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ACQUISITION

July 15, 1988

TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE:

Enclosed are the results of our examination of the problems facing the United
States defense manufacturing base. Our objective was to identify the actions necessary to pre-
pare the Department better to deal with the dynamics of manufacturing worldwide. The rec-
ommendations we are already putting into action center around six major thrusts: forging the
right relations with industry; improving the acquisition system; establishing defense industrial
strategic plans that support our military strategic plans; developing manufacturing capabili-
ties concurrent with development of weapon systems; laying the foundation now for the tech-
nical skill base required for tomorrow’s defense needs; and ensuring that industrial base
issues important to our defense benefit from the full spectrum of potential policy remedies,
when appropriate.

An underlying message of this project, which is based on extensive advice from
industry, academia, and other Government agencies, is that cooperation is an essential foun-
dation to meeting and sustaining defense goals. Our cooperation with industry, with our allies,
with other agencies, and with the Congress is imperative if we are to meet ever more sophisti-
cated requirements with relatively fewer resources. Through this project, we are taking the
first steps toward such cooperative relationships. Achieving these relationships, however, is
requiring a culture change throughout the Department. Our challenge, as you have stated on
many occasions, is to maintain serious and consistent efforts toward this goal. I am committed,
as I know you are, to make this contribution.

Attention on the defense industrial base has focused on its problems, many of
which have been characterized as insurmountable. While we certainly would not claim to have
proposed solutions to all these problems, this project has shown, once again, that the nation is
willing to assist the Department. We were most fortunate to have the assistance of a talented
and dedicated staff, as well as hundreds of individuals, from Nobel laureates and chief execu-
tive officers to production line engineers, who generously gave of their time and ideas. The
nation’s great untapped resources of commitment and ingenuity are our best promise that the
security of future generations can be assured.
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Bolstering Defense Industrial Competitiveness

than 300 Government policymakers, industry leaders, academicians, and representatives of
professional societies and industry associations.

Our study, which addresses old issues from a new perspective, was designed to
reach a broad consensus on Department of Defense actions that would make a difference in
supporting combat operations. We did not attempt to identify industries in need of Govern-
ment assistance nor to prescribe formulae for their resurrection. Nor did we elaborate any
cookbook solutions; but rather we attempted to demonstrate that there is a role for the De-
partment of Defense, and there are processes for defining, by industrial segment, what might
be done.

The project itself is an example of the Department’s efforts to forge the right
relations with industry and to explore how we can bolster industrial competitiveness to benefit
the Department of Defense and to ensure America’s pre-eminence in tomorrow’s world
economy.

iv Foreword
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SUMMARY

The defense industrial base generally comprises the same manufacturers that
produce goods for the general public. Few industries rely primarily or completely on the De-
partment of Defense as their principal market. However, the Department depends on virtu-
ally every sector of the manufacturing base for materiel. Ninety-five percent of the
manufactured goods purchased by the Department of Defense come from a broad spectrum
of 215 industries. In 1985 the Department spent almost $165 billion within these industries.
This represented 4.1 percent of America’s total gross national product and 21 per cent of the
manufacturing gross national product. However, while the Department of Defense is a major
purchaser of manufactured goods, we recognize that in many important sectors, such as elec-
tronics, we purchase only a small portion of total output. Even so, our market share (even in
the electronics industry) can provide us with substantial leverage if properly managed.

In addition to meeting requirements for the production of today’s weapon sys-
tems, the Department’s investment in the industrial base must encourage the research and
development for advanced technologies that are key to the next generation of weapon sys-
tems. These include technologies such as infrared focal plane arrays, microwave devices, ad-
vanced sensors, exotic alloys requiring powdered metallurgy technology, high temperature
ceramic composites, and high temperature superconductors. Additionally, advanced
manufacturing strategies, such as flexible computer-integrated manufacturing, must be de-
veloped for and integrated into the entire industrial base.

Asanation and as a continent, we no longer are totally self-sufficient in all essen-
tial materials or industries required to maintain a strong national defense. Consequently, we
must identify requirements carefully and assess them against our industrial base capabilities.
We must develop strategies that enable us to meet security needs with available resources.
For those essential products the United States does not manufacture, we must rely on offshore
sources or stockpiles. We can, however, offer incentives to establish domestic manufacturing
industries for these products.

Clearly, the Department of Defense cannot provide massive financial assistance
for every American industry characterized by a lack of international competitiveness, nor can
we effectively provide incentives for every manufacturing industry critical to our defense. The
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issue of competitiveness is one that requires continuing creativity and innovation within the
private sector. There are numerous factors that industries themselves must come to grips with
if they are to remain competitive in the international market place. There are also national
issues, such as our tax code and antitrust laws, that warrant our attention. Our education sys-
tem has been cited as providing a less than adequate technically trained labor force for the
future. To the extent that these and other national issues affect the industrial base, the Depart-
ment of Defense intends to stimulate, when warranted, appropriate activities throughout the
Government to address them.

Within the Department of Defense acquisition process we have identified sev-
eral areas that are impediments to efficient defense production. Frequent policy changes,
emerging technologies, changing military requirements, the defense budgeting process, and
program and budget instability make long-term planning difficult. Typically, small volume
purchases and program stretch—outs contribute to an environment in which defense contrac-
tors have little incentive to make long-term investments in facilities with advanced capabili-
ties that could yield higher quality and more competitive products.

Commercial market rewards for performance are lacking in the defense market.
Unit cost reductions, quality improvement, shortened delivery times, etc., neither stimulate
demand for additional units nor provide greater market share; nor do unit cost reductions
result in increased profit. Emphasis on lowest bid cost may result in inadequate attention to
life cycle costs, quality, and past performance.

The Department of Defense reliance upon detailed product and process specifi-
cations can be counterproductive. Outdated specifications frequently reduce innovation, in-
hibit improvements, and result in excessive administrative processes required to implement,
monitor, waive, or modify specifications. Procurement processes focus mainly on prime con-
tractors, even though materials and components purchased by prime contractors from lower-
tier industries represent 50 to 85 percent of our total expenditures. Historically, the
Department has had limited direct influence on the performance of subtier contractors be-
cause of considerable administrative difficulty in passing performance incentives through
prime contractors to multiple levels of subcontractors and suppliers.

Finally, layers of bureaucracy and somewhat cumbersome contract administra-
tion processes add to the costs of doing business with the Department of Defense.
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Government emphasis on oversight activities can lead business managers to focus more on
meeting inspection requirements than on improving quality and productivity.

This Department of Defense report is designed to provide both a strategy and
specific initiatives to address this concern. Integral to this strategy is a recognition that the
Department’s influence is, at the same time, significant and limited. The strategy suggests ex-
ploiting the Department’s leadership and leverage potential to strengthen the industrial base,
but not to the exclusion of other Departmental priorities such as a well equipped force struc-
ture. On the other hand, it is neither possible nor desirable for the Department to solve all the
ills of the commercial manufacturing sector.

The cornerstone of this effort is cooperation with domestic industry and our al-
lies. The United States could not build fortress America, even if this were a desirable objec-
tive. Nor can the Department of Defense reverse worldwide economic trends, such as the
internationalization of manufacturing. To maximize domestic industry’s potential, coopera-
tive relationships must flourish among the Department of Defense, large corporations, and
the lower-tier manufacturing industries that are the foundation of our industrial base.

Embedded in this action plan are six strategic thrusts: (1) forging the right rela-
tions with industry; (2) improving the acquisition system; (3) establishing defense industrial
strategic plans that support our military strategic plans; (4) developing manufacturing
capabilities concurrent with the development of weapon systems; (5) laying the foundation
now for the technical skill base required for tomorrow’s defense needs ; and (6) ensuring that
industrial base issues important to our defense benefit from the full spectrum of potential
policy remedies, when appropriate. These recommendations were framed to address the fun-
damental causes of our industrial competitiveness problems, but we did not attempt to ad-
dress all the symptoms. The recommendations reflect the complex and long-term nature of
the problem and the need for the Department of Defense to establish the institutional mecha-
nisms for a consistent and sustained approach in developing solutions.

We are working also on the shorter term solutions. Based on the findings and
recommendations in this report, which were developed over the past year, we already have
taken three broad, positive actions to affect our acquisition management process and to in-
crease the Department’s emphasis on production and manufacturing.
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Considerable progress already has been made on the first of these, the newly es-
tablished Defense Manufacturing Board. The Defense Manufacturin g Boardis modeled after
the highly successful Defense Science Board. This organization is managed internally by the
Department, with Board members appointed from industry, labor, and academia. It has the
capability to analyze manufacturing issues salient to the Department and to explore manufac-
turing problems in classified programs. The Board is an advisory body, responsible to the Un-
der Secretary of Defense (Acquisition), for policies on research, development and acquisition
as they pertain to improving quality and manufacturing effectivenessin prime and subtier sup-
pliers.

Secondly, the Manufacturing Strategy Committee is being established by the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences to provide a parallel non-defense counterpart organization to the
Defense Manufacturing Board. The members of this body will come largely from non-de-
fense manufacturing companies and will provide the Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisi-
tion) policy advice on long-range manufacturing issues from much broader international and
domestic perspectives.

Finally, the Department is establishing a Production Base Advocate as the focal
point for manufacturing systems issues. Issues will range from the integration of manufactur-
ing considerations into research and development and engineering policy, to the exploitation
of innovative production and acquisition concepts in pilot programs. Industry repeatedly has
expressed frustration with the Department’s lack of responsiveness to suggestions for im-
provement. The Production Base Advocate now will provide industry with one focal point
responsible for evaluating and acting upon industry’s suggestions or complaints. The Produc-
tion Base Advocate will have authority to experiment with new ideas and to suggest policy
changes arising from such experiments. The office of the Production Base Advocate will be
more than a coordinating office; it will be a center for innovation.

Perhaps the greatest challenge lies in developing innovative solutions to indus-
trial base shortfalls. With the likelihood of little or no growth in defense budgets, increased
funding on a broad front is not a practical approach to bolstering industrial competitiveness.
Keys to finding innovative solutions include cooperating with industry and foreign nations;
exploiting the Department’s leadership role; stimulating private-sector initiatives in lieu of
Government-dominated solutions; creating an attractive environment to enable private
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sector ingenuity to flourish; and developing within the Department better means for anticipat-
ing problems and responding in a timely fashion.

The research for this report has provided a baseline for establishing means to
evaluate criteria to define and prioritize the criticality of domestic products or capabilities. In
assessing industrial base capability, traditional as well as global industrial resources available
to the Department must be explored. Rather than create new data bases, the Department will
develop the means quickly to access available data. Two existing Department of Defense in-
itiatives in this field are the Defense Industrial Network and Project SOCRATES. The De-
fense Industrial Network monitors the capabilities of subtier and basic industries essential to
defense production, drawing upon a large number of existing data bases. Project SOCRATES
examines technology availability on a global basis. An evaluation is underway to consider the
feasibility of consolidating both systems, combining their domestic industrial and global tech-
nology information into one comprehensive system. The Department also is exploring the
possibility of utilizing the U.S. Census Bureau as a primary data collection source. These in-
itiatives will minimize duplication, foster consistency, and provide currently unavailable es-
sential data for comprehensive defense industrial analysis.

Many studies have been performed and much has been written about the defi-
ciencies in the United States educational system. These shortcomings allegedly contribute to
American manufacturers’ lack of competitiveness. Focusing on manufacturing, there are in-
adequacies in our educational system that should be addressed. Regrettably, American indus-
try has aggravated the problem by failing to emphasize manufacturing. There are numerous
activities the Department of Defense will pursue that can make a positive contribution to en-
hance our individual and corporate manufacturing expertise.

We will tap the substantial education and training resources of the Department
by concentrating our resources on building manufacturing management and systems exper-
tise. We can have a significant impact on the current and the next generation of technically
trained people. For example, the Military Departments sponsor large numbers of training
courses and educational programs for both military and civilian personnel of the Department
of Defense. We intend to request the Secretaries of the Military Departments to review their
existing education and training programs and provide recommendations on utilizing educa-
tion and training resources to improve the understanding and management of manufacturing
functions.
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The Department of Defense will encourage building university expertise in
manufacturing by combining a scholarship program in manufacturing with industry and
university efforts to build regional knowledge centers. As envisioned, the Department might
offer scholarships at universities willing to build world class manufacturing management and
technology programs. The schools would be selected based upon a commitment to maintain
leading edge university expertise; industry support for endowing faculty positions to enable
the world’s best manufacturing managers te teach future generations; a commitment from
industry to establish hiring programs to assure that the finest career opportunities are af-
forded to the new generation manufacturing manager; and a state and university commitment
for faculty and curriculum development to stay on the leading edge of technological progress.
This program should have a minimum commitment of five years from the Department of De-
fense, but must be matched by industry and participating universities.

Our security, while the explicit responsibility of the Department of Defense, is
the implicit responsibility of the entire Federal Government and all the citizens of this nation.
The Department has a mandate to ensure the existence of a viable industrial sector to meet
defense requirements, both for leading edge technology and production capacity. But, this
responsibility does not end with the resources of the Department of Defense. It is incumbent
upon the Department to explore all potential solutions. Stated simply, the Department of
Defense intends to seek the assistance of other Federal agencies to bolster industrial competi-
tiveness when it impacts our security.

From now on, the Department regularly will seek the advice and assistance of the
domestic and economic policymaking organizations of the Executive Branch to find the most
cost effective solutions to defense industrial base deficiencies identified by the Department.
Indeed, requests for advice and assistance were initiated during the extensive consultations
with other departments and agencies which occurred in the effort leading to this report.

Preliminary discussions further exploring this approach have been held with both
the Treasury Department and the Cabinet level Economic Policy Council. Both organizations
support this concept and believe that more effective approaches utilizing broader policy per-
spectives should be implemented. This approach potentially could bring to bear the full
weight of tax, trade, antitrust and other Government policies in supporting the security mis-
sions of this Department.
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Brief synopses of the recommendations, together with comments on their cur-
rent status, are presented in the remainder of this summary.

SYNOPSIS OF RECOMMENDATIONS
AND PROGRESS

° Forging the Right Relations With Industry: Establish a Defense
Manufacturing Board (similar to the Defense Science Board) and
a Manufacturing Advisory Council (sponsored by an objective third
party) to address defense manufacturing issues and problems. The
Defense Manufacturing Board has been established and the
National Academy of Sciences is forming the Defense Manu-
facturing Strategy Committee.

¥ Strategic Planning Task Force: Establish a task force to determine
the best means to provide industrial support for military opera-
tional plans and determine which ones should be supported by in-
dustrial strategic planning. Once convened, it will report to the
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Production Base and In-
ternational Technology).

© Production Base Advocate: Establish an organizational focal point
to receive, evaluate, and test innovative ideas to improve Depart-
ment of Defense manufacturing programs. The Production Base
Advocate’s office will be established as the Office of the Dep-
uty Under Secretary of Defense (Production Base and Interna-
tional Technology).

° Analytic Capability to Develop Defense Perspectives: Establish
permanent, institutional mechanisms to acquire, analyze, and as-
sess manufacturing and technology data. The Defense Industrial
Network (which provides manufacturing data) and Project
SOCRATES (which provides technology data) will be merged
into a natural language, expert system within one organization,
the Defense Industrial Base Information Admuinistration,
which will report to the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense
(Production Base and International Technologyr;’.

° Foreign Dependencies: Develop and implement systems to provide
visibility of critical foreign-sourced items in or proposed to be in
new weapon systems, prior to the demonstration/validation deci-
sion milestone during the acquisition decision-making process.
The Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Production Base and
International Technology) will be responsible for assessing
foreign dependencies within the appropriate Defense Acquisi-
tion Board committees and for reporting the findings to the
full Defense Acquisition Board.
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Factory Modernization Investments: Determine the appropriate
incentives for productivity enhancing investment by defense con-
tractors and create an environment more conducive to the
successful administration of the Industrial Modernization
Incentives Program. This is the first of several recommenda-
tions that will be submitted to the Defense Manufacturing
Board and/or the Defense Manufacturing Strategy Committee
so a methodology can be developed to achieve this objective.

Program Stability: Achieve greater stability in major acquisition
programs through the use of two—year budget cycles, multi-year
contracts, and a more realistic (achievable) five-year program.
This task will be further explored by the Defense Manufactur-
ing Board and/or the Defense Manufacturing Strategy Com-
mittee.

Life Cycle Costs: Raise the priority of using life cycle costs as a ba-
sic evaluation technique in acquisition programs. This has been
implemented in the Defense Acquisition Board. The life cycle
cost of a weapon system is now considered at every Defense
Acquisition Board decision milestone and during the plan-
ning, programming and budgeting system process.

Quality Control: Develop an effective “quality first” program. The
Department has underway its Total Quality Management pro-
gram with the objective of reducing weapon systems’ costs
while improving their quality in the field.

Commercial Specifications and Processes: Increase the use of com-
mercial manufacturing process and product specifications in lieu
of unique military specifications. The Department’s Defense
Standardization Study Team recently concluded its activities
and made twelve recommendations we are imtplementing, in-
cluding: eliminating military specifications for commercial
products, using multiple award schedules, reviewing all gov-
ernment specifications, converting specifications to /iving
documents, and automating data bases. Additionally, the De-
fense Manufacturing Board and/or the Defense Manufactur-
ing Strategy Committee will address how integrated
manufacturing of commercial and military products can be
achieved.

Emphasis on Process Technology: Provide greater emphasis on the
development and application of process technologies. The Defense
Advanced Research Projects Agency has established the De-
fense Manufacturing Oﬂ!ice to administer the Defense Manu-
facturing Initiative for developing manufacturing process
technology that will help assure the Department of a domestic
supply of affordable electronic, computer, and software com-
ponents for rapid insertion into weapon systems.

xii
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Technological Skill Base/Incentives for Technical Education |Edu-
cational Facilities/| Education and Training: Increase the numbers
of technically trained college graduates, doing it partially through
scholarship programs sponsored by the Department of Defense;
provide seed money for better educational facilities; and enhance
education and training. The Deputy Under Secretary of De-
fense (Production Base and International Technology) will
convene a task force from academia, industry, and Govern-
ment to recommend Departmental courses of action.

Production Base Impact Assessment: Establish a substantial ana-
Iytic capability within the Legislative Branch dedicated exclusively
to objective analysis of the impact of existing and proposed legisla-
tion on the United States manufacturing base and its ability to
compete internationally.

Coherent Tax Policies/Coherent Trade and Domestic Policies: The
appropriate agencies conduct a comprehensive analysis of tax,
trade, and domestic policies specifically focused on enhancing the
international competitiveness of American manufacturing indus-
tries.

Private Sector Issues: Identify and eliminate Government barriers
to management motivation to achieve manufacturing excellence
and competitiveness. To this end, the Department has increased
progress payments, restricted the use of fixed price research
and development contracts, and has more clearly defined the
role of the program manager vis-a-vis contracting officers and
auditors.

Summary
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identified in the report of the President’s Commission on Industrial Competitiveness and in a
great many recent private-sector examinations of the problem.

In this section, causes of the competitiveness problem are grouped into three
major categories. The first category addresses management issues. These are particularly sen-
sitive for Government to address without unacceptable intrusions into the private sector. Nev-
ertheless, management is an issue that must be addressed in a continuing public forum on the
future economic well-being and security of the United States.

The second category addresses Federal Government policies and practices that
directly or indirectly affect the competitiveness of American industry. The third category ad-
dresses educational and cultural issues. Education issues might properly be a sub-set of the
Government policies category, but are grouped separately because they are long-term and
fundamental in nature, and involve Government at all levels, as well as the private sector. This
category also addresses national cultural issues, which are broad, common, and inherently
difficult to resolve. The Department of Defense has little capability to address or to influence
these issues. Even the civil agencies and departments will find these difficult to address. There
clearly is a role for the Government, however, beginning with the need to stimulate greater
awareness of the problems we face and to build a national consensus to resolve them.

A. MANUFACTURING MANAGEMENT ISSUES

Management issues consistently were identified by participants from industry
and academia as the most important causes of declining American industrial competitiveness.
There was a general consensus among these participants that American management culture
and practices are less effective in the global marketplace than those of foreign firms. Indus-
trial and academic participants in this effort identified numerous specific management prac-
tices they considered harmful to American competitiveness.

There are historical reasons for current deficiencies. In the 1950s and 1960s,
American industry dominated world manufacturing. American manufacturers could focus on
quantity to the neglect of quality. American manufacturers were complacent, while other
countries began building powerful new industrial infrastructures and developing superior
process technology to manufacture easily-obtained American product designs and
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technology. Among the results of this period that persist today are many senior managers who
continue to view the nature of markets as national, not international, and the nature of prod-
uct requirements as good enough, not world class.

B. GOVERNMENT POLICIES AND PRACTICES

Many Federal Government policies and practices reduce the competitiveness of
American manufacturing companies. These policies and practices tend to be concentrated in
the areas of tax, regulation, and antitrust enforcement, but they also range broadly over a
number of other areas, including government attitudes toward domestic industry.

Some of America’s trading partners have taken an aggressive approach to gain-
ing, maintaining, and expanding market share in the United States, with substantial assistance
from their governments. Other governments have helped give key technologies a head start
and helped coordinate development, marketing, and pricing approaches by their manufactur-
ers. In addition to aiding their own industries’ technological efforts and exports, other govern-
ments have also created formidable non-tariff and tariff barriers to imports. The policies of
other governments to subsidize and protect their industries are not matched by the United
States Government. United States Government policies and actions to level the playing field in
international trade have been inadequate.

Stronger, more focused efforts are required to create a “level playing field,” par-
ticularly with respect to manufactured products. For example, United States tax laws should
differentiate between wealth-producing activities and wealth-redistributing activities in treat-
ing amortization and depreciation. Productive investment could receive more favorable tax
treatment than such activities as stock market speculation. Rare instances of United States
Government efforts to foster domestic manufacturing are best characterized as efforts to cor-
rect the results of prior neglect, and usually focus on lagging rather than leading industries.

United States Government neglect of industrial competitiveness extends beyond
the capital base and industrial technology. Compared with some other governments, the
United States Government also has done very little to provide or to stimulate worker training
and re-training programs in manufacturing. Limited efforts thus far have emphasized

IIT National Policy Issues 15
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There also is an increasingly severe shortage of adequately trained scientific and
engineering students flowing from American universities. American industrial laboratories
and graduate schools in science and engineering are heavily populated by citizens of other
countries. Almost half of the students in American graduate science and engineering schools
are foreign.

Beyond the university level, American industry lacks adequate programs to pro-
vide continuing professional education and training to engineers and production workers.
Continuing education and training programs in American industrial firms are often weak, in-
effective, or non-existent. Stimulation of continuing education and training through tax in-
centives, Department of Defense contract incentives, and other Government efforts could be
highly—productive and cost-effective.

American industrial competitiveness problems also are affected by a number of
issues that can accurately be characterized as endemic to the American business culture.
Clearly endemic problems, as discussed below, are among the most difficult to address effec-
tively or to resolve. Equally clear, changes can be achieved only through broad national un-
derstanding and cooperative efforts.

Fundamental Skills

There is a widely perceived failure of American institutions to instill basic skills
in our citizens. The general lack of familiarity with foreign languages and cultures in the
United States population detracts from American international competitiveness. In years
past, American business had little need to understand foreign markets. The United States
economy consumed such a large portion of manufactured goods produced worldwide that for-
eign markets were not particularly important. Moreover, American goods were so superior to
foreign goods that little competition existed for foreign sales. However, these market condi-
tions have long since changed. The United States economy’s share of total world consumption
has declined substantially, and foreign-made products have equaled or surpassed their
American-made counterparts in many instances. American society has been slow to respond
to these changes. American products are less competitive in foreign markets because they are
rarely designed to appeal to the cultural peculiarities of foreign consumers. American busi-
nessmen are at a disadvantage with their foreign competitors in understanding overseas mar-
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kets and accessing technological advances made in these markets due to a general lack of
foreign language skills. Language barriers pose a particularly difficult problem for American
firms. Japanese and Europeans need only learn English to compete effectively in the world’s
largest market, but Americans must learn several languages to be as effective overseas.

There has been too little stimulus for the national effort required to change na-
tional attitudes toward work, to improve our educational systems, to emphasize needed skills,
and to eliminate Government policies which adversely affect American performance in the
world marketplace.

Awareness of the Problem

The absence of a national understanding (and Department of Defense under-
standing) that a healthy, productive manufacturing base is essential to our security greatly
complicates efforts to develop and implement remedial measures. Manufacturing strength is
needed to ensure that our armed forces can acquire the best weapons, and in quantities
needed, to deter and defeat potential adversaries. Such strength encompasses commercial, as
well as military production capacity. Commercial capacity adds the financial strength neces-
sary to support research and development and capital investment and provides production
resources that could be converted or diverted to military needs under emergency conditions.

Adversarial Relations

The deeply ingrained adversarial relationships between Government and indus-
try and between management and labor are major causes of declining American industrial
competitiveness. The relationship between the Government and industry is characterized by
Government constraints on industry behavior intended to protect the public good against
profiteering and shoddy performance; and by industry performance by the numbers to stay
within Government constraints and to document compliance. The relationship between man-
agement and labor also is adversarial.

These adversarial relationships undermine industrial efficiency, responsiveness,
and technological innovation. This Government-industry relationship forces industry to op-
erate within an extremely restrictive environment and discourages (or even penalizes) innova-
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tive behavior. Considerable industry effort is invested in satisfying Government paperwork
requirements and responding to Government meddling in the manufacturing process.

The management-labor relationship prevents cooperative efforts to identify and
implement innovative processes and tends to hold labor productivity to some minimal stan-
dard, actively inhibiting any worker capability or desire to improve. Historical barriers to co-
operation between management and labor are only beginning to fall, and at much too slow a
rate. There is not yet a pervasive sense of shared interests and objectives for the common
good.

Other countries (Japan in particular) are much more effective than the United
States in achieving industry/Government/labor cooperation on process and product develop-
ment, and, through cooperation, are more effective in implementing new ideas to make
manufacturing more efficient, responsive, and technologically advanced.

Short-Term Focus

American society, historically, has been action oriented and sharply focused on
quick results. The short-term expectations that pervade American society have become a ma-
jor impediment to the long-term planning necessary to compete effectively with other coun-
tries.

The equity market is the major source of capital for American industry, in con-
trast to Japan, where commercial banks are the principal providers of capital to industry. The
American stock market is driven by short-term expectations, whereas Japanese banks histori-
cally have supported long-term investment. Short-term pressures in the American stock mar-
ket are increasingly being exacerbated by large institutional investors, whose managers
themselves are evaluated on short-term performance. Many of these are non-profit funds
(for example, pension funds) that are free to move quickly in the market without regard for tax
consequences, and, therefore, to increase the short-term volatility of the market.

Short-term profit expectation has emerged as an important reason for the rela-
tive lack of effectiveness of American technology-based businesses. There is a lack of under-
standing and acceptance in the investment community and the general public of the need for
decade plans for technology-based businesses. Financial markets that place a premium on
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short-term results may penalize a long-term orientation by reduced stock values, forced
mergers, or hostile takeovers. Conversely, the Japanese (in particular) and Europeans are ori-
ented more toward long-term results, with increasing success.

Lack of Manufacturing Prestige

The attitude in the United States toward manufacturing and manufacturing tech-
nology is somewhat negative. American universities have little to offer in these fields. Even
within the manufacturing firm, research and design engineers are perceived to have more
prestige than manufacturing engineers. One result is that the manufacturing function does not
compete effectively for high-quality personnel. (Conversely, the Japanese have a high regard
for manufacturing and are totally committed to innovation in both process and product.)
These attitudes (and resultant rewards systems) toward manufacturing careers often prevent
the best people from beginning or sustaining careers in manufacturing.
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CHAPTER IV
DEFENSE POLICY ISSUES

In seeking more comprehensive information on the health of the defense indus-
trial base, the Department of Defense sought to evaluate whether the overall strength of our
industrial base masks any weaknesses in individual defense-critical industries.

The Defense Economic Impact Modeling System and other tools were used to
identify defense—critical industries. Critical industries are those in which the majority of the
Department of Defense budget is spent, directly and indirectly, as well as industries vital to
defense production. Two hundred fifteen individual industries were identified, accounting for
about 95 percent of Department of Defense purchases from the manufacturing sector. A se-
ries of six indicators was developed and applied to each industry: import share of the domestic
market; growth in capacity; growth in shipments; capital expenditures expressed as a ratio to
industry shipments; productivity growth; and profitability. Comparisons based on the indica-
tors were then drawn between defense—critical industries and the overall United States manu-
facturing sector. Finally, a ranking of the critical defense industries based on a composite of
all six indicators identified defense-critical industries with the poorest overall performance.

Based on this review, which covers the period from 1980 through 1985, we drew
the following conclusions:

» Critical defense industries did no worse than overall manufac-
turers in maintaining a domestic market share in the face of
substantial import growth;

° Critical defense industries did worse than overall manufactur-
ersin terms of adding to productive capacity, with only 41 per-
cent of critical defense industries matching or exceeding the
overall manufacturing average growth in productive capacity;

. Three-quarters of critical defense industries achieved worse
than average growth in real shipments;

° Sixty-two percent of critical defense industries had lower—
than-average capital expenditures in 1980. This adverse trend
continued in 1985, when 72 percent had lower-than-average
capital expenditures;
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o Forty-seven percent of critical defense industries had below-
average productivity growth (17 actually had declining produc-
tivity);

" Critical defense industries achieved average or above average
profitability.

These trends, while not definitive, are disturbing, particularly, with respect to in-
dicators of future productivity and competitiveness.

A. THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE MISSION

The mission of the Department of Defense is to provide for the common defense.
Political and strategic realities require this to be accomplished through a worldwide military
command structure. At the heart of the deterrent power of the United States military presence
is an inventory of sophisticated military equipment and the human resources to manage and
operate it. These resources are drawn and replenished, in large part, from the same pool of
resources that fuel the general industrial economy.

Aswe look to the future, two fundamental problems threaten Department of De-
fense capabilities to maintain a modern inventory of qualitatively superior military equip-
ment. The first is the environment in which the Department of Defense and industry conduct
business. The high and rising costs of our major weapon systems appear driven by an acquisi-
tion system that encourages long acquisition cycles, high development and production costs,
and sometimes obsolete technology. These problems most recently have been addressed by
the Packard Commission. Some of the recommendations of the Commission have been im-
plemented, others are in the process of being implemented, and others are under active con-
sideration.

Yet, even if all of the Commission’s recommendations were adopted and proved
to be effective, a second problem would remain: many of the strategic industrial sectors that
support the production of modern weapon systems are being threatened by intense, long-
term competitive pressures from foreign producers. These include: semiconductors and semi-
conductor equipment, shipbuilding, automobiles, construction equipment, machine tools,
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flexible manufacturing systems, ball and roller bearings, castings, forgings, steel, and ceram-
ics, to list a few.1

We do not know with any degree of certainty how these developments ultimately
will affect our national security. We do know that they give cause for concern. Our capacity to
build or replace critical force structures independently of economic and political decisions of
other sovereign powers is essential to our security. The Department of Defense, therefore,
must ensure that its actions and policies (especially, but not exclusively, in the acquisition
arena), as well as the actions and policies of other government institutions, do not weaken our
manufacturing sector and thereby degrade our defense posture.

Department of Defense action must be sensitive to the general economic health
of the nation. The Department’s concern for the health of the manufacturing sector and for
individual industries within that sector should not be construed as an endorsement of sectoral
policies for the economy as a whole. On the other hand, the Department’s competitiveness
initiative has identified a number of national policy initiatives aimed at bolstering the general
health of the manufacturing sector, and it is appropriate for the Department to provide a secu-
rity perspective to influence actions by the appropriate agencies.

Neither the nation nor the Department of Defense can afford polices which do
nothing but protect failing industries or firms. Not only would these aggravate the weapon
systems cost—-growth problems identified by the Packard Commission, but, in the absence of
counteracting incentives, such protection would undermine the competitiveness that this De-
partment of Defense initiative aims to achieve. Protectionism also would be a threat to coop-
erative production agreements with our allies. The United States has encouraged a two-way
street in military trade with our allies primarily as a means of balancing the costs of military
alliances. The abrogation of such agreements by domestic interests may result in higher costs,
reduced competitiveness, loss of interoperability, and, to this extent, should continue to be
discouraged.

1U.S. Industrial Base Dependence/Vulnerability, Roderick L. Vawter, National Defense Uni-
versity, December 1986. Our sense of the term “strategic industry” is discussed in chapter
IT of this report.
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B. SECURITY CONCERNS

From one perspective, there are at least four reasons why the Department of De-
fense is, and should be, concerned about the overall competitive health of the United States
manufacturing base.

First, the Department has a direct responsibility toward the sectors of the econ-
omy that constitute the defense industrial base. In many of the transactions between the De-
partment and the industries that produce the instruments of military deterrence, the
influences of Government procurement regulations and a single-buyer market structure have
created a unique business environment. The Department of Defense must pay close attention
to how its policies (and the policies of other Government agencies and institutions) affect this
business environment and the extent to which the ultimate objectives of assuring our security
are served by this environment.

Second, the vitality of our manufacturing economy in general ultimately deter-
mines the war—fighting power of our nation’s force structure. The economy’s latent capability
to enhance current forces in response to strategic threats is a critical element of our deter-
rence strategy.

Third, the Department of Defense is cognizant of its formative influence on the
larger manufacturing economy. Through its impact on the employment of scientists, engi-
neers, and factory workers, its research and development expenditures (particularly in ad-
vanced manufacturing technologies), and its role in fostering capital investment, the
Department’s influence on innovation and manufacturing far exceeds its relatively small
share of expenditures in our national income accounts.

Finally, the weapon systems for our nation’s defense are purchased, in the long-
run, from revenues generated by a healthy and growing economy. Such economic growth has
allowed the nation to pay for its defense. For many years, the cost of our worldwide security
obligations has been less than seven percent of our gross national product.

28 IV Defense Policy Issues




Bolstering Defense Industrial Competitiveness

C. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE CONCERNS

The report of the Defense Science Board Task Force on Defense Semiconductor
Dependency published in February 1987 was directed specifically at the semiconductor prob-
lem, but many of its findings and conclusions are equally applicable to other lower-tier indus-
tries that, collectively, provide the technological backbone of advanced weapon systems.

Competitive pressures, particularly from Japan and the newly emerging, eco-
nomically competitive countries of Asia —— Taiwan, Hong Kong, Singapore, and Korea — as
well as Western Europe, are contributing to the relative decline of industries that are impor-
tant to America’s defense. As in the semiconductor case, the Department of Defense is the
buyer of relatively small portions of these industries’ total output, but, nevertheless, is abso-
lutely dependent on these industries for its weapon systems. In most of these industries, vol-
ume production for commercial markets is essential to controlling unit costs and maintaining
world class standards of quality.

As the commercial base has eroded, technology leadership also has moved, or is
moving, offshore because technology leadership is dependent on the commercial base for
revenues to support research, development, and investment. Thus, while the Department of
Defense has no direct responsibility for ensuring the vitality of commercial manufacturing in
the United States, it is unable to meet its mission requirements effectively without a broadly
capable industrial base.

In a growing number of industry segments, if current trends continue, the De-
partment of Defense will be dependent on foreign-sourced hardware and technology in the
acquisition of the technologically superior weapon systems that are fundamental to our strat-
egy of offsetting numerical inferiority with technological superiority. Specific elements of De-
partment of Defense concerns are discussed in the remaining paragraphs of this section.

Technology Leadership

There is a substantial body of evidence that technological leadership is irrevoca-
bly tied to manufacturing capacity and leadership. The revenues generated by successful
manufacturing are essential to achieving and maintaining the levels of research and
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development required for technological leadership. Without technological leadership, the
Department of Defense cannot count on industry’s ability to produce affordable, high-qual-
ity, state-of-the-art weapon systems. In many industry sectors that are key to defense produc-
tion, the manufacturing base has declined, and as a result the Department of Defense (and the
United States generally) is now beginning to experience the reality of declining technological
leadership.

Foreign Ownership of American Manufacturing Facilities

The issue of foreign ownership of American manufacturing facilities has not re-
ceived adequate attention. The most common view is that the rapidly increasing level of for-
eign ownership is beneficial to the United States. In this view, such investment reduces the
magnitude of the trade deficit, provides jobs for Americans, and increases domestic tax reve-
nues. This view overlooks economic issues such as the long-term impact on the current ac-
count of a continuing flow from the United States of repatriated profits and other fees. More
importantly, it overlooks the fact that ownership tends to dictate the geographic location of
the underlying technologies. Security concerns are not resolved by domestic manufacturing
facilities that are dependent on technologies controlled by other nations.

Manufacturing Technologies

Particularly devastating in the long-term is the loss of key production technolo-
gies and equipment. In some vitally important technologies, the battle may already have been
lost.

Numerically-controlled and computer numerically-controlled machine tools
(developed in the United States with Department of Defense funds) represent one such criti-
cal technology where the lead already has shifted. The fact of lost leadership is reflected in
procurements by American manufacturers of advanced machine tools from Europe and Ja-
pan. Cost is often quoted as a determining factor in the decision to buy foreign tools. Delivery
terms are another factor. But the decision is most often made on the basis of quality and ad-
vanced features.
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Electronics manufacturing equipment is another example of this destructive
trend. American semiconductor manufacturers, increasingly hard-pressed by foreign com-
petitors, have survival as their primary goal. In many categories of semiconductor manufac-
turing equipment, the technological lead clearly has passed to other nations, primarily Japan,
and American semiconductor manufacturers are buying Japanese manufacturing equipment
because it is the best available.

This is but the leading edge of scores of technologies where other nations are
developing the most advanced manufacturing technologies for the most advanced products.
Such loss of supremacy in manufacturing technologies is a particularly insidious threat to
American technological and manufacturing leadership. As long as foreign state—of-the-art
manufacturing equipment continues to be commercially available to American manufactur-
ers (and they elect to purchase it), the decline of equivalent American equipment industries
barely is noticed until an evolutionary process reaches crisis proportions.

The decline of manufacturing equipment industries is of particular concern to
the Department of Defense. As long as state-of-the-art production equipment is manufac-
tured in the United States, there is a substantial capability to reconstitute or expand American
product industries. However, without the basic tools for manufacturing, this capability virtu-
ally disappears, leaving United States security vulnerable to the political and economic proc-
esses of other nations.

Foreign Dependencies

Foreign sourcing of key parts, components, and complete products is an exten-
sive and growing business practice in both commercial and defense manufacturing. Foreign
sourcing may evolve over time into foreign dependencies. Potential foreign dependencies are
areas of concern. While this issue has been studied extensively on anad hoc basis, and anecdo-
tal evidence abounds, there are few, even moderately comprehensive studies of foreign—
sourced components of key weapon systems.

The potential for divergent political or economic interests to disrupt the free
flow of the most advanced technologies and products has never been addressed adequately in
the few, limited American assessments of foreign dependencies. There was, perhaps, no need
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for such assessments when the United States was the world leader in virtually all militarily
critical technologies. This clearly is not the case today. Sole source dependencies on foreign
technologies for essential weapon systems components are inherently risky.

D. UNDERLYING CAUSES OF COMPETITIVENESS PROBLEMS IN THE
DEFENSE INDUSTRIAL BASE

This section presents brief summaries of Department of Defense-related causes
of problems in the defense industrial base. With one exception, the order of presentation is
not intended to imply priority or relative importance. The exception, which is considered to be
fundamental to further progress in improving the competitiveness of American defense
manufacturing industries, is the necessity to establish permanent organizational structures
within the Department dedicated to manufacturing excellence.

Program and Budget Instability

Constant budget turbulence, which makes effective long-term planning impossi-
ble, and frequent changes in the rules of the game (competition requirements, profitability,
audit standards, etc.) are major impediments to achieving efficient manufacturing operations.
These problems are aggravated by small volume procurements, year-to-year program uncer-
tainties, and program stretch—outs that contribute to an environment in which Department of
Defense contractors are unwilling to invest in systems for productivity or quality improve-
ments. The rate of return on such investments is not only low, but uncertain as well. (It should
be noted that after—the—fact estimates of the profits of defense firms are contested. The find-
ings of the last major review of profits, the Defense Financial and Investment Review
(DFAIR), a 1985 Department of Defense study, are contested by the United States General
Accounting Office. The study also has been characterized by a major investment banking firm
as “less than carefully conducted.”) Despite the lack of precise data, participants in this cur-
rent effort believe that defense business traditionally has earned a low rate of profit; but that
other factors, such as cash flow and certainty of return, have compensated for this. Recent
changes are reducing or eliminating these incentives as well. This is particularly damaging in
the case of diversified companies or electronics subcontractors, who can — and do —- disin-
vest from defense.
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Competition, as currently practiced by the Department of Defense, adds another
reason for contractors not to invest in product or process research and development because
of the likelihood that the Government will require the results of their investment to be trans-
ferred to competitors.

Absence of Market Incentives

The absence of normal market incentives in Department of Defense procur-
ements is a barrier to efficient operations. Unit cost reductions, quality improvements, short-
ened delivery times, etc., do not stimulate demand for additional units or provide greater
market share, nor do unit cost reductions result in increased profit (more often, the reverse is

true). Increased investment in plant, equipment, training, etc., has no direct bearing on future

contracts. A superior product or manufacturing process will not yield either higher profits or
improved market share. The absence of such normal market incentives and rewards is com-
pensated for by massive government efforts to prescribe substitute control mechanisms,
which are themselves barriers to improvement.

Department of Defense Procurement Policies

In the very forthright views of the experts we consulted, Department of Defense
procurement policies and regulations contain many characteristics which inhibit achievement
of manufacturing excellence, including:

® Emphasis on price, which forces short cuts and reduces incen-
tives for investments in new equipment and quality systems;

= Evaluation criteria focused totally on product performance, at
the expense of producibility and reliability;

° Emphasis on forcing contractors to fund (and assume risk for)
program specific tooling, test equipment, etc.;

® The absence of risk-sharing for innovation;

® Emphasis on low acquisition cost and schedule compliance, to

the virtual exclusion of low life cycle cost (quality, maintain-
ability, ease of use);
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® Intense pressure on profits——down to levels that virtually guar-
antee the contractor will have very limited ability to invest in
future productivity programs.

Department of Defense Organization for Acquisition Management

The manner in which the Department of Defense is organized to manage acqui-
sition is a barrier to efficient manufacturing: functional segmentation (for example, between
the procuring contracting officer, administrative contracting officer, plant representatives,
Defense Contract Administration Service, Defense Contract Audit Agency, etc.) causes con-
tractors to organize reactively (and defensively) along similar lines, to the detriment of effi-
cient operations.

The organizational problem was exacerbated by lack of discipline in the system.
Practices vary significantly from one procurement office to another and from one Military
Department to another. Different Government agencies (Defense Contract Administration
Service, Air Force Contract Management Division, National Aeronautics and Space Admini-
stration, etc.) assigned surveillance responsibilities over multi-divisional companies apply
agency/Military Department unique rules, regulations, procedures, etc., with extremely ad-
verse impact on company efficiency and costs. Requirements and procedures are also incon-
sistent from one type of procurement to another. Different rules apply for production spares
and replenishment spares. Primes are required to test purchased components, but the Depart-
ment of Defense does not test the same components when it buys them directly from the sup-
plier.

Emphasis on Competition

Since the inception of offices of competition advocates in each of the Military
Departments and competition advocates in all major buying commands, the Department of
Defense has emphasized competition on the basis of initial production price, sometimes virtu-
ally ignoring contractors’ capabilities and records for quality and timely performance, as well
as down-stream (life cycle) costs. Frequently, price competition does not provide the best
value to the Government. Emphasis, under the Competition in Contracting Act, on low-cost
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bidders favors companies who bid fully depreciated equipment and hurts those with modern
facilities. The emphasis should shift to quality and responsiveness.

Product and Process Specification

The Department’s heavy reliance upon process and production specifications is
frequently counterproductive. Components are required to be manufactured by processes
and to standards which are not state—of-the-art and which do not provide the best product at
the best price. The manufacturer, who has the greatest expertise, has little voice in component
design or manufacturing processes.

Lack of consistency and uniformity in product and process specifications among
various Government agencies also has adverse impact on contractor operations and costs (for
example, there have even been instances where occupational safety and health requirements
prohibit manufacturing to Department of Defense specifications).

Life Cycle Costing

Logistic support analysis requirements included in many contracts provide the
information required for effective life cycle costing (human resources and training require-
ments, support equipment requirements, spare parts requirements, etc.), but Government
personnel rarely use the data effectively. Most Department of Defense contracting officers
focus totally on acquisition cost and pay little attention to the concept of total life cycle cost-

ing.

Life cycle costs are inherently less certain than acquisition costs, and Govern-
ment decisionmakers are less willing to assume the risk of relying on life-cycle projections.
The Department has no adequate means to monitor and evaluate actual versus projected life
cycle costs (and, hence, no means to gain additional confidence in evaluating contractors’ pro-
jected life cycle costs).
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Subcontractors and Suppliers

The Department of Defense procurement processes are focused on prime con-
tractors, even though purchased materials and components supplied by subcontractors repre-
sent 50 to 85 percent of the total cost. The Department does not require or encourage
vendors’ participation in strategic planning decisions or design processes. In fact, require-
ments of the competition advocates for free and open price competition for subcontractors
and suppliers have the effect of keeping the supplier base in constant turmoil and make it
virtually impossible for defense contractors to build a stable base of reliable, high quality,
cost-effective vendors. This is the opposite of the practice generally credited for the high
quality of Japanese products.

Emphasis on price competition by the Congress and the Department of Defense
effectively precludes the development of long-term relationships between prime contractors
and suppliers and stimulates an adversarial relationship between them. The absence of long-
term relationships does not permit extended, cooperative design, development, and manufac-
turing exchanges between the primes and suppliers. Little or no emphasis is placed on value
analysis or value engineering by suppliers or their primes.

Annual price competitions are weakened by the refusal of many of the best-
qualified suppliers to participate due to their reluctance to become involved in complex, ex-
pensive, and non-productive Government rules and regulations. Many desirable, highly-
qualified suppliers refuse to do business with defense prime contractors because of the sheer
weight of compliance with the body of laws, regulations, rules, and procedures that primes are
required to pass through from the Government to them. This narrows the range of potential
suppliers and reduces competition.

From the prime contractors’ point of view, the flow—down requirements for sub-
contracts are virtually impossible to administer on the limited margin allowed by the Depart-
ment of Defense. Small and disadvantaged business set-aside requirements imposed on
defense prime contractors (together with excessive requirements for record-keeping and re-
porting and multiple, uncoordinated compliance reviews) further increase the administrative
costs of doing business with the Department of Defense and may result in the lower quality
and/or higher cost of purchased components.
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Contract Administration

Multiple layers and large numbers of Government overseers, inspectors, and
auditors (Army/Navy/Air Force plant representative offices, the Defense Contract Admini-
stration Service, administrative contracting offices, the Defense Contract Audit Agency, etc.),
many of whom are resident in contractors’ facilities, add significantly to the costs of doing
business with the Department of Defense.

One result of the Government’s heavy emphasis on oversight activities is that
management focuses its attention more on passing audits and inspections than on improving
quality and productivity. Many defense contractors believe that the Government’s practice of
imposing layer-upon-layer of quality inspectors and after—the—fact quality controls actually
inhibits the development of modern systems such as statistical process control and other effec-
tive quality systems.

Management Issues

For firms in the defense industrial base, factors other than engineering excel-
lence, innovation, and product quality often determine success or failure. These include their
political constituency and the effectiveness of Washington lobbying efforts (both of which
tend to restrict competition). Even management skills must be different. The need to have
detailed knowledge of the ins and outs of the procurement process, the patience to deal with
the process, and large and capable staffs of documenters to comply with reporting/compliance
requirements imposed by the Department of Defense and Congress all are skills virtually un-
known outside defense business.

For defense contractors, as compared with commercial manufacturers, manage-
ment has a much smaller impact because of the degree to which contractors’ operations are
controlled and limited by the Department and the Congress. Micromanagement of defense
programs and budgets and of contractor operations, a strong tendency to legislate broad
remedies in response to isolated horror stories, and continuing use of defense procurements as
instruments of social policy all are examples of Departmental and congressional activities that
significantly add to the Department’s costs and impede efficient, professional procurement
efforts.
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Many defense contractors feel that modern manufacturing management tech-
niques (just-in-time inventory control, statistical process control, etc.) do not apply to them
because of limitations imposed by Department of Defense rules, regulations and practices.
For example, a large bureaucracy dedicated to inspecting in quality severely restricts contrac-
tors’ incentives and ability to apply statistical process controls to build in quality.

It is difficult, to use another example, for a defense contractor to establish a re-
search and development strategy, and difficult to measure its effectiveness. Research and de-
velopment productivity in the private sector is controlled by strategic planning, resource
allocation, and corporate culture. In defense industry, contractors have little control over the
first two factors (which are largely controlled by Government budget decisions and regula-
tions).

Emphasis on meeting specifications also reduces incentives for quality and inno-
vation. Non-defense companies tend to be more efficient and innovative, not because their
people are better, but because they are free of the restrictions imposed by the Congress and
the Department of Defense.
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CHAPTER V
BOLSTERING INDUSTRIAL COMPETITIVENESS

The several hundreds of Government and private sector experts who contributed
to this effort were extremely forthright - frequently even harsh — in their assessments of the
problems in our manufacturing base attributable to private sector managers, Government
policies, and most notably, Department of Defense policies and practices. We seriously have
evaluated their contributions and have attempted to report those assessments faithfully and
act upon them effectively.

Over the course of this effort, we determined that a significant number of re-
quired improvements are possible within the existing authority of the Department. In fact, we
identified numerous ongoing Departmental programs and recent initiatives to improve
manufacturing operations in the defense industrial base. These include a number of actions
that relate directly to the conclusions and recommendations of this report.

There are other recommended actions that primarily are directed to the Depart-
ment of Defense, but will require coordination with the Congress and other departments and
agencies of the Executive Branch. Finally, there are recommendations for action by the Gov-
ernment that clearly are beyond the scope of Department of Defense responsibility and
authority. For these, the Department of Defense urges prompt consideration by the appropri-
ate authorities.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The remaining portion of this section contains 19 conclusions and recommenda-
tions for action by the Department of Defense and other Government departments and agen-
cies. The order of presentation generally corresponds with our six major thrusts: (1) forging
the right relations with industry; (2) improving the acquisition system; (3) establishing defense
industrial strategic plans that support our military strategic plans; (4) developing manufactur-
ing capabilities concurrent with the development of weapon systems; (5) laying the foundation
now for the technical skill base required for tomorrow’s defense needs ; and (6) ensuring that
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industrial base issues important to our defense benefit from the full spectrum of potential
policy remedies, when appropriate.

Forging the Right Relations With Industry
Conclusion

The Department of Defense ability to meet the materiel needs of our security
objectives relies on the private sector and is being impeded by an exaggerated adversarial
relationship. Lack of trust on both sides, perhaps fully justified, creates an environment in
which significant improvements are increasingly difficult.

Discussion

Regardless of the source of distrust, there is a powerful need to build a coopera-
tive relationship between the Department of Defense and industry that will lower barriers to
improvements, enable more effective policy development and implementation, and contrib-
ute to the national goal of a strong industrial base.

This could be accomplished by creating a mechanism that would contribute to
better understanding and consistency of effort by enabling senior industry managers (while
avoiding any possible conflict of interest) to participate in the analysis of priority issues and
alternative solutions.

Two bodies, a Manufacturing Advisory Council and a Defense Manufacturing
Board might function in similar ways, but in different environments. The Manufacturing Advi-
sory Council’s activities would be focused on public policy issues and national economicissues
relating to manufacturing, and would provide the Department an essential linkage to civilian
issues, programs, and policy options in these areas.

The Defense Manufacturing Board would be established within the Department
as a permanent entity, with a permanently assigned secretariat, or staff. Its functions would be
keyed directly to defense manufacturing issues and problems. A key function would be to pro-
vide visibility to manufacturing and industrial base issues within the Department of Defense.
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Recommendation

The Department of Defense should immediately begin to establish a non-
adversarial means of communication between industry and the senior policymakers of the
Department. Potential means to this end include establishment of:

a. A Manufacturing Advisory Council, sponsored by the National Academy
of Sciences, an objective third party, and;

b. A Defense Manufacturing Board, an internal organization (modeled, per-
haps, after the Defense Science Board).
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Strategic Planning Task Force

Conclusion

The implicit strategy of the Department of Defense for addressing industrial
base issues has been to conduct ad hoc studies of current problems. While individually impor-
tant and useful, they have not been sufficient to resolve problems stemming from occasionally
conflicting regulations, laws and directives, and inconsistent attention and resources dedi-
cated to industrial base issues. The result has been insufficient resource allocations, confusion
and lack of effectiveness in solving industrial base problems.

Discussion

A coherent, effective organization is required now to coordinate and provide
oversight of ongoing industrial base initiatives and, more importantly, to do the necessary
planning and organization work required to establish permanent institutional mechanisms.

Recommendation

The Department of Defense should ensure a viable industrial infrastructure is
maintained to provide military materiel in the quantity and quality required during peacetime
and for emergencies. Specifically, the Department should develop industrial strategic plans
explicitly linked to military operational plans. The goal should be to identify and address ac-
tual and potential shortfalls systematically through mechanisms that sort out the relative ur-
gency and importance of technological and industrial requirements against a backdrop of
military planning scenarios and objectives. The Department should provide for a continuing
assessment of both the short and long-term defense industrial base capabilities along with a
clear ennunciation to industry of what is needed from the industrial base and when.

The Department of Defense should immediately establish a task force under the
direction of the Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition), staffed with specialists from the
Office of the Secretary of Defense, the Military Departments, and the Organization of the
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Joint Chiefs of Staff, to expedite implementation throughout the Department of these and
other actions identified in the report. Among other things, the task force should:

1.  Develop and staff a Departmental policy statement regarding defense in-
dustrial strategic planning in support of military operational plans.

2. Determine the organizational structure, staffing and budget necessary to
institutionalize the defense industrial strategic planning function in support of military opera-
tional plans.

3. Establish senior level liaison with selected allies, American industry, and
appropriate civil agencies such as the Departments of Treasury, State and Commerce.
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Production Base Advocate
Conclusion

The system that has been erected over decades by both the Department of De-
fense and the Congress to obtain the materiel necessary for our security could be improved to
accomplish more effectively the objectives of providing the military with appropriate tech-
nologies, within reasonable time periods, at reasonable cost, and of yielding outstanding
quality products that can be produced in time and in the necessary quantities to satisfy poten-
tial emergencies.

Discussion

The laws and regulations under which Defense acquisition programs function
are, by any measure, a hodge-podge which has evolved over several decades. A substantial
portion of the entire body of rules was put in place in response to specific occurrences of poor
management or wrong doing, and is intended solely to ensure that these occurrences can never
happen again. Typically, such remedial actions initially were not evaluated for soundness and
feasibility of implementation, nor have they been subsequently evaluated. There is a compel-
ling need for institutional means, such as a Production Base Advocate, to test objectively the
soundness and impact on industrial efficiency of existing and proposed laws and regulations,
as well as the means to develop and test innovative alternatives to such laws and regulations.

Key characteristics of the office of Production Base Advocate should include:

° Asmall, but highly qualified staff, headed by the Department’s
Production Base Advocate. Other staff members would be
drawn from the Military Departments and Defense Agencies,
in the same manner as for other joint program offices;

e Annual budget authority to support tests of innovative manu-
facturing and industrial base programs;

) A board of advisors, with membership from industry, acade-
mia, and other Government organizations (the Manufacturing
Advisory Council and/or the Defense Manufacturing Board
could fulfill this function).
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The Production Base Advocate shculd have broad authority to deviate from ac-
quisition regulations (both legislative and administrative based) in the process of conducting
experimental programs to improve Department of Defense management.

Recommendation

The Department of Defense should establish an office of Production Base Advo-
cate, an institutional structure to receive, evaluate, and test innovative ideas for improvement
of Department of Defense manufacturing programs.
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Analytic Capability to Develop Defense Perspectives

Conclusion

The Department of Defense has not had adequate institutional mechanisms for
maintaining awareness of either technology or industry trends, nor for understanding, analyz-
ing, or assessing the national and international issues that surround the questions of American
technological or industrial competitiveness.

Discussion

In order to guide defense policy more effectively, the Secretary of Defense and
the Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition) require coherent, dedicated data acquisition
and analysis support not currently available to them. In developing this capability, the Depart-
ment should recognize existing programs which might be adapted to address this shortfall.
Two such programs, the Defense Industrial Network and Project SOCRATES, that are nowin
their formative stages, are being established to deal with specific problem areas in manufac-
turing and technology, but might economically be adapted to fill this need.

Recommendation

The Department of Defense should establish permanent, institutional mecha-
nisms to acquire, analyze, and assess manufacturing and technology data and provide the prin-
cipal officers of the Department cogent, objective advice with respect to defense issues that
involve the performance of the United States industrial base. The Defense Industrial Network
and the Defense Intelligence Agency’s Project SOCRATES should be merged and adapted to
fill this requirement for data.
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Foreign Dependencies
Conclusion

From the national security perspective, foreign dependencies in technologies es-
sential to defense production are inherently risky, and minimizing them should be a Depart-
ment of Defense and national priority. However, there is at present no reliable system even to
identify such dependencies, not to mention systems to minimize them. Especially in critical
lower-tier industries which support defense prime contractors, visibility is key to maintaining
the ability to assess the consequences of foreign-sourcing and evaluate the implications of the
potential loss of leadership in key technologies.

Discussion

The Department of Defense does not know the extent to which forei gn-sourced
parts and components are incorporated in the systems it acquires. There is no systematic, es-
tablished means to identify foreign-sourced parts and components and, hence, no way to de-
termine the extent of foreign dependencies or vulnerabilities. There have been a number of ad
hoc efforts that have identified specific foreign dependencies and preliminary indications that
foreign dependencies are increasing. In a national emergency, the consequences of extensive
dependence on foreign sources could be extreme.

More immediately, however, an apparent consequence is that we are experienc-
ing the loss of technological leadership in key manufacturing technologies at an increasing
rate. This has extremely adverse potential for our long-term security interests.

Recommendation

The Department of Defense should develop and implement systems to provide
visibility of critical foreign-sourced items in or proposed to be in new weapon systems, prior
to the demonstration/validation decision milestone during the acquisition decision making
process.
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Factory Modernization Investments

Conclusion

ment, and the absence of normal market incentives is a barrier to contractor investment. In
the absence of normal market incentives, the Department of Defense has developed alterna-
tive programs, primarily a rigid set of procurement rules and regulations. There are aspects of
these Departmental procurement policies and regulations that impede investments for in-
creased productivity. The Department’s Industrial Modernization Incentives Program, de-
signed to stimulate contractor investments, must be administered within this contrary

Defense acquisition programs are not conducted in a normal market environ-

environment and, therefore, is not as effective as it otherwise might be.

Discussion

Some Department of Defense policy-related impediments to investment have

existed for many years. Among these are:

Cost-based production contracts, which not only fail to reward
contractors for reducing costs, but often actually penalize re-
duced costs by also reducing profits. In effect, the most effi-
cient contractor earns the least profit and, conversely, the least
efficient earns the most;

Emphasis on low acquisition cost and schedule compliance, to
the virtual exclusion of low life cycle costs and producibility
and reliability considerations.

Others of more recent origin pose even greater threats to the long-term effi-

ciency and productivity of the defense industrial base:

Increased emphasis on price competition, which forces short-
cuts and reduces incentives for investments in new equipment
and quality systems;

Intense pressure on profits —— down to levels that virtually
guarantee contractors will have limited ability to invest in fu-
ture productivity programs or high-quality people;

48

V Bolstering Industrial Competitiveness




Bolstering Defense Industrial Competitiveness

. The absence of risk-sharing for innovation;

- Empbhasis on forcing contractors to fund (and assume risk for)
program-specific tooling and test equipment.

In the short-term, such policies and practices may result in reduced program ac-
quisition costs, which is their intent, but in the long-term, they may be counterproductive if
they accelerate the decline of the defense industrial base.

Recommendation

The Department of Defense should assign high priority to resolving the issues of
incentives for productivity enhancing investments by defense contractors and to creating an
environment more conducive to successful administration of the Industrial Modernization
Incentives Program. This task will require detailed analysis of the effects of virtually every
aspect of defense acquisition policy, much of which is mandated in law. This substantial under-
taking may be an appropriate high priority task for the Production Base Advocate, assisted as
required by the Manufacturing Advisory Council and the Defense Manufacturing Board.
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Program Stability

Conclusion

There is little doubt that program and process instability and uncertainty are ex-
tremely detrimental to defense acquisition and manufacturing management. Much of the in-
stability and uncertainty clearly is attributable to lengthy budget and program decision
processes within the Executive Branch. Equally clear, much of it is attributable to congres-
sional micromanagement, not just of defense programs, but of small details of the acquisition
management process. It is unlikely that major improvements in defense acquisition and
manufacturing management will be achieved in the absence of greater predictability, stability,
and certainty in programs and the acquisition process.

Discussion

Both Congress and the Department of Defense contribute to an environment
which is inimical to good manufacturing practices and cost containment, and which is a strong
impediment to investment by defense contractors. Elements of the environment include con-
stant budget turbulence, small-volume programs, year-to-year program uncertainties, pro-
gram stretch outs, changes in the rules of contracting (competition, military requirements,
allowable profits, audit standards, etc.), late appropriations, and uncertain congressional con-
tinuing resolutions. These great uncertainties by themselves are sufficient to motivate defense
contractors not to invest in productivity improvements. They also serve as strong impediments
to highly qualified commercial manufacturing firms entering the defense market; and insome
cases, they have been primary causes of firms leaving the defense market.

Recommendation

The Department of Defense must support and make better and more extensive
use of programs already available (or potentially available) to stabilize major acquisition pro-
grams. These include two-year budget cycles, multi-year contracts, and a more realistic
(achievable) five-year program. There also must be incisive analyses of programmed and
budgeted development and production rates specifically focused on the issues of manufactur-
ing efficiency and cost, contractor incentives for investment, and long-term impact on indus-
trial capacity and capability.

50 V Bolstering Industrial Competitiveness




Bolstering Defense Industrial Competitiveness

Life Cycle Costs

Conclusion

The most effective measure of the value of a weapon system is based not on its
initial acquisition cost, but on the total costs over its entire fielded life. Effective, universal use
of true life cycle costing techniques is an imperative if the Department of Defense is to acquire
the most effective and reliable systems at affordable overall costs.

Discussion

The concept of life cycle costing provides the most sound basis for effective
evaluation of proposed weapon system research and development and production programs.
However, life cycle costing is not often used effectively in the evaluation and source selection
processes. Program managers and source selection teams often focus overwhelmingly on up-
front costs and schedule considerations in evaluating proposals. Budget pressures are an obvi-
ous cause of these priorities, but there are other, perhaps equally important, causes.

Department of Defense personnel are uncomfortable with the inherently uncer-
tain down-stream costs implied in the issues of how reliable a system is and how easily it can
be maintained and used, as they are reflected in contractors’ projections of requirements for
human resources and training, support equipment, spare parts, etc. Even after the fact, the
Department has no adequate means to monitor and evaluate actual versus projected life cycle
costs and, hence, has no means to gain added confidence in future evaluations of contractors’
projections of life cycle costs. One consequence is that the Department of Defense rarely as-
signs any weight to contractors’ reputations for producing reliable, hi gh-quality, low-mainte-
nance systems, because it has little ability to do so.

Recommendation

The Department of Defense should raise the priority of using life cycle costs as a
basic evaluation technique in acquisition programs. An assessment should be made of the
progress of the Department of Defense in applying this concept. More research should be
conducted to achieve a better understanding of the concept and how it can be exploited for the
Department’s benefit. Specific procurement experiments should be conducted to explore how
the use of life cycle costing can be developed to reduce overall costs of weapon systems.
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Quality Control

Conclusion

Current Defense Department acquisition management systems and procedures
do not adequately recognize the importance of effective quality control programs in contrac-
tors’ plants nor do they provide sufficient incentives for contractors to invest in such programs.

Discussion

In other countries, most notably Japan, techniques and processes for achieving
consistently high quality manufactured products have progressed much more rapidly and have
been more widely adopted than in the United States. Within the United States industrial base,
firms in the defense sector have lagged even further behind. To some extent, Department of
Defense acquisition and management practices are causes of the reluctance of defense con-
tractors to adopt advanced quality control programs. Department of Defense practices, which
have been characterized as inspecting quality in, do not recognize or adequately reward con-
tractors who achieve effective quality control and, hence, provide little incentive for them to
do so.

Recommendation

The Department of Defense should develop an effective quality first program,
and dedicate the resources required to implement such an effort. An effective program will
require, among other things, basic changes in emphasis in source selection criteria and proce-
dures and extensive training of Department of Defense personnel in modern quality control
systems and processes.
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Commercial Specifications and Processes

Conclusion

Department of Defense programs might benefit greatly from increased use of
commercial specifications and, especially in the lower tiers, from increased use of the same
resources (design, engineering, production facilities) to manufacture both military and com-
mercial products. Potential benefits include reduced lead times, reduced costs, improved
quality and reliability, and increased responsiveness to meet surge and mobilization require-
ments.

Discussion

The separation in the industrial base between defense and commercial produc-
tion is nearly absolute. There are few examples of firms that produce both military and com-
mercial products in the same plants. There are firms that serve both markets, but they
invariably maintain rigid separation between the two lines of business. These firms, however,
do have a more informed view of the difficulties involved in attempting to integrate produc-
tion of military and commercial products. Their perceptions are that barriers to integration
range from the immense burdens imposed on defense contractors by Government rules and
regulations (including, for example, cost accounting standards which require defense contrac-
tors to keep two sets of books) to the unique requirements of thousands of detailed process
and product specifications (which frequently are obsolete by the time they are promulgated).
In many product and process technologies, commercial practice has surpassed defense prac-
tice, with the result that the Department of Defense often pays more for less advanced prod-
ucts.

Recommendation

The Department of Defense should vigorously pursue efforts to increase use of
commercial manufacturing process and product specifications, in lieu of unique military
specifications. The Department also should comprehensively identify barriers to integrated
manufacturing of commercial and military products and examine alternative practices which
might facilitate such integration.
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Emphasis on Process Technology

Conclusion

American manufacturers, in many cases, are unable to get products from re-
search and development into the market as fast as is necessary to be competitive. There are
many examples where American manufacturers are unable to develop and apply new process
technology in their operations as fast as their international competitors. In the defense sector,
the Department of Defense Manufacturing Technology Program is the only existing program
focused specifically on development of advanced manufacturing process technology.

Discussion

The Department of Defense Manufacturing Technology Program has contrib-
uted greatly to the advancement of generic manufacturing science and technology, but even
more productive results could be achieved with greatly expanded and more predictable levels
of resources. The Department of Defense also must find specific means to integrate concur-
rent product and process technology development into research and development programs
and the acquisition life cycle. One way would be to require concurrent development of effi-
cient, cost effective manufacturing capability as part of all research and development efforts.
Among the measures that could be pursued is a contract clause tailored to each research and
development effort to require development and demonstration of the ability to produce the
product.

Recommendation

The Department of Defense should develop a comprehensive program to ensure
development and application of effective, advanced process technologies concurrent with ba-
sic science and technology programs and weapon systems development programs. The pro-
gram should have four major thrusts: (1) development of manufacturing technology as part of
all basic science and technology programs; (2) development of manufacturing technology in
all weapon systems development programs; (3) changes in policies governing contractor inde-
pendent research and development/bid and proposal costs to stimulate emphasis on manufac-
turing technology and, (4) greatly expanded emphasis and resources for the Manufacturing
Technology Program.
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Technological Skill Base

Conclusion

The quality of the nation’s technological skill base is an indicator of the future
prospects for American industrial competitiveness. The source of the technical skill base is
our university system. While the quality of the system is sound (and it remains a national com-
petitive advantage when compared to the rest of the world), there are some areas of concern.

Discussion

Much of the discussion about technical education focuses on funding, but the
issue is equally one of national leadership. The nation must build its technological skill base if
it is to achieve the goals of security and well being of its citizens. Current data suggests that
foreigners may be utilizing our graduate technical programs more than we are (85 percent of
the recent growth in graduate education has been from foreign students often on state subsidy
and/or Federal Government grants). Coupled with demographics that will reduce the pool of
potential scientists and engineers, there is a growing problem that can be altered only by na-
tional leadership.

The effort should include all Federal agencies with technical missions, including
the National Aeronautics and Space Administration, the Department of Energy, and the Na-
tional Bureau of Standards of the Department of Commerce. National political and business
leaders should be involved with a multi-media approach to achieve a national consensus for
support. Industry should be stimulated to assist with the effort in local and regional programs,
seminars, cooperative education efforts, and, particularly, with attractive technical career
path opportunities.

Recommendation

The Department of Defense should lead the organization of a national program
to stimulate enrollment in both undergraduate and graduate technical programs to assure
both the quantity and quality of technically qualified graduates necessary for national success.
Aspecific objective should be to raise the prestige and attractiveness of technical careers, with
particular emphasis on manufacturing.
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Incentives for Technical Education

Conclusion

The Department of Defense, perhaps more than any other agency, depends on
technology as its lifeblood. The Department has a direct stake in the quantity and quality of
science and engineering graduates. Efforts must be made to reverse the decline in numbers
and capabilities of technically educated personnel.

Discussion

The Department of Defense might offer scholarships at schools willing to build
world-class manufacturing engineering programs. Selection of the schools would be based

upon:

° Industrial commitment to maintain leading edge university ex-
pertise;

° Industrially supported faculty positions to enable the world’s
best manufacturing managers to teach future generations;

o Industrial hiring programs to assure that the finest career op-
portunities are afforded the new generation manufacturing
manager;

« State and university commitments for faculty and curriculum
development to ensure America remains on the leading edge
of the development and management of technological pro-
gress.

Recommendation

The Department of Defense should combine a scholarship program in manufac-
turing engineering with a plan to build university expertise in manufacturing. The program
should be developed jointly with industry.

56 V Bolstering Industrial Competitiveness




Bolstering Defense Industrial Competitiveness

Educational Facilities

Conclusion

State-of-the-art education facilities represent another deficiency in American
universities for teaching manufacturing-related science and engineering skills and, hence,
provide another impediment for students and faculty alike to pursue manufacturing careers.

Discussion

An instrumented factory program might competitively award grants for a num-
ber of advanced manufacturing technology demonstration centers to universities or non-
profit coalitions of manufacturers, equipment suppliers, material suppliers, and other
appropriate organizations. Each center would consist of an instrumented factory that pro-
duces limited quantities of military items, using the latest available state—of-the-art manufac-
turing technologies. The program would provide for conducting Government—funded
research and development associated with the processes used in the factory, encompassing
the physical, data, control, and human factors. Mechanisms would be required to ensure that
the technologies are promptly implemented in private companies.

Recommendation

The Department of Defense could provide seed money for an instrumented fac-
tory program for industries where there are large numbers of companies and significant non-
defense applications.
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Production Base Impact Assessment

Conclusion

There is a need for focused, coherent analysis of issues affecting American
manufacturing industries.

Discussion

United States law and policy historically have been developed primarily in re-
sponse to domestic requirements, with little attention given to the possible harmful effects
they may have on the health, vitality, and long-term survival of American manufacturing in-
dustries in an increasingly competitive international environment. Explicit assessments of the
effects of legislation and regulation on the health and vitality of our production base should be
conducted prior to their promulgation.

Recommendation

The Department of Defense recommends establishing a substantial analytic ca-
pability within the Legislative Branch dedicated exclusively to objective analysis of the impact
of existing and proposed legislation on the United States manufacturing base and its ability to
compete internationally.
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Coherent Tax Policies
Conclusion

Direct, indirect, and hidden taxes on the United States manufacturing base are,
by current world standards, not conducive to investing at the required levels to achieve and
sustain world leadership in advanced technologies and manufacturing processes.

Discussion

Efforts to achieve equitable tax policies domestically have resulted in a substan-
tial shifting of tax burdens from individuals to industry. Especially troublesome to many
American manufacturing firms is the fact that the tax burden on industry is fully reflected in
the costs of domestically manufactured products, but not in the costs of forei gn-manufactured
products sold in the American market, even though alternative tax structures to equalize the

tax burden across all products are permitted under the General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade.

Recommendation

The Department of Defense advocates and supports the concept that there
should be a comprehensive analysis of tax policies specifically focused on enhancing the inter-
national competitiveness of American manufacturing industries. The Department of Defense
recommends that the President and the Congress jointly cause this comprehensive analysis to
be undertaken as a national priority.
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Coherent Trade and Domestic Policies
Conclusion

Many other elements of Federal law (antitrust, environment, safety, etc.), other
than the tax code, also affect the operations and costs of manufacturing in the United States.
In many cases, such laws are unique to the United States and, therefore, represent unique
financial burdens on domestic manufacturers.

Discussion

Trade policies, as well as elements of domestic policies (antitrust, etc.) are sig-
nificant determinants not only of the level of resources that are or can be devoted to defense,
but of the productivity of the industries supporting our defense. From the perspective of secu-
rity policy, the Department of Defense believes that in formulating trade policies, within the
framework of international agreements, attention should be focused on the impact such poli-
cies have on American competitiveness and stimulating a productive manufacturing base.
Domestic policies also should be examined from this perspective.

Recommendation

The Department of Defense advocates and supports the concept that there
should be a comprehensive analysis of trade policy and domestic policies, specifically focused
on enhancing the international competitiveness of American manufacturing industries. The
Department of Defense recommends that the President cause such fundamental examina-
tions to be undertaken as national priorities.
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Education and Training

Conclusion

There is substantial evidence that the basic skill levels of many American high
school graduates are not adequate for the needs of manufacturing firms. At the university
level, curricula does not adequately focus on manufacturing processes, technologies, or man-
agement. Continuing education programs for professionals and workers alike are inadequate
or nonexistent in most American firms.

Discussion

The Department of Defense is dependent upon a continuing flow of highly quali-
fied mathematicians, scientists, engineers, and technicians, as well as an adequate supply of
skilled, motivated line workers in manufacturing processes and maintenance programs.
Shortages in these areas create market distortions, which disrupt development and produc-
tion schedules, reduce quality, and increase costs. Education and training are the most funda-
mental long-term national priorities in the effort to sustain an advanced industrial economy
and to provide adequately for our defense.

The Department of Defense traditionally has been and continues to be involved
inscientificand technical educational programs, but has not recently subjected its educational
programs to rigorous review from the perspective of modern industrial requirements. There
also has been no recent fundamental examination of the quality or relevance of American
educational systems (at all levels) specifically from the perspective of the needs of an ad-
vanced industrial economy. The combination of deficiencies in education and training at all
levels represents, perhaps, the most serious long-term problem facing the United States in-
dustrial base.

Recommendation

The Department of Defense problem with respect to inadequate skill levels in
the United States is a component part of the national problem. The Department recognizes
that long-term basic solutions are beyond the scope of its responsibilities and capabilities and
urges that there be a national effort, beginning now, to achieve these long-term solutions.
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Private Sector Issues

Conclusion

Notwithstanding the continuing successes of some entire sectors of the United
States manufacturing base and of individual firms in other sectors, there is a pervasive prob-
lem with the quality and effectiveness of management in American manufacturing industries.

Discussion

The findings of this study are, collectively, an indictment of management in
American manufacturing firms. This is a particularly sensitive problem because Government
has little or no ability to address the problem or to contribute to its solution. Of course, one
exception is that Government should ensure that its current practices that are intrusions into
the operations of manufacturing firms do in fact impose the least possible harm on these
firms. However, this should not be construed to mean Government will shirk its oversight
responsibilities. A less obvious exception lies in the potential for Government to influence
the expectations and actions of owners and managers through, for example, changes to taxlaw
to discourage an excessive focus on the short-term and to provide incentives for long-term
investment in technology development and implementation.

Recommendation

The Department of Defense can contribute substantially to improved manage-
ment in defense firms through improved acquisition processes, selective contract incentives
based on competitive cost reductions, and a concommitant effort to reduce its intrusions into
management’s affairs. The management problem in non-defense industries, however, is
largely beyond the reach of Government agencies. At a minimum, however, unnecessary
Government barriers to management motivation to achieve manufacturing excellence and
competitiveness must be identified and dismantled.
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POST SCRIPT
by Dr. Robert B. Costello
Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition)

The research that formed the basis for the recommendations contained in this
report was conducted over more than a year’s time. As good ideas came to the fore during this
period, we chose to act upon them rather than await final publication of the report on this
initiative. Some of the recommendations already are ongoing within the Department. For ex-
ample, one key recommendation in this report, perhaps the highest priority, is directed to
forging better relations with industry. Proper cooperation between industry and Government
is essential for creating a win-win situation for both parties and for ensuring the existence of a
healthy and vital industrial base from which the Department can draw its mission require-
ments.

To this end, the establishment of a Defense Manufacturing Board within the De-
partment of Defense is underway. This new Board has an approved charter, and the nomina-
tion process for members has begun. The National Academy of Sciences has agreed
informally to create a Defense Manufacturing Strategy Committee, referred to in the report
as the Manufacturing Advisory Council. Nominees to this Committee also have been identi-
fied. The Defense Science Board has formed a Defense Industrial and Technology Base Task
Force. This Task Force will examine in greater detail the recommendations we have made on
bolstering defense industrial competitiveness. These beginning efforts should provide the
foundation for a more effective partnership between the Department and the industries upon
which we rely and for developing innovative solutions to both the short- and long-term prob-
lems identified in the report.

Two key actions required to ensure a comprehensive, sustained effort to imple-
ment these and other new initiatives are: (1) to provide a senior-level focal point to concen-
trate Departmental responsibilities for industrial base programs; and (2) to acquire the
factual data required to support sound industrial base plans and programs.

Efforts are actively underway to establish the new position of Deputy Under Sec-
retary of Defense (Production Base and International Technology), who was referred to in the
report as the Department of Defense Production Base Advocate. Along with its institutional
responsibilities to receive, evaluate, and test innovative ideas to improve Department of
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Defense manufacturing programs, the Office of the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Pro-
duction Base and International Technology) will serve as the focal point within the Office of
the Secretary of Defense to oversee and coordinate all manufacturing-related activities of the
Department.

The Office of the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Production Base and In-
ternational Technology) also will be responsible for acquiring, organizing, maintaining, and
disseminating data required for defense industrial base plans and programs. This effort al-
ready has begun with the staffing of a directive merging the Defense Industrial Network and
Project SOCRATES into the Defense Industrial Base Information Administration. This ef-
fort will be broadened in the near future to develop means to identify critical foreign-sourced
items in current and proposed weapon systems programs.

With these two key actions underway, the foundations are being laid for estab-
lishing the comprehensive, dedicated capabilities we require to manage effectively a great
many discrete industrial base programs. Many of these already are underway and will con-
tinue, but they will be placed under the general cognizance of the Deputy Under Secretary of
Defense (Production Base and International Technology) for oversight, policy guidance, and
Department-level management.

Educational initiatives are, in the long-term, perhaps the most significant of the
recommendations contained in the report. We intend to move resolutely, but cautiously, on
these: resolutely because the issue of superior technical and scientific education is critical to
the nation’s future; cautiously because the Department of Defense properly is limited to a
support role in this issue, which involves every level of Government.

A number of the remaining recommendations relate to efforts already in place
within the Department or to recent new initiatives. This, of course, does not mean that we
have solved all our problems. These are partial solutions to very complex problems that will
continue to require our attention and the best ideas from industry, Government, and our al-
lies.

For example, in order to help ensure that sectors critical to our security, such as
the semiconductor and machine tool industries, become more internationally competitive in
manufacturing technology, the Department has provided support for the establishment ofa
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Semiconductor Manufacturing Technology Consortium and a National Center For Manufac-
turing Science.

Our Total Quality Management effort is another example of a current effort un-
derway within the Department that is in consonance with the findings of this study. We are
working to broaden the focus of quality to change the present culture of the acquisition
process, contractual requirements, design and manufacturing practices, and the modern con-
cept of quality. We hope to provide the means to change the quality culture across the Depart-
ment of Defense and industry by reducing weapon systems’ costs while improving their quality
in the field.

We are now in the process of forming a strategic planning task force, with mem-
bership from the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the Military Departments, the Organiza-
tion of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Defense Logistics Agency. The principal purpose of
the task force will be to establish meaningful linkages between the materiel requirements of
military operational plans and the industrial base and technology programs managed by the
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Production Base and International Technology). A sub-
stantial portion of this task already has been accomplished and provides a solid foundation for
the work of the task force. The Joint Industrial Mobilization Planning Process is the analytic
and assessment process used by the Military Departments, Organization of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, and Defense Agencies to perform industrial capabilities analyses for the Joint Strategic
Planning System and to link industrial mobilization plans to operational plans.

Substantial progress also has been made on the recommendations for: improv-
ing incentives for producibility enhancing investments; focusing the acquisition system on life
cycle costs; increasing use of commercial product and process specifications; and greatly in-
creasing our emphasis on the development of advanced manufacturing technology.

Contact also has been made with the Economic Policy Council in the Executive
Office of the President in order to begin establishing a means of exploring further the national
policy issues discussed in this report.

Many other efforts are being pursued within the Department of Defense. These,
in conjunction with the new ideas emanating from this study, have formed the basis for imple-
menting this action plan to bolster defense industrial competitiveness.
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1991 JMNA

Foreword by the Secretary of Defense

This Joint Military Net Assessment was prepared in a period of great change in the
strategic environment. Begun on the heels of the ‘‘Revolution of *89,”" the 1991 Joint
Military Net Assessment was completed on the eve of military action to implement the
UN mandate to force Iraq to withdraw its troops from Kuwait. One of the major reasons
for our great success in this campaign and confidence in the ultimate outcome is the
excellence of our military men and women. We also are certain there will be much to
learn from this experience for future military assessments.

But, even as this document is signed and conveyed to the US Congress, the struggle
in the Gulf is only one change in the strategic environment. A second, crucial change is
unfolding in the Soviet Union. The revolutionary change in the nations of Eastern Europe
in the past 2 years has been more wide-ranging and sweeping than anything we have seen
in the previous 40 years. Noncommunists now lead in most of the former non-Soviet
Warsaw Pact states. Germany has been unified in NATO. The Soviet Union has agreed
to withdraw its troops from Czechoslovakia, Hungary, and Germany and is unilaterally
reducing its general purpose forces at home. The Warsaw Pact is set to be dissolved on
April 1st.

But the moves towards democracy and demilitarization of the Soviet Union that we
all welcomed now appear to be in doubt. Recent, worrisome events raise questions about
the prospects for needed economic and political reform and the Soviet Union’s future
course at home.

The economic situation in the Soviet Union today is as bleak as it has been since the
end of World War II. Given these poor economic prospects, we have to anticipate that
there will continue to be economic decline in the Soviet Union and increased prospects
for significant unrest. It is hard to discern, at this point, a strategy at the center for deal-
ing with these problems or regenerating a process of reform.

Political reform in the Soviet Union is also under attack. Rather than moving toward
greater openness to resolve the underlying problems, President Gorbachev appears ready
to rely on the security services and the military and their use of force to maintain order
inside the Soviet Union. There is now a widespread consensus among Soviet observers
that the central government is increasingly influenced by the military and the security
services, as well as the Communist party bureaucracy.
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In the absence of ongoing reform, there is little prospect for a permanent transforma-
tion in East-West relations. Experience shows that ultimately US-Soviet relations are
driven by how the Soviet Union governs itself. Except at the margins, long-term improve-
ment depends on the democratization and demilitarization of Soviet society. The failure
of reform would not necessarily mean a return to the worst days of the Cold War, but it
would prevent movement to a thoroughgoing, across-the-board state of cooperation with
the Soviet Union.

Five implications of these conflicting trends must be weighed. First, the Warsaw Pact
is dead as a military organization and the threat of a short-warning, global war starting in
Europe is now less likely than at any time in the last 45 years. Nonetheless, the Soviet
military will remain, by a wide margin, the largest armed force on the continent. Second,
the Soviet ability to project conventional power beyond its borders will continue to
decline, whether that decline is part of a broad strategy of improving relations with the
West or whether it is simply an unintended effect of the continued economic collapse of
the Soviet Union. Third, there is enormous uncertainty about developments inside the
Soviet Union and adjacent areas, and this should be reflected in our planning. Fourth, and
a key point, the Soviets not only retain significant strategic nuclear capability but they are
modernizing it virtually across the board. Fifth, while we are hopeful of eventual success,
the prospects for arms control — both conventional and strategic — are now in doubt.

Reform in the Soviet Union need not fail. Our President has said many times that we
want the process of reform in the Soviet Union to succeed. We still hope that it will be
successful, and the central government, we believe, may still be able to take steps to
return to the path of reform.

But uncertainty about change in the Soviet Union is not our only concern in the emerg-
ing security environment. We face the sobering truth that local sources of instability and
oppression will continue to foster conflicts small and large in areas of interest to the
United States. The Gulf conflict has illustrated once again that these regional crises and
conflicts are likely to arise or to escalate unpredictably, on very short notice, and often
far from home. The war against Iraq presages a type of conflict we are likely to confront
again in this new era — major regional conflicts against foes well-armed with elements of
advanced conventional and unconventional weaponry. We must configure our policies
and our forces to effectively deter, or quickly defeat, such future regional threats.

This Joint Military Net Assessment will aid our analytical efforts to provide for
America’s defense in the face of these and other changes in the strategic environment.

Df/é Dick Cheney

Secretary of Defense
March 1991
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1991 JMNA

Preface

BACKGROUND

The 1991 JMNA is a comprehensive military assessment prepared in accordance with
the National Defense Authorization Act for FY 1989. It is published in classified and
unclassified versions and provided to Congress by the Secretary of Defense. The IMNA
was prepared by the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, in coordination and consultation
with the Military Service Chiefs of Staff, the commanders of the unified and specified
commands, the US Coast Guard, the Intelligence Community, and the Joint Staff.

PURPOSE AND SCOPE

The purpose of the JMNA is to assess the forces and capabilities of US Armed Forces
and allies against those of potential adversaries. Accordingly, the IMNA reviews the
current strategic environment, threats to US interests, and national security objectives; it
assesses the capability of the forces and programs in the FY 92-93 PB and the FY 92-97
FYDP to accomplish national security objectives. It qualitatively and quantitatively
assesses strategic forces, nonstrategic nuclear forces, space forces, and general purpose
conventional forces in several scenarios against regional and global concerns. It also
examines a number of special interest areas. The report concludes with a trend analysis
and risk assessment. Special access programs are not included in this assessment.

The current balance and trends for the periods immediately preceding and following
the report date are analyzed in the context of the following force structure constructs:

L FY 1986 fielded force — for historical comparison and trend analysis.

I FY 1991 fielded force — consisting of those items of equipment expected to be
delivered through the end of FY 1991, and the personnel end strength expected to
exist based on the President's FY 1991 Amended Budget Submission.

@ FY 1995 fielded force — consisting of those items of equipment expected to be
procured by the FY92-93 PB through the end of FY 1993 and delivered through
the end of FY 1995, as well as the personnel end strength expected to exist based
on the FY 1995 Defense Program.

iii
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@ FY 1999 fielded force — consisting of those items of equipment expected to be
procured by the FY 92-97 FYDP through the end of FY 1997 and delivered
through the end of FY 1999, as well as the personnel end strength expected to
exist through the end of FY 1999.

Where appropriate for direct comparisons, the forces of potential adversaries shown
are fielded forces for the end of the FY indicated, based on coordinated estimates of the
Intelligence Community.

The effective date for most data is 15 January 1991. The effective date for equip-
ment and force structure projections, based on the FY 92-93 PB and the FY 92-97
FYDP, is 20 February 1991.

METHODOLOGY

The JMNA was developed using previous analyses, estimates, expert advice, models,
politico-military gaming and seminars, static comparisons, and the military judgment of
senior leaders. With the strategic environment as a backdrop, force capabilities are
assessed in multiple scenarios against the capabilities and perceived intentions of poten-
tial US adversaries.

This unclassified version of the 1991 JMNA is based solely on the document
forwarded to Congress by the Secretary of Defense on 2 March 1991. No attempt has
been made to update the contents or conclusions based on changes in the international or
domestic environments since that date.

DOCUMENT OVERVIEW

This document is organized into three main parts. Part I addresses the international
and domestic environments in light of their impacts on the US Armed Forces and their
capabilities. Part IT describes the analyses conducted to determine the capabilities of US
forces. A number of separate and discrete areas are examined. Part I1l is the synthesis of
Parts I and II, reporting the results of our studies and drawing conclusions concerning
overall capabilities and risk.
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Chapter 1.

The Emerging World Order

THE STRATEGIC CONTEXT
A Period of Upheaval

The international security setting is under-
going sweeping change — the most consequential
since the close of World War II. Forty years of
Cold War confrontation have given way to a new
world order. Characterized first and foremost by
a fundamental shift in relations between the
United States and the Soviet Union, this new
order has permitted the increased democratiza-
tion of Eastern Europe and has resulted in tur-
moil of uncertain outcome within the Soviet
republics. In the wake of this remarkable reality,
a host of other security concerns have followed
or intensified: regional disputes across a wide
spectrum of conflict; drug trafficking; terrorism;
and the proliferation of weapons of great destruc-
tiveness. Taken as a whole, this extraordinary
period of transition in international affairs is of
such a magnitude it requires a reassessment and a
fundamental review of the parameters that have
shaped US national military strategy.

Forces Shaping the Strategic
Landscape

The international security
environment is undergoing a pro-
found transformation that is due
in no small measure to steadfast
US and allied strategies. The
implications of this historic and
welcome upheavalin the strategic
landscape cut across the entire
fabric of the US Armed Forces.
Thus, the opening pages of this
document are devoted to an
assessment of: (1) the dramati-
cally changing strategic context
in which US national security
strategy is executed; (2) the endur-
ing security objectives the national
military strategy must support; (3)
the threats, actual and potential,
to which US Armed Forces must
respond; (4) the unrelenting
demands imposed on the United
States as the leading Free World
power; and (5) the potential for
conflict that might require the
introduction of our military
strength.

The demise of the Cold War can be likened to a monumental shift in the tectonic
plates, unleashing a host of forces that are irrevocably reshaping the strategic landscape.
Each of these forces has enormous implications for US national security policy and mili-
tary strategy. First is the astounding advent of a second ‘‘Russian Revolution’” in this
century — one that is redefining and redirecting the security objectives of the Soviet
Union, a process that continues along an uncertain course toward a hoped for peaceful




S

future. A second and related force is the rapid achievement of German unification and the
accelerating demise of the Warsaw Pact, forcing a reexamination of the role of the Atlan-
tic Alliance. Third is the prospect for a markedly increased political and economic unifi-
cation in Europe, creating a new, powerful force on the world scene. Next is the intensifi-
cation of intractable conflicts between historical enemies, now fueled by weapons of
enormous destructiveness and less constrained by the bipolar Superpower alignments.
Fifth, we herald the unprecedented march to democracy in many parts of the Third World.
However, major portions of the world lag in the continuing struggle to improve the
human condition. This lag, coupled with heightened expectations born of the ever-widen-
ing span of knowledge of progress in other areas of the world, are giving rise to insurgen-
cies, terrorism, drug-trafficking, and nationalist fervor. Sixth, we may have to confront
the rise of new agendas that may abort the long-sought era of peaceful international co-
operation. The Iraqi brutalization of Kuwait is just such an aggression, and Operations
DESERT SHIELD and DESERT STORM demonstrate international intolerance for such
behavior. Finally, the explosion of information and technology is irrevocably changing
the tools of national influence. From this vast array of forces shaping the strategic land-
scape, we see a shift in the focus of military planning and an emergence of an entirely
new international context for US military strategy, more focused on multinational coop-
eration sanctioned by international bodies such as the United Nations, and different and in
many ways more complex than the Cold War era it replaces.

The Emerging World Order

The Emerging Realities

The long-sought receding Soviet threat, coupled with US budget and trade deficits,
has brought to bear a domestic force every bit as consequential as the external forces to
reassessing our strategies. The new global realities and the compelling requirement to
bring government spending and revenues into balance will produce pressures to reduce
the level of spending on the nation’s defense. It is truly a hopeful era, one of a shift
toward a more peaceful world, one we helped bring about. We applaud the Soviet contri-
bution to a more cooperative world. We cannot, however, forecast the Soviets’ speed or
success in their trend toward democracy and becoming a responsible member of the inter-
national community. Further, Soviet military power is hardly becoming irrelevant; we
must continue to counterbalance their capabilities.

NATIONAL SECURITY INTERESTS AND OBJECTIVES

Notwithstanding the twin forces of international change and domestic budget deficits,
the broad national security interests that give focus to military objectives, strategy, and
forces remain largely constant. As described in the President’s National Security Strategy
Report of March 1990, these interests and objectives encompass:

[ The survival of the United States as a free and independent nation, with its
fundamental values intact and its institutions and people secure.
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(3 A healthy and growing US economy to ensure opportunity for individual
prosperity and a resource base for national endeavors at home and abroad.

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

(3 Healthy, cooperative, and politically vigorous relations with allies and friendly
nations.

THREATS TO US INTERESTS

For 40 years, the Soviet Union and its surrogates posed the principal threat to the fore-
going interests and objectives. However, with the collapse of East European communism,
the demise of the Warsaw Pact, ongoing changes within the Soviet Union, the reshaping
of US-Soviet relationships, and a reduction in Soviet conventional military power, our
security agenda is being rewritten. This redefinition of our threat perception has been
accelerated by the emergence and intensification of both new and historical regional
quarrels; one has already brought the United States into armed conflict in the Persian
Gulf. Our efforts to promote regional stability and to enhance the spread of democracy
will continue to be challenged by insurgencies and terrorism. Economically and tech-
nologically, the United States is facing stiff competition from Japan and Germany. Else-
where, threats to US interests range from the enmity of nations like North Korea and
Cuba to pressures from friend and foe alike to reduce US presence around the world.

ENDURING DEFENSE REALITIES

There is much to hope for in the new US-Soviet relationship; there is also much to be
seen. Even with the promise of a greatly reduced Soviet force posture in Eastern Europe,
certain crucial constants endure in our long-term assessment of Soviet military capability
and global threats.

The Soviet Union

The Nuclear Threat. The most enduring concern for US defense planners is that,
notwithstanding its evolving ideology and the intentions of its current leadership, the
Soviet Union remains the one country in the world capable of destroying the United
States with a single devastating attack. However, the rationale for such an attack is
difficult to construe. Nevertheless, until and unless the Soviet strategic nuclear arsenal is
vastly modified, the cornerstone of US military strategy must continue to be a modern,
credible, flexible, and survivable nuclear deterrent force.

The Conventional Threat. Soviet military power, though at long last being
reduced and changed in form and purpose, is hardly becoming irrelevant. Whatever the
future Soviet state may look like, it still will have millions of well-armed men in uniform
and will remain, by far, the strongest military force on the Eurasian landmass. The United
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States, as the leader of the Free World, must maintain the conventional capability to
globally counterbalance the might of the Soviet Union’s huge conventional forces, in
conjunction with our allies.

Across the Atlantic

Looking eastward from our Atlantic shore, the focus of US security concern has
shifted in a remarkably short period from Western Europe to both the defense of Europe
and the Persian Gulf. With respect to Europe, the demise of the Warsaw Pact, Soviet
retrenchment, German unification, and the prospect of economic integration embody the
success of collective defense, as well as the imperatives for new approaches to collective
security. Although the prospect of a concerted military threat to Western Europe from the
east has faded dramatically, continuing political and economic instability in Eastern
Europe and the Soviet Union presents new concerns. Consequently, we and our NATO
partners are conducting a thorough review of Alliance strategy. The broad outlines of a
new force posture are already emerging and include highly mobile units, some of which
will be restructured into multinational formations. The number of active units will be
scaled back, and increasing reliance will be placed on mobilization and reconstitution.

Looking through the Mediterranean to the Middle East and Persian Gulf, regional
threats to US vital interests and enduring obligations will place continuing demands on
our Armed Forces. Escort operations in the Persian Gulf, conducted for over 2 years,
established the precedent of US military intervention to protect the free flow of oil. Then,
just as the Soviet Union and the Iran-Iraq war receded as threats to regional stability, Iraq
emerged from 8 years of war with a fanatic zeal, a large arsenal, a shattered economy,
overwhelming foreign debts, and a trumped-up quarrel with Kuwait. Now that Iraq has
been ejected from Kuwait by the US-led international coalition, we still face an uncertain
future; we will maintain our commitment, and we expect to reduce, but not eliminate, our
forces in this region.

Across the Pacific

The divided Korean peninsula stands in stark contrast to the dissipating Cold War in
Europe. However, the US security burden is being eased by the continuing surge of
democracy, economic growth, and military capability in South Korea. Our reassessment
of the US-ROK security relationship concluded that the United States could undertake a
prudent, phased series of steps to reduce its force presence in Korea modestly — as well as
in Japan and elsewhere in the Pacific — and could initiate a gradual transition toward a
partnership in which ROK armed forces assume the leading role. Should deterrence fail,
however, in-place and reinforcing US forces would still be required. For the region as a
whole, a modest level of US military presence — principally maritime — will be essential
to preserve stability, encourage democracy, and deter aggression.
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The Rest of the World

This broad characterization is not intended to either diminish or denigrate the impor-
tance of US interests, friends, and allies in regions beyond Europe, the Middle East, and
the Pacific. Rather, from a planner’s perspective, the nature and urgency of threats
beyond those especially compelling locales are such that the threats can be dealt with by a
judicious mix of active forces adequate to protect the most vital US interests and by units
with specialized capabilities and mobility for crises at the lower end of the spectrum of
conflict. The more important point is that many regional disputes are becoming increas-
ingly more lethal with the proliferation of advanced technology weapons. As a conse-
quence, the introduction of US military power into such disputes must always be prefaced
by serious-minded planning and preparation for combat.

IMPLICATIONS FOR FORCES
Scenarios for Force and Capability Assessment

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

To analyze force size, mobility, and
support requirements, we have developed a
set of conventional conflict scenarios.
These scenarios, described in greater detail
in Chapter 9, Table 9-1, define plausible
circumstances that might call for the appli-
cation of US military power. The scenarios
include critical assumptions about threats,

SCENARIOS

@ Peacetime Engagement
Counterinsurgency
Counternarcotics

@ Lesser Regional Contingencies
2,000 nm and 6,000 nm from

warning time, and concepts of operation of ﬂ?e Unlte'd States .
friendly forces. The scenarios also provide " Major Regional Contingency —
explicit criteria for the assessment of We,s t . .
forces, readiness, mobilization, mobility, 4 I\E/Iaaé?r Regional Contingency —

and sustainment. Although these scenarios
represent the types of situations we believe
we must be prepared to face in the future,
they were not the basis for the programs
that produced our current capabilities; their
details remain under study, and their impli-
cations are only now being incorporated into the FYDP. Thus, this assessment represents
a first report of the transition from planning and programming principally for global war

Middle East and Persian Gulf
@ War escalating from a European
crisis
Potential for global conflict
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with the Soviet Union to planning and programming for the regional situations we expect
to face in the 1990s.

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

Probability of Occurrence

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

Peacetime

CI/CN
MRC-E

[ Probability of Occurrence

Level of Violence

| | | | (.
Figure 1-1. Probability of Occurrence

Consequences of Failure
Although the probability of occurrence is important, of greater concern are the conse-

quences of failing to attain national objectives in a postulated conflict. Thus, judgments
about future force needs must be tempered by considered determinations involving the
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probability of the crisis and the consequences of failure. Figure 1-2 arrays the same sce-
narios along the spectrum of conflict and graphically depicts where the consequences of
failure are highest. The implication for policymakers and force planners is that we need
to pay serious attention to both ends of the spectrum of conflict.

eacetime. Nuclear
N

[ Consequences of Failure |

Level of Violence
| | | | |

Figure 1-2. Consequences of Failure

\4

Force Implications

Figure 1-3 on page 1-8 combines the previous points on one set of axes and provides a
useful tool to visualize some basic implications for force structure.

The spectrum of conflict, peace through nuclear war, has not changed; it continues to
provide a method to overlay various scenarios. However, the focus of our attention has
shifted as we view the changing international situation and threat. Previously, conven-
tional force requirements were generated by focusing attention toward the right end of the
spectrum, where the threat was large and the consequence of failure was great (depicted
by the lightly shaded area on the graph). Consequently, our conventional force structure
was large, heavy, and robust. However, more recently our focus has shifted to the left
(depicted by the darker shaded area) for many of the reasons cited earlier. Today, the
probability of occurrence for conventional conflicts at the right end of the spectrum is
low, and warning time has so greatly increased, that these conflicts are no longer the
central point of focus or the principal driver of requirements for forces. We find now,
however, that the focus of attention and risk is the range of conflict scenarios where the
probability of occurrence is greater and the consequences of failure are still high. Con-
flicts arising in this range require a highly responsive force capability that can react
rapidly from anywhere in the world with an appropriate mixture of maritime, air, and
ground forces. ‘
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Figure 1-3. Probability of Occurrence and Consequences of Failure

The extreme right end of the spectrum of conflict in Figure 1-3 also illustrates implica-
tions for force capability. The compelling need for capable and modernized nuclear and
conventional forces is shown on the right side of the graph, where the probability of occur-
rence is low against a real and capable threat but where the consequences of failure are so
grave they cannot be ignored. On the extreme left of the figure, our global interests are
being assaulted daily by a diverse range of threats where the consequences of failure could
significantly impede our peacetime objectives. Consequently, our force structure must
constitute a credible deterrent, have a forward presence component, and be mobile and
capable of responding to a diverse set of contingencies across the spectrum of conflict.

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

CONCLUSIONS

The emerging world order provides a rationale for US force structure from the per-
spective of threats to US interests, enduring defense realities, the probability of conflict,
and the consequences of failure.
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Chapter 2.

The Role of US Armed Forces

OBJECTIVES
National Military Objectives

The explicit purposes of US Armed Forces
are spelled out in Table 2-1 on the following
page. These enduring tasks are in accord with
the constancy of ‘‘providing for the common
defense’” and deterring aggression through
overwhelming strength. However, the primary
threats, and hence the focus of military plan-
ning, are shifting rapidly in the post-Cold War
era. Although Soviet strategic nuclear forces
will continue to represent the most compelling
potential threat to our national survival and
Soviet conventional capabilities remain an
important force to reckon with, the improving
atmosphere of East-West relations dictates a
shift in focus to emphasize regional threats of
equally serious consequence to US vital
interests.

Regional Objectives

Within this turbulent environ-
ment of transformed adversaries
and newly emergent threats, the
fundamentalrole of the US Armed
Forces remains constant: to prevent
war and to defend the nation’s
vital interests through a manifest
capability to inflict overwhelming
destruction on any potential foe.
The importance of deterrence
implicit in this statement of basic
purpose is directed by the President.
It has served the nation well for 40
years. A great democratic power
with global interests and commit-
ments is morally bound to an
inherently defensive posture and a
military force of wide-ranging
capabilities.

Europe. As the European continent emerges from the shadow of the Cold War, the
United States will continue to encourage and participate in a steady and peaceful transi-
tion from an era of continental demarcation into one of economic and political integra-
tion. Already, long-dormant fears and competing claims have emerged, rekindling his-
torical antagonisms that threaten anew the long-sought promise of European stability and
integration. Further, despite the strong prospects for a whole, free Europe, the specter of
the Soviets’ residual military power will continue to loom over their western neighbors.
Thus, given our strong cultural links and enormous economic investments, we have an
enduring stake in European security. For the foreseeable future, that vital interest is best
served by a military presence embodied within a dynamic NATO.
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Table 2-1. National Military Objectives

4 Deter or Defeat Aggression, in Concert with Allies
Deter military attack by any nation against the United States, its allies, and other countries whose

sovereignty is vital to our own; and defeat such attack, singly or in concert with others, should
deterrence fail.

& Ensure Global Access and Influence
Protect free commerce; enhance the spread of democracy; guarantee US access to world

markets, associated critical resources, air and sea LOCs, and space; and contribute to US
influence around the world.

4 Promote Regional Stability and Cooperation
Contribute to regional stability through military presence, mutual security arrangements, and

security assistance; and, to discourage thereby, in concert with other instruments of national
power, policies and objectives inimical to US security interests.

@ Staunch the Flow of lllegal Drugs
Stem the production and transit of illegal drugs and their entry into the United States.

4 Combