 133 days (40
percent), with a target of 90 days or less by the end of
FY 1999. InFY 1998, information technology modern-
ization will reduce internal processing times and pro-
vide customers and end users with Internet and intranet
access to standardized data from a corporate data base.

In 1997, DoD declassified over 68 million pages, eight
times the number declassified in 1996. Additionally,
multidisciplinary threat, vulnerability, and risk assess-
ments to determine the threat against critical program
information provided the basis for decisions and identi-
fication of appropriate security countermeasures.

C*ISR INTEGRATION AND
INTEROPERABILITY

Achieving information superiority requires improve-
ments in C*ISR integration and interoperability. Devel-
oping an overall C*ISR architecture is the critical

77

element to ensure consistent implementation and effec-
tive employment in all operations.

DoD conducted an extensive C*ISR Mission Assess-
ment to examine how C*ISR should evolve to support
future operations. The study forecast the impact of
CPISR performance on the battlefield, examined C*ISR
interoperability and integration architecture issues, and
defined a C*ISR architecture framework and an invest-
ment strategy. Assessment results will help DoD
balance C*ISR investments and enhance C? system
integration.

The Joint Technical Architecture, which facilitates use
and exchange of information for operational planning
and combat decision making, is DoD’s most important
C4ISR architecture initiative. To facilitate AIS devel-
opment and operation, the Defense Information Infra-
structure (DII) common operating environment pro-
vides an architecture of standards and software.

To integrate C*ISR operational and systems architec-
tures at the command level and below, DoD has expand-
ed the Command Intelligence Architecture Planning
Program. All Unified Commands completed their first
CYISR architectures under this program in FY 1997.
The CYISR Architecture for the Warfighter program
describes current priority C*ISR operations; highlights
shortfalls, deficiencies, and incompatibilities; identifies
relative priorities; and enables management to initiate
corrective action.

The Joint C4ISR Decision Support Center (DSC) pro-
vides analytical support to requirements and acquisition
decision makers. During 1997, the DSC studied preci-
sion engagement architectures, C*ISR impacts on strike
warfare, and space-based versus airborne tactical com-
munications. FY 1998 studies include dissemination of
intelligence sensor information, Moving Target Indica-
tor radar requirements, precision force architecture
analysis, and reengineering the C*ISR interoperability
requirements process.

C4ISR INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY
MANAGEMENT

Subdivision E of the Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996, better
known as the Information Technology Management
Reform Act ITMRA), is the most far-reaching manage-
ment reform legislation enacted during the past several
years for DoD’s C*ISR. Along with the Government
Performance and Results Act, ITMRA changes the
selection and management process for information
technology resources and requires that information
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technology investments provide measurable improve-
ments in mission performance. Information technology
investments must support only those functions that are
consistent with agency missions, and that cannot be per-
formed more effectively and at less cost by the private
sector or another government agency. Programs that
pass these two tests must be reengineered before new
investments are made. DoD has designated a Chief
Information Officer (CIO), established a DoD CIO
Council, published the first information technology
management strategic plan and supporting component
plans, and established ITMRA compliance require-
ments for information technology acquisitions. The
annual report required by Section 5123 of this legisla-
tion is provided as Appendix K.

The Department determines the level of oversight and
approval based on cost and special interest. Presently,
there are 44 major AlSs or special interest initiatives
subject to oversight by the DoD CIO, or Major AIS
Review Council, and 27 major AIS or special interest
initiatives subject to component oversight. A steering
committee chaired by the Deputy Secretary of Defense
is overseeing correction of the Year 2000 problem
throughout the Department.

DEFENSE INFORMATION
INFRASTRUCTURE

The Defense Information Infrastructure is the web of
communications networks, computers, software, data
bases, applications, weapon system interfaces, security,
and other services that meet DoD’s end-to-end informa-
tion transport (telecommunications) and processing
(computer) needs. Defense Information Infrastructure
resources connect DoD mission support, CZ, and intelli-
gence systems and users through voice, data, imagery,
video, and multimedia services. The Defense Informa-
tion Infrastructure is part of the National Information
Infrastructure. The Defense Information Infrastructure
relies upon the National Information Infrastructure
when cost, performance, and security considerations
support that choice.

Telecommunications

The Defense Information System Network (DISN) is
DoD’s worldwide, common-user telecommunications
network that interfaces with customer-owned equip-
ment to deliver secure and non-secure information from
desktop to foxhole. DISN, the communications infra-
structure of the Defense Information Infrastructure,
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supports the Defense Message System (DMS) and Elec-
tronic Commerce/Electronic Data Interchange (EC/
EDI). DISN incorporates surge capacity, robustness,
interoperability with the systems of allied and coalition
forces, end-to-end network management, and assured
service using a mix of military and commercial media.
The Joint Worldwide Intelligence Communications
System, the secure compartmented information compo-
nent of DISN, provides Defense intelligence and other
secure communications capabilities.

DISN has adopted common standards and integrated
disparate DoD networks and services into a common-
user network and is now buying and using services
based on new and emerging technologies to improve
interoperability, reliability, and positive control. Five
major DISN contracts were awarded in 1997—two for
CONUS services, one for services in Hawaii, and two
for global services. These contracts will provide sizable
cost savings following completion of network imple-
mentation in June 1998. Acquisition of DISN services
for the Pacific, Europe, and Southwest Asia theaters is
under way. Non-CONUS initial operating capability
will occur through FY 2000.

The Joint Tactical Information Distribution System
(JTIDS) is a ultra high frequency terminal that uses Link
16 (DoD’s primary tactical data link) to provide secure,
jam-resistant, high-capacity interoperable voice and
data communications for tactical platforms and weapon
systems. The terminal uses an internationally standard-
ized NATO waveform and message format to transmit
tactical information. The third generation Link 16
terminal, the Multifunctional Information Distribution
System-Low Volume Terminal (MIDS-LVT), is an
international cooperative program with France, Italy,
Germany, Spain, and the United Kingdom that will be
JTIDS-interoperable. The first MIDS-LVT terminals
will be delivered in early 1998. These new terminals
will be half the price and weight and one-third the size
of JTIDS terminals, allowing expanded fielding oppor-
tunities at lower cost.

In September 1997, DoD initiated the Joint Tactical
Radio System (JTRS), previously called the Program-
mable Modular Communications System, acquisition
program to develop a single family of radios to replace
many incompatible Service radios. The JTRS family
will have modular configurations that will satisfy all
user requirements from backpacks to strike aircraft and
will span multiple frequency bands and waveforms.
JTRS will be scalable, extendible through technology
insertion, and low cost. The initial family of JTRS
products will respond to the Mission Needs Statement
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validated and approved by the Joint Requirements
Oversight Council.

Value-Added Services

The Defense Message System is a secure, reliable, stan-
dards-based global message system that uses mainline
commercial products. DMS-compliant messaging pro-
vides high assurance interoperability within DoD, the
national intelligence community, NATO/allied part-
ners, and some federal agencies. DMS also provides a
global directory and public key infrastructure that can
be used by other Defense Information Infrastructure
applications. DMS completed initial operational test-
ing in August 1997. Operational testing and rapid
deployment will continue through FY 1998/1999.
DMS will allow the phase-out of the 1960s technology
automatic digital network message switches by FY
2000. Future DMS technology will include trans-
mission of all messages, including those using closed
national systems today.

ITMRA seeks substantial operational improvements
through the use of modern information technology.
Electronic Commerce (EC) has emerged as one of the
dominant functional applications of information
technology. EC uses technologies such as electronic
data interchange (EDI), electronic mail, imaging, fac-
simile transmission, electronic bulletin boards, elec-
tronic catalogs, electronic engineering drawings and
data, electronic funds transfer, bar coding, webs and
electronic navigators, and workflow management sys-
tems. An EC oversight office and an EC Information
Services Office will provide the information services
and infrastructure needed to coordinate EC initiatives,
assure DoD-wide interoperability, and eliminate dupli-
cative efforts.

Information Assurance

Information Assurance (IA) is the component of Infor-
mation Operations that assures DoD’s operational
readiness by providing for the continuous availability
and reliability of the information systems and networks
that comprise the DII. IA protects the DII against
exploitation, degradation, and denial of service, while
providing the means to efficiently reconstitute and
reestablish vital capabilities following an attack. IA is
recognized as a critical component of DoD’s operational
readiness.
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Accordingly, DoD components are actively addressing
the issue by increasing operator and system manager
training; installing firewalls and guards, network intru-
sion detection systems, and encryption hardware and
software; using 24 hour-per-day computer emergency
response teams; identifying critical nodes that support
the Department; and conducting system and network
vulnerability assessments.

Given the shared risk environment created by the
Department’s increasing reliance on global networks,
DoD is restructuring its management of IA, and is creat-
ing an integrated, ITMRA compliant, Defense-wide
Information Assurance Program. This program will
empower DoD and component CIO oversight of the
Department’s IA operations and resources, and will
synchronize Department-wide IA efforts to maximize
return on investment. In doing so, DoD will build and
maintain a DII capable of continuously protecting the
Department’s information and enhancing the opera-
tional effectiveness of U.S. military forces throughout
the world.

Spectrum Accessibility

Assured access to the electromagnetic spectrum is
essential for U.S. strategic and tactical systems to fulfill
their missions. These include communications, intel-
ligence, surveillance, reconnaissance, and weapons
guidance. Government and private sector requirements
and competition for this finite resource are increasing.
DoD continues to review its spectrum requirements to
assess which (if any) spectrum can be shared, and to
identify ways to manage the spectrum more effectively
and efficiently. As spectrum becomes an increasingly
scarce resource, national level processes will need to
place even more emphasis on ensuring emerging private
sector and federal requirements are systematically
addressed. Before additional government spectrum is
reallocated, target bands should be reviewed based on
priority consideration of the cost and operational impact
on military operations, readiness, and national security.

Information Systems

The Defense megacenters provide computing capabili-
ties critical to DoD’s global combat support operations.
The overall annual operating cost of DoD mainframe
processing has been reduced from $1,062 million in
1990 to $505 million in 1996, with a 70 percent person-
nel reduction. The QDR approved further consolidation
of the current 16 Defense megacenters into six sites.
Consolidation and workload optimization will result in
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steady-state annual savings by FY 2003 of $203 mil-
lion. Customers will receive reduced information proc-
essing rates beginning in FY 1999.

DoD continues migration to a suite of standard automated
information systems for combat and combat support
functions, and will eliminate 1,000 legacy systems by FY
2000. Increased compliance with the Joint Technical
Architecture and other technical standards will improve
compatibility, interoperability, and integration. Non-
standard data elements are also being reviewed to
standardize data element identification. Over 15,000
standard data elements have been approved, resulting in
a ten to one reduction in departmental data.
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CONCLUSION

The QDR reaffirmed the general focus and level of
resources that DoD is applying to C*ISR. Major
improvements in capability have occurred during the
last four years, and programs now under way will accel-
erate progress toward achieving information superior-
ity. The Department’s challenge lies in improving the
balance within C*ISR programs, applying advanced
technology to support modernization targets and infor-
mation-enabled operational concepts for Joint Vision
2010, and using information technology to achieve
DoD’s revolution in business affairs.
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Since its adoption in 1973, the Total Force Policy has
guided decisions about how people available to the
Department of Defense—active, Reserve component
(RC), retired military, federal civilian, Service
auxiliaries, and contractors—are structured to protect
the nation’s interests. The integrated capabilities of the
Total Force are essential to successfully implementing
U.S. defense strategy and, indeed, are a prerequisite to
a cost-effective force structure.

A COST-EFFECTIVE AND FLEXIBLE
TOTAL FORCE

Increased Reliance on Reserve Components

A quiet evolution has occurred within the Total Force
since the end of the Cold War. During the Cold War, the
Reserve components were structured to contain and, if
necessary, defeat the Soviet Union and its allies. In the
post-Cold War era, the Reserve components now
comprise a greater percentage of the Total Force and are
essential partners in a wide range of military operations,
from smaller-scale contingencies to major theater wars.

Guard and Reserve forces provide trained units and
individuals to fight in wartime and to support the
complete spectrum of DoD peacetime operations.
Today, Reserve component forces are fully integrated
into all war plans, and no major military operation can
be successful without their participation.

Because of high operating and personnel tempo
demands on the active component (AC), Reserve
components are being called upon more frequently and
for longer periods in peacetime than ever before. Since
this trend is expected to continue, major changes to
doctrine, training, education, and materiel are being
made throughout the Department to ensure the rapid and
seamless deployment of Reserve components.

Requirements for a Seamless Total Force

The Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) concluded
that national leaders must have a wide range of viable
options for promoting and protecting U.S. interests in
peacetime, crisis, and war. The number and variety of
potential military challenges require:
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....amilitary force of sufficient size and capability
to defeat large enemy conventional forces, deter
aggression and coercion, and conduct the full
range of smaller-scale contingencies and shaping
activities, all in the face of asymmetric challenges.
U.S. forces, active and reserve, must be multi-
mission capable, proficient in their core war-
fighting competencies, to include force protection,
and able to transition from peacetime activities and
operations, to enhanced deterrence in crises, to
war.

This force must be fully integrated to be successful in
today’s resource-constrained climate. It must have the
correct mix of capabilities between and within the
Services, and among conventional, nuclear, and special
operations forces. This joint force must also be able to
shift quickly and efficiently from one type of operation
to another.

The capabilities and strengths of each Service, includ-
ing the U.S. Coast Guard, provide the foundation for
planning and executing the National Military Strategy.
These Service resources include a wide variety of capa-
bilities for meeting national objectives. All elements of
the Total Force must be able to work together smoothly.
Success on the battlefield will depend on the operational
and tactical synergy of fully integrated, agile Service
forces. To meet the challenges of the future, the force
also must be capable of evolving new capabilities
through infusion of new technology, doctrine, opera-
tional concepts, training approaches, and organizational
structures. This is particularly needed to enhance the
ability of joint forces to operate in consonance with
other U.S. government agencies, nongovernment
organizations, international organizations, and private
voluntary organizations in a variety of settings.

Balancing the Force

The ability of Reserve components to provide cost-
effective military capability has influenced changes in
the mix of active, Reserve component, and civilian
forces. The Total Force increasingly will depend on the
Reserve components to serve not only in their tradition-
al wartime role, but also to provide a rotational base to
ease operating and personnel tempo for a busy active
component.

Force structure changes recommended by the QDR
were based on a strategy that requires the United States
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to sustain the forces and capabilities needed to meet
demands in the near term while beginning to transform
the force for the future. Modest reductions in end
strength and force structure are planned to achieve this
goal. The enhanced capabilities of new systems and
more efficient support structures will offset reduced end
strength and force structure.

Planned FY 1999 capabilities are shown in Table 12.

IMPROVING FORCE INTEGRATION

Increased reliance on Guard and Reserve forces to meet
critical operational requirements—in peacetime, crisis,
and war—requires a corresponding commitment to
improve the integration of Service forces.

Active/Reserve Component and
Allied Joint Operations

Each Service uses Reserve component forces for a wide
range of missions. For example, Army National Guard
(ARNG) artillery brigades and Marine Corps combat
battalions were used effectively in the Gulf War. Army
National Guard, Army Reserve, and active troops also
combined to form a battalion for peacekeeping efforts
in the Sinai. ARNG support and infantry personnel are
now serving in Macedonia as part of Task Force Able
Sentry, and the total number of Army Reserve compo-
nent members who have served in Bosnia over the
course of operations so far exceeds 17,500. Air Reserve
components provide tankers, transports, and fighters to
support several different missions, including Operation
Deny Flight over Bosnia. Naval and Marine Corps
Reserves also provide air, ground, and sea support.
Most Coast Guard Reservists serve in fully integrated
units, reflecting the Team Coast Guard philosophy.

Since the end of the Cold War, the Army has expanded
its reliance on Reserve component combat forces in
roles beyond that of strategic reserve. RC contributions
to the Sinai peacekeeping battalion and to Task Force
Able Sentry in Macedonia demonstrate that smaller
Reserve combat units can be utilized effectively. The 15
ARNG enhanced Separate Brigades—which the Army
is committed to having ready for combat within 90 days
post-mobilization—are included in the regional com-
mander in chief’s (CINC) war plans for both Korea and
Southwest Asia. The Army is committed to implement-
ing two integrated divisions comprised of both active
and Army National Guard members.
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Service Force Structure End Strengths
Army
(Active/Reserve components) | 10 Divisions / 8 National Guard Divisions
15 enhanced National Guard Separate Brigades
4 Corps Headquarters
2 Armored Cavalry Regiments 480,000 / 565,000
Navy
(Active/Reserve) Aircraft Carriers (11/1)
Air Wings (10/1)
Amphibious Ready Groups (12/0)
Attack Submarines (57/0)
Surface Combatants (106/10) 372,696 / 90,843
Air Force
(Active/Reserve components) | Fighter Wings (12.6/7.6)
Air Defense Squadrons (0/6)
Bombers (186 total) 370,882 / 181,223
Marine Corps
(Active/Reserve) Marine Expeditionary Forces (3/0)
Divisions (3/1)
Wings (3/1)
Force Service Support Groups (3/1) 172,200 / 40,018

National Guard divisions must continue to be prepared
to contribute to several key missions, which include
providing rear-area security in theater; backfilling in
Europe and in ongoing smaller-scale contingency
operations; supporting the rapid deployment of active
units and the mobilization of the enhanced Separate Bri-
gades; and supporting state missions. Under the Army’s
division redesign program, up to 12 of the 42 ARNG
maneuver brigades will be converted to meet shortfalls
in combat support and combat service support units.

Force Integration Policy and Principles

Achieving a seamless Total Force requires command
empbhasis on the principles of Total Force integration, as
set forth in the September 4, 1997, Secretary of Defense
policy memorandum. Progress towards Total Force
integration depends on the ability of all military and
civilian leaders to create an environment that eliminates
residual barriers to integration—structural and cultural.
Integration is defined as the conditions of readiness and
trust needed for the leadership, at all levels, to have
well-justified confidence that Reserve component units
are trained and equipped to serve as an effective part of
the joint and combined force—within whatever time-
lines set up for the unit—in peace and war. To achieve
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joint integration, the following basic principles must be
applied consistently:

®  (learly understood responsibility for and owner-
ship of the Total Force by senior leaders.

® (Clear and mutual understanding of each unit’s mis-
sion—active, Guard, and Reserve—in Service and
joint/combined operations, during peace and war.

*  Commitment to provide the resources needed to
accomplish assigned missions.

® Leadership by senior commanders—active, Guard,

and Reserve—to ensure the readiness of the Total
Force.

INITIATIVES LEADING TO FURTHER
FORCE INTEGRATION

Force Planning

Force planning processes have undergone review and
modification to provide the National Command
Authorities greater flexibility in the use of Reserve
component units and members. The Reserve compo-
nents have been slowly but increasingly accepted within
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DoD force planning organizations. Recent policy
changes, which require that RC capabilities be tied to
war plans and contingency plans across the total spec-
trum of national military requirements, will help further
AC/RC integration.

Accessibility

The Department of Defense is reviewing its policies to
provide for increased accessibility and flexibility in the
use of Reserve component forces. Far from being limit-
ed to ensuring that Reservists are trained and available
for call-up in times of emergency, DoD now asks Reser-
vists to be available to support the full spectrum of mili-
tary activities, including peacetime operations. There-
fore, use of the Reserves today requires balancing the
nation’s ongoing requirements with Reservists’ non-
military career and family demands.

The policy governing the Individual Mobilization
Augmentee program has been revised to increase flexi-
bility in the use of augmentees to support CINC,
Defense Intelligence, and joint support functions.
Training and pay category policies have been rewritten
to provide additional flexibility in the use of training
time and in the scheduling of training which supports
active component missions.

Family Readiness and Support

All Services have made the transition to an integrated
family readiness program, which supports both active
and Reserve component families. (The Coast Guard
also supports both active duty and Reserve members,
and their families, through a common family support
program.) Inter-Service Family Assistance Commit-
tees, automated networks, and professionally prepared
guides and brochures help disseminate information
about family support programs to the force.

Family support plans are now extensively coordinated
at regional, state, or major command levels. Most Ser-
vices use a combination of chain of command, staff
assistance and inspection, mobilization exercises, and
Joint Staff exercise support to evaluate the effectiveness
of family readiness plans and programs. The Reserve
components of the Army and Air Force also use active
component inspections, Operational Readiness Evalua-
tions (exercises and inspections), and Quality Air Force
Assessments to evaluate their family support plans.
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Parity of Benefit

In conjunction with increased use of the RC, the Depart-
ment is examining the compensation and benefits avail-
able for RC members to ensure fairness and parity with
the active force. Primary areas being reviewed are:

® Authorizing Basic Allowance for Quarters for
single RC members.

" Jdentifying when Basic Allowance for Housing
should be authorized for RC members.

" Determining when the continental United States
Cost of Living Allowance should be authorized for
RC members.

®  Assessing the adequacy of the leave accrual policy
for RC members.

® Assessing the adequacy of medical and dental care
for RC members and dependents.

® Applying standards when determining disability
severance pay for RC members.

Training

Reserve components are planning to increase use of
simulation, embedded training, and distance learning
technologies. Through these technologies, the limited
time available to train Selected Reservists—collective-
ly in units and as individuals—can be made more pro-
ductive. Recent reports on Reserve component training
readiness indicate that approximately 20 percent of
members are not qualified in their current assignments.
DoD is pursuing the growing spectrum of distance
learning media, in ways fully interoperable with exist-
ing DoD and government systems, to facilitate
improved training readiness throughout the Depart-
ment.

To foster integration, DoD is developing policies to
emphasize education and experience in joint matters for
Reserve officers not on the active-duty list. Such
policies will, to the extent practicable for the Reserve
components, be similar to the personnel management
and professional military education (PME) policies
established to enable active duty military officers to
function more effectively in a joint environment.

During FY 1997, all joint positions occupied by
Reserve component officers were identified and evalu-
ated for the required level of joint professional military
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education. Approximately 1,100 of 4,400 Reserve offi-
cer positions require education beyond the traditional
Phase 1, intermediate, and senior PME levels. Several
options are being considered, including a shorter ver-
sion of the Armed Forces Staff College course and a
revised National Defense University Reserve Forces
National Security course.

The Joint Reserve Intelligence Program (JRIP)
leverages the talents of intelligence Reservists in direct
support of national intelligence requirements. In 1997,
the JRIP allocated over 34,000 man-days to these
requirements; more are programmed for FY 1998. The
JRIP can enhance individual readiness by providing
intelligence Reservists opportunities to do in training
what they will do upon mobilization or to learn national
intelligence systems and skills by doing real world
intelligence production. These Reservists often bring
unique civilian/military mixes of skills, capabilities,
and contacts that may be particularly useful, but not
otherwise available to the national intelligence
community.

Equipping

Efforts are under way to ensure that Reserve component
units are equipped with modern, compatible equipment
that enables them to perform their missions side-by-side
with active components and coalition partners.

®  During FY 1997, the Services provided $1.4 billion
in new equipment and upgrades. Also, Congress
directly provided $0.8 billion for new equipment,
such as C-130, CH-53, and C-9 replacement air-
craft; P-3 modernization; heavy tactical trucks;
medium and light tactical vehicles; and aircraft sys-
tem modifications and upgrades.

® The primary method of providing more modern
combat equipment to RC units is the redistribution
of major weapons systems which had been used by
active forces. The new purchase value of the used
equipment redistributed to the Reserve forces in FY
1997 was about $6 billion.

Facilities

In 1997, the Reserve components continued to benefit
from several years of base realignment.
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® The Army National Guard established Reserve
enclaves at Fort Pickett, Virginia; Fort Indian Town
Gap, Pennsylvania; and Fort Chaffee, Arkansas.

®  The Army transferred command and control of Fort
Dix, New Jersey; Fort Totten, New York; and CE
Kelly Support Center, Pennsylvania, to the Army
Reserve.

® The Navy completed closure of Naval Air Station
(NAS) South Weymouth, Massachusetts, and
moved its assets to NAS Brunswick, Maine, and
Westover Air Reserve Base and Fort Devens,
Massachusetts. Construction at NAS Fort Worth
Joint Reserve Base, Texas, continues, with
completion and transfer of all scheduled units from
NAS Dallas to NAS Fort Worth by early 1999.

® The Air National Guard is building facilities at Fort
Drum, New York, and Scott Air Force Base (AFB),
Illinois, to accommodate the closures of Griffiss
AFB, New York, and O’Hare International Airport,
Illinois.

The realignments in 1997 enhanced the Reserve and
active components’ ability to accomplish training and
increase mission readiness. In addition, a well-
managed annual construction program has yielded as
many as 123 new facilities to accommodate Reserve
component mission requirements. The Department
seeks to take advantage of economies of scale by com-
bining and co-locating active and reserve component
facilities and operations whenever possible.

CONCLUSION

An integrated Total Force is the key to achieving the
goals of shaping, responding, and preparing for the
challenges and opportunities confronting the nation
today and tomorrow. Using the concepts and principles
of the National Military Strategy, the Concept for
Future Joint Operations (Joint Vision 2010), and the
Total Force Policy, the Department of Defense will
continue the evolution towards a seamlessly integrated,
cost-effective force.
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The U.S. military is the finest in the world because of
the outstanding quality of its service members. Its
highly skilled and motivated force is the result of a
strong and sustained commitment to robust recruiting,
training, compensation, and quality of life programs.

RECRUITING HIGH QUALITY PEOPLE

Each Service must recruit and commission enough
people each year to sustain the force and to ensure
seasoned and capable leaders for the future. Asawhole,
the Department of Defense must annually recruit about
200,000 youth for the active duty armed forces, along
with approximately 150,000 for the Selected Reserve.
Across the Department, recruiting requirements for FY
1998 are slightly lower than those from FY 1997.

Recruits with a high school diploma are especially
valued. Years of research and experience show that
about 80 percent of recruits who hold a high school
diploma will complete their initial three years of
service. Fewer than 50 percent of those who failed to
complete high school will do that. Those holding an
alternative credential, such as the General Educational
Development certificate, fall between those extremes.
Qver the past five years, more than 95 percent of all
active duty recruits have held a high school diploma,
compared to 77 percent of American youth ages 18 to
23.

Aptitude also is important. All recruits take a written
enlistment test called the Armed Forces Qualification
Test (AFQT), which measures math and verbal skills.
Again, research and experience show that those who
score at or above the 50th percentile on the AFQT dem-
onstrate greater achievement in training and job perfor-
mance compared to those below the 50th percentile.
Roughly 70 percent of recent recruits scored above the

50th percentile of a nationally representative sample of
18-23 year olds.

Challenges in a Changing Recruiting
Environment

Since 1975, the Department of Defense annually has
conducted the Youth Attitude Tracking Study (YATS),
a computer-assisted telephone interview of a nationally
representative  sample of 10,000 young men and
women. This survey provides information on the
propensity, attitudes, and motivations of young people
toward military service.
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FY 1997 Quality Indices Accessions? (in thousands)
Percent Above
Component/ | Percent High School | Average Aptitude | FY 1997 | FY 1997 | FY 1998 FY 1999
Service Diploma Graduates AFQT I-IT1A Objectives | Actual | Planned® Planned®
Army 90 68 82.0 82.1 75.0 77.8
Navy 95 66 50.1 50.1 55.6 47.6
Marine Corps 96 65 345 345 338 34.7
Air Force 99 79 30.3 30.3 300 31.2
TOTAL 94 69 196.9 197.0 194.7 191.3
2 Includes prior service accessions. Only Army and Navy recruit to a prior service mission.
b Based on Service Recruiting Production Reports and DoD FY 1999 Budget Estimates.

Enlistment propensity is the percentage of youth who  Results from the 1997 YATS show that, overall, the
state they definitely or probably plan to be serving on  propensity of young men for military service has not
active duty in one of the Services in the next few years.  changed significantly in the last three years. In 1997,26
Research has shown that the expressed intentions of  percent of 16-21 year-old men expressed interest in at
young men and women are strong prédictors of  least one active duty Service, about the same as in 1996
enlistment behavior. (27 percent) and 1995 (28 percent). The propensity of
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16-21 year-old women, however, declined significantly,
from 14 percent in 1996 to 12 percent in 1997. In the
previous S-year period, as career opportunities in the
Services opened to women and more women enlisted,
women’s propensity increased gradually, from 12
percent in 1992 to 14 percent in 1996. The 1997 drop
returned women’s propensity to 1992 levels.

During the early 1990s, enlistment propensity declined
as the Services experienced serious cuts in recruiting
resources. In 1995, 1996, and 1997, recruiting adver-
tising increased, and the 1995 and 1996 YATS results
suggested that the decline in propensity might have sta-
bilized. Nevertheless, in considering enlistment pro-
pensity from 1995 to 1997, there was a downward trend;
this is troubling given the low levels of national unem-
ployment. Thus, recruiting in 1998 will remain chal-
lenging. Continued investment in recruiting and adver-
tising resources is required to assure that the pool of
young men and women interested in the military will be
available to meet Service personnel requirements in the
future. Appendix G contains additional detail on 1997
YATS results by gender and race/ethnicity.

National Service and Recruiting Programs

The Department has looked at the potential impact of
National Service on military recruiting, and believes
that both programs can coexist successfully since the
National Service program is smaller and the value of its
benefits is of lower monetary value than military
enlistment benefits.

Recruiting for the Selected Reserve

With the increased reliance on the Reserve components,
the Department must continue to focus on signing up
high quality prior service and non-prior service recruits.
During recent years, the Department has experienced
considerable success in recruiting for the Reserve
forces. However, the approaching completion of the
active force drawdown will mean fewer members enter-
ing the prior service pool for Selected Reserve member-
ship. This will increase the need for non-prior service
recruiting. To meet this challenge, DoD will require
increased advertising budgets and more non-prior ser-
vice recruiters, especially after the downsizing of the
Reserve component slows and the Department’s per-
sonnel needs increase.

FY 1997 Quality Indices Total Accessions
Non-Prior Service Non-Prior and Prior Service
Percent Above
Component/ Percent High School | Average Aptitude FY 1997 |FY 1997 | FY 1998 | FY 1999
Service Diploma Graduates AFQT I-IIIA Objective® | Actual® | Planned® | Planned®
Army National Guard 83 55 59,262 63,495 56,638 56,911
Army Reserve 94 67 47,935 47,147 47,900 50,450
Naval Reserve N/A® N/AC 16,650 16,801 18,264 18,624
Marine Corps Reserve 97 76 10,578 10,744 10,700 10,600
Air National Guard 96 76 9,996 9,956 8,666 10,325
Air Force Reserve 95 76 9,618 7,254 10,570 8,729
TOTAL 89 63 154,039 155,397 | 153,098 | 155,639
2 Based on Service Component Recruiting Production Reports.
b Based on Service Component Recruiting Production Reports and DoD FY 1999 Budget Estimates.
¢ The Naval Reserve only enlisted prior service recruits in FY 1997.
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TREATING PEOPLE FAIRLY

Pay and Allowances

In order to attract, motivate, and retain quality people,
the armed forces must provide a standard of living for
its members that can compete with the private sector.
The Administration requested and Congress approved
a 2.8 percent pay raise for FY 1998, and the Administra-
tion has pledged support for full current law pay raises
through the end of the decade.

This past year, the Department of Defense implemented
a number of new compensation initiatives providing
significant benefits to a broad range of service mem-
bers. The new initiatives include the Variable Housing
Allowance (VHA) Floor, increased Dislocation Allow-
ance, Basic Allowance for Quarters for E-5s on sea duty
without dependents, round-trip travel to pick-up or drop
off a privately owned vehicle, and government storage
of vehicles when they cannot be shipped or when the
member is deployed in excess of 30 days.

Additionally, the Department proposed a number of
initiatives that were included in the FY 1998 National
Defense Authorization Act. The most significant were
reform of the Housing Allowance and Basic Allowance
for Subsistence (BAS).

Housing allowance reform is the first step in stabilizing,
and then reducing, the percentage of housing costs
absorbed by the individual service member. It will elim-
inate the complicated VHA formulas and cumbersome
survey of service members, and replace them with a
single housing allowance based on commercially pro-
vided housing cost data. This will resultin an allowance
for every pay grade and every location where military
members are assigned. It will help ensure the allow-
ances are sufficient to provide each member with the
ability to obtain housing that meets a minimum adequa-
cy standard. This reform will also decouple housing
allowances from pay raises and get the right amount of
money to the right people, limiting the housing cost bur-
den on service members. Phased in over a multiyear
period, implementation will be cost neutral.

Reform of BAS will correct long-standing pay inequi-
ties between enlisted service members. It will also
delink increases in BAS from pay raises and link
increases in the subsistence allowance to an appropriate
food cost index. The BAS reform efforts, again phased
in over a multiyear period, will result in an increase in
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the level of subsistence allowances for over 400,000
junior enlisted personnel and ensure that the allowance
adequately covers the food costs of enlisted military
members.

Other legislative initiatives in the FY 1998 National
Defense Authorization Act include:

® Increased maximum Aviation Continuation Pay
bonus from $12,000 to $25,000 to retain aviators in
critical shortages and increased Aviation Career
Incentive Pay for aviators with over 14 years of
service.

®  $2,000 overseas tour extension bonus for 12 month
extensions.

®  JIncreased maximum nuclear officer bonus and
special pay to arrest declining retention.

® Increased hazardous duty incentive pay from $110
to $150, and free fall parachute duty pay from $165
per month rate to $225 per month.

% New bonus for dental officers and increased dental
officer incentive pay.

® Family Separation Allowance increased from $75
to $100 a month.

® Authorization for the Department to design and
implement a Deployment Pay to replace Certain
Places Pay.

These initiatives all work to improve the quality of life
of service members and their families, while preserving
high levels of personnel readiness.

Improving Compensation

President Clinton chartered the 8th Quadrennial
Review of Military Compensation (QRMC) in 1995, as
required by Title 37 U.S.C. He directed that this review
look to the future and identify the components of a
military compensation system that will attract, retain,
and motivate the diverse work force of the 21st century.

The 8th QRMC report, completed in 1997, describes
how the Department of Defense and the Services can
organize, manage, and reward their people by aligning
all elements of the human resource management system
to support organizational leaders throughout DoD. This
strategic approach to human resource management will
contribute to the Department’s revolution in business
affairs. The QRMC affords an opportunity for DoD to
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change strategic direction, to make its leaders even
more effective, and to further enhance its overall
organizational performance.

IMPROVING FORCE MANAGEMENT

Promotions

The Services have worked hard to provide reasonably
consistent promotion opportunities in order to meet
requirements, ensure a balanced personnel force struc-
ture, and provide a meaningful opportunity for all ser-
vice members. There is a common misconception that
promotions have been frozen because of the drawdown,
but that is simply not the case. Promotions have
remained generally steady during the drawdown. For
FY 1997, the Services promoted 112,038 soldiers, sail-
ors, airmen, and Marines into the top five enlisted pay
grades (E-5 to E-9). Officer promotion opportunity also
has held steady, generally remaining within 5 percent of
pre-drawdown levels. For the future, the Department
expects promotion opportunity will remain steady.

Force Stability

The Department of Defense is taking steps to return a
sense of stability to the armed forces following the
unavoidable turbulence of the drawdown. Improve-
ments in compensation, housing, and family support are
central to creating this sense of stability. Less quantifi-
able factors also contribute to a stable environment for
service members, including challenging career opportu-
nities, healthy military communities, and the avail-
ability of a military career for those who perform well.

Personnel tempo (PERSTEMPO), the amount of time
service members spend away from their home base, is
an important component of force stability. PERS-
TEMPO has increased as DoD has reduced forces sta-
tioned overseas since the end of the Cold War. While
there are certain units and military specialties which
have been deployed repeatedly, DoD officials believe
the current PERSTEMPO of the force as a whole is sus-
tainable and that overall morale and readiness remain at
acceptable levels. Nevertheless, the Department has
made PERSTEMPO a focus of its quality of life effort
in order to avoid future problems.
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Equal Opportunity

It is the policy of the Department of Defense to provide
an environment for military members and civilian
employees that is free from unlawful discrimination and
sexual harassment. The year 1998, which marked the
50th anniversary of Executive Order 9981 to racially
integrate the armed forces, serves as a milestone to
measured progress. In a June 1997 speech on the status
of race relations in America, President Clinton said:

But the best example of affirmative action is in
our military. Our armed forces are diverse from
top to bottom—perhaps the most integrated
institution in our society and certainly the most
integrated military in the world. And, more
important, no one questions that they are the
best in the world. So much for the argument
that excellence and diversity do not go hand in
hand.

The Secretary of Defense has demonstrated the Depart-
ment’s resolve to employ the talents of America’s
diverse population. He established a Department-wide
goal to increase employment of people with severe dis-
abilities from 1.2 percent to 2.0 percent of the civilian
work force. The Workforce Recruitment Program for
College Students with Disabilities, cosponsored by
DoD and the President’s Committee on Employment of
People with Disabilities, provided a vital pipeline to
help achieve that goal. In the summer of 1997, DoD
employed over 120 students through that program at
activities nationwide. For the summer of 1998, funds
are available to increase the total number of partici-
pants, support management of the program govern-
ment-wide, and purchase adaptive technology and ser-
vices for individuals employed.

The Department has also sharpened its focus on equal
opportunity, sexual harassment, and related human rela-
tions issues. The Secretary took several actions to main-
tain the effectiveness of U.S. military forces with clear
and fair policies. The actions include the appointment
of an independent panel of private citizens to review
gender integrated training and related issues in the Ser-
vices and the convening of a task force to review poli-
cies and practices essential to ensuring respect for the
individual while maintaining good order and discipline.

STATUS OF WOMEN IN THE MILITARY

The Department has continued to progress in the area of
integrating women into units and positions traditionally
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closed to them. The number of women assigned to
combat aviation squadrons and aboard combatant naval
vessels continues to grow. Their presence is also
growing in Army and Marine Corps ground units,
although women are still excluded from serving in units
below brigade with the primary mission of engaging the
enemy in direct combat on the ground.

The proportion of women in the Services continues to
increase, standing at almost 14 percent today. As a
result of the Department’s actions over the past four
years, women are competing equally for assignment in
some 260,000 additional military positions for which
they were previously not allowed to compete. During
1997, the Department achieved several firsts, evidence
that women are performing in positions of greater
responsibility. For example, the Army promoted its
first woman to lieutenant general; the Air Force selected
its first woman fighter pilot for Test Pilot School; and
the Marine Corps pinned wings on its first female
combat pilot.

Today, over 80 percent of the total jobs are open to
women. More than 90 percent of the career fields in the
armed forces can now be filled with the best qualified
and available person, man or woman. This provides
DoD greater flexibility in assigning people to fill
worldwide positions and enhances readiness in today’s
smaller force.

Defense Advisory Committee on Women in the
Services

The Defense Advisory Committee on Women in the
Services (DACOWITS) was established in 1951 to
assist the armed forces in recruiting quality women for
military service. The role of DACOWITS has since
evolved into advising the Secretary of Defense on all
policies relating to the utilization and quality of life of
female service members, as well as general quality of
life issues.

In 1997, the DACOWITS Executive Committee con-
ducted its annual overseas installation trip in the West-
ern Pacific, visiting bases in Alaska, Korea, Japan,
Okinawa, and Guam. Over 2,400 service women and
men provided their views to DACOWITS members on
issues ranging from operating and personnel tempo to
the need for improved gynecological care. Signifi-
cantly, the primary issues raised by service members
were unrelated to gender.
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In 1997, the Committee focused on three significant
issues:

®  The percentages of women in each Service and their

representation in newly opened communities, par-
ticularly women in senior enlisted female leader-
ship roles.

Each Service’s system for responding to alleged
incidents of discrimination and sexual harassment,
including the training provided to military profes-
sionals involved in these systems.

Initiatives and research directed at improving the
quality of health care for women in all Services.

CIVILIAN PERSONNEL

Recruitment and Hiring

Managing the work force humanely and efficiently
continues to be a primary emphasis of the civilian
personnel program. With planned cuts, base closings,
and the recommendations of the Quadrennial Defense
Review, the Department stands to lose nearly 110,000
additional civilian positions by the end of FY 2003.
Nonetheless, regular attrition requires the Department
to hire thousands of workers each year. Therefore, DoD
remains committed to recruiting and retaining a
well-trained and diverse work force ready to meet the
challenges of the next century.

To help fulfill the Administration’s pledge to end tradi-
tional welfare, DoD also implemented a welfare-to-
work program in June 1997. DoD’s components and
nonappropriated fund activities have already hired more
than 360 former welfare recipients for positions ranging
from child development project assistant to cashier to
electrician. The program involves special partnerships
with private industry concerns, state agencies, local
welfare offices, high schools, and nonprofit organiza-
tions across the country. These collaborations variously
involve recruitment, training, mentoring, and other sup-
port to help ensure a successful transition.

Civilian Downsizing and Transition Assistance

The Department continues to use innovative personnel
and incentive programs to ease the transition for
employees affected by downsizing. These programs
have allowed the Department to eliminate 329,000
civilian positions since the end of FY 1989 with mini-
mum work force turbulence. DoD has experienced
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eight consecutive years of downsizing while maintain-
ing an involuntary separation rate of less than 10 per-
cent.

Since 1993, incentive offerings have helped prevent the
need for 105,000 layoffs. During that same time, the
Department’s Priority Placement Program has enabled
DoD to reabsorb approximately 37,000 other employ-
ees who lost their positions. With the use of the Volun-
tary Early Retirement Authority, the Department saved
46,000 employees from involuntary separation, change
to lower grade, or directed transfer outside their com-
muting area. The Defense Outplacement Referral Sys-
tem also helped locate new jobs for nearly 2,000
employees with other private and public sector employ-
ers.

Civilian Training, Education, and Development

STREAMLINING MANAGEMENT OF OFFICE

OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE-SPONSORED
HIGHER EDUCATION ORGANIZATION AND
PROGRAMS

In conjunction with the Quadrennial Defense Review,
DoD has undertaken an analysis of educational and pro-
fessional development programs sponsored by the
Office of the Secretary of Defense, including the
defense agencies and field activities, to find alternatives
for streamlining and strengthening program manage-
ment. Development of the civilian work force is receiv-
ing increased attention as downsizing expands the per-
formance requirements of continuing employees and
DoD seeks to avoid skills imbalances.

DEVELOPING LEADERSHIP

The Defense Leadership and Management Program
(DLAMP) is a systematic, Department-wide program
of joint civilian education and development. Imple-
menting recommendations of the Commission on Roles
and Missions of the Armed Forces, DLAMP provides
the framework for developing future civilian leaders
with a DoD-wide capability. It also fosters an environ-
ment that nurtures a shared understanding and sense of
mission among civilian employees and military person-
nel. Inaugurated in 1997, DLAMP incorporates gradu-
ate education, rotational assignments, and professional
military education to prepare civilians for key leader-
ship positions.
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Defense Partnership Council

Labor-management partnership has taken hold through-
out DoD. The National Partnership Council’s October
1996 Report to the President on Progress on Labor-
Management Relations showed that 61 percent of DoD
employees represented by unions are covered by part-
nership arrangements.

Through FY 1997, the Defense Partnership Council has
advanced this mandate by including its labor partners in
discussions on issues that are key to the future of DoD
and its civilian work force. For example, DoD’s labor
partners have been included in briefings of the Quadren-
nial Defense Review and Defense Reform Task Force.
The latter actively sought information and ideas from
representatives of unions and employee associations.

Through its active labor-management cooperation
training and facilitation programs, DoD directly
assisted approximately 70 installation-level partner-
ships during 1997. DoD is recognized as the leader in
the federal sector for this effort.

Improving Personnel Management

CIVILIAN PERSONNEL REGIONALIZATION
AND SYSTEMS MODERNIZATION

The Department’s efforts to regionalize civilian person-
nel services and deploy a modern information manage-
ment system are well under way. By the end of FY
1997, the ratio of personnel specialists to employees
served had improved steadily from a 1:61 baseline to
nearly 1:72. The ratio will continue to improve as the
modern system is deployed and regionalization is com-
pleted.

Regionalization capitalizes on economies of scale by
consolidating processing operations and program man-
agement into 23 regional service centers. Operations
providing face-to-face service will remain at over 300
support units at DoD installations worldwide. Through
the end of FY 1997, the military departments and
defense agencies had established 17 regional service
centers and almost 50 percent of the planned customer
support units. The remaining regional service centers
will be established by early FY 1999.

CIVILIAN PERSONNEL MANUAL REVISION

An ongoing revision of the Civilian Personnel Manual
will further streamline the civilian personnel system.
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Already 23 of the 52 subchapters have been updated and
published. The balance will be completed in FY 1998.
Overall, this effort will standardize core policies while
eliminating over half of the existing regulations.

Improving Efficiency and Effectiveness

FIELD ADVISORY SERVICES

In 1997, the National Performance Review selected the
Field Advisory Service Division of the Defense Human
Resources Field Activity to receive Vice President
Gore’s Hammer Award for its continuing excellent ser-
vice. The Field Advisory Service Division is the
Department’s principal source of guidance in the areas
of benefits and entitlements, pay and compensation, job
classification, and labor relations. The organization
continues its outstanding support to the DoD personnel
community by responding to 93 percent of inquires
within one work day and 98 percent within three work
days.

INJURY COMPENSATION

The Department has consolidated its injury compensa-
tion and unemployment compensation programs, pro-
viding an effective and efficient way to manage both
programs. Initiatives include proactive claims process-
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ing and verification procedures, use of liaison personnel
co-located with Department of Labor district offices,
and a comprehensive automated data tracking system.
Use of the liaison personnel and installation and compo-
nent access to the data tracking system have directly
contributed to a decrease in the Department’s injury
compensation costs for three consecutive fiscal years,
culminating in an $11 million (1.97 percent) decrease
for 1997. This combined program has also been
selected to receive a Hammer Award.

FAMILY FRIENDLY WORKPLACE INITIATIVES

The Department continues to be an important partici-
pant in developing a telecommuting test program for
federal employees. More than 160 employees currently
use General Services Administration telecommuting
centers.

CONCLUSION

A country’s national security is only as strong as the
people who stand watch over it. The men and women
of the U.S. armed forces demonstrate their courage and
excellence every day, protecting the lives and interests
of the American people. In turn, the nation must
continue to provide its military personnel with the finest
possible training, support, and quality of life.
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The United States plays a unique and important role
among nations. The diverse demands of today’s inter-
national security environment mean that the United
States continues to require the best trained, best
equipped, and best prepared military forces, capable of
performing a wide range of missions effectively.
Recruiting, training, retaining, equipping, and provid-
ing for these forces is an ambitious undertaking and the
number one priority of the Department of Defense. The
Department’s challenge is to maintain the appropriate
balance between the competing priorities of moderniza-
tion, ongoing mission responsibilities, and current
readiness. Thus, readiness is Government Performance
and Results Act Corporate-Level Goal 5.

AMERICA’S FORCE IS READY

Overall, the Department’s first-to-fight units continue
to remain at high levels of readiness, while the readiness
of later deploying units remains within historical
norms. All major combat and key support forces are
ready to respond effectively, and the Department is pur-
suing a number of initiatives to ensure their continned
readiness. DoD routinely assesses the readiness of its
forces to respond to a variety of scenarios, ranging from
major theater war through the full range of smaller-scale
contingencies to selected asymmetrical threats.

While the overall readiness of forces is good, the
Department is closely watching a few areas of concern.
These concerns include issues such as personnel tempo
(PERSTEMPO) and pilot retention. Managing the load
on people, known as the PERSTEMPO level, is critical
to maintaining a ready force. As General Hugh Shelton,
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, stated in his
confirmation hearing, “Foremost is a conviction that
people are more important than hardware.” Military
members are currently shouldering a large deployment
schedule. DoD’s ongoing operations involve about
35,000-40,000 people at any time. With a force of
nearly a million and a half active duty personnel, and
nearly a million Reservists, this is a load the Department
can meet. But the burden is not always spread evenly.
Certain military skills or specialized units may be called
on to deploy more often than others. DoD’s new Global
Military Force Policy is one of the initiatives
undertaken to improve the way the load on people is
regulated.

DoD faces another problem in pilot retention. Increased
airline hiring, coupled with the earlier force drawdown,
has raised concerns about maintaining a robust pool of
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qualified pilots for the future. All Services are
aggressively managing this situation, with initiatives
including reduced pilot deployment tempo, improved
quality of life, and increased aviation compensation.

NATIONAL SECURITY STRATEGY
AND READINESS

America’s leadership in world affairs relies on ready
military forces. Because U.S. forces are organized and
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.

Shaping the International Environment

The U.S. military plays an essential role in building
coalitions and shaping the international environment in
ways that protect and promote U. S. interests. On a
day-to-day basis U.S. defense efforts help to:

®  Promote regional stability.

®  Prevent or reduce conflict and threats.

® Deter aggression and coercion.

Responding to the Full Spectrum of Crises

Despite best efforts to shape the international security
environment, the U.S. military will, at times, be called
upon to respond to crises in order to protect U.S.
interests, demonstrate U.S. resolve, and reaffirm the
role of the United States as a global leader.

Therefore, U.S. forces must also be able to execute the
full spectrum of military operations. These include:

= Deterring an adversary’s aggression or coercion in

Crisis.
Conducting concurrent smaller-scale contingency
operations.

®  Fighting and winning major theater wars.

Forces must meet standards in terms of the:

®» Time it takes to mobilize, train, and deploy to a

theater of operations, and engage.
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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 U.S. forces ready to fight requires an appropri-
ate force structure, modernized equipment, adequate
maintenance, training and logistics support, and the
requisite trained and motivated personnel. A deficiency
in any of these elements can hurt readiness, inhibiting
force deployment. In managing readiness, the Depart-
ment strives to maintain a balance among these crucial
elements to ensure that forces arrive on time and fuily
capable to meet mission demands. All units are
expected to meet their readiness goals.

Preparing Now for an Uncertain Future

As the United States moves into the next century, it is
imperative it maintain the military superiority essential
to global leadership. To be able to respond effectively
in the future, DoD must strive for information superior-
ity and technological innovations.

READINESS CHALLENGES

It takes resources and time to develop and sustain ready
forces. Readiness is a cumulative process, the result of
many years of care and attention. It takes 20 years to
develop senior military leaders, five to ten years to
develop and field technologically superior equipment,
and one to two years to develop a sustainment program
to provide trained and ready units. Meeting DoD readi-
ness goals in today’s dynamic political, fiscal, and oper-
ating environment presents a daily challenge. A decline
in resources and adequately educated and trained people
will lengthen the amount of time it takes to rebuild
readiness. Through its efforts to ensure a highly capable
force, DoD has encountered tough challenges to readi-
ness. Those challenges fall into four key areas: attract-
ing and retaining quality people, training the forces,
keeping equipment ready, and ensuring ready forces.

CHALLENGE: ATTRACTING AND
RETAINING QUALITY PEOPLE

Managing Time Away From Home

One of the top challenges to readiness is managing the
various demands placed on the forces, while ensuring
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they remain trained and ready. The time service mem-
bers spend away from home station, PERSTEMPO,

places stress on both the individuals and their families.

Similarly, excessive PERSTEMPO by some personnel

may shift an extra workload to those who remain at the
home station. Deployments are a part of military ser-
vice. Yet, it is necessary to balance the needs of the
Service for training, exercises, and peacetime opera-
tions with the needs of the soldiers, sailors, airmen, and
Marines for a stable and predictable tempo level. Tothat
end, DoD has taken the following steps to better manage

and monitor the peacetime tempo of the force:

Each Service is addressing its specific PERS-
TEMPO concerns:

=8 The Army limits the number of deployed days
in a single deployment to 179. The Army Chief
of Staff will consider extensions on a case-by-
case basis. However, the goal is no more than
120 days per year.

The Navy manages PERSTEMPO through its
deployment cycle. This consists of a maximum
deployed length of six months, with a mini-
mum turnaround time between deployments
equal to twice the length of the deployment.

The Marine Corps has established the goal of a
deployed length of six months and seeks a time
between deployments equal to twice the length
of the deployment.

The Air Force has limited the number of
deployed days in a single deployment to 179
and has established a goal of military members
being away from home station no more than
120 days per year.

The Global Military Force Policy establishes a pro-
tocol to help manage the PERSTEMPO 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 high number
of regional commander in chief (CINC) missions
led to excessive deployment of some HD/LD units
to such a degree that unit members in some cases
were not able to keep current in unit training. The
Global Military Force Policy establishes deploy-
ment thresholds for these units. The Secretary of
Defense is the approving authority for deployments
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exceeding the threshold. The policy encourages
maintaining required levels of unit training and
optimal use of the units across all CINC missions,
while discouraging overuse of selected units.

" The Department is developing a centralized reposi-
tory for PERSTEMPO data. When fully opera-
tional, DoD will be able to monitor deployment
demands placed on service members and will
ensure visibility by senior leaders into the burdens
placed upon the men and women in uniform.

The Department also is exploring whether additional
initiatives are needed to regulate excessive PERS-
TEMPO.

Pilot Retention and Recruitment

Another emerging readiness issue is pilot retention.
Early indications are that the Department will be unable
to retain the optimal number of pilots due to airline hir-
ing and PERSTEMPO concerns. While no immediate
readiness impacts are forecast, these critical personnel
assets need to be managed carefully since a capable and
combat ready pilot takes years to develop. The Depart-
ment is taking this issue very seriously. The military
departments have initiatives planned to mitigate the
potential shortfall. Plans include enhancing compensa-
tion packages and reducing PERSTEMPO to improve
quality of life.

CHALLENGE: TRAINING THE FORCES

The Department’s training objective is to ensure that
US. forces have the highest quality education and
training, tailored to needs, delivered whenever and
wherever it is required. The challenge is for DoD to
modernize its training policies and processes to ensure
that forces are continually ready to meet the challenges
of today’s dynamic global strategic environment.

Service Unit Training

Service unit training is a key building block to Service
readiness. Normally, unit training is scheduled
periodically so that all individuals may complete their
Service mission essential task list training and thus
maintain the unit’s required readiness. The military
departments continue to pursue vigorous unit training
programs. The Ai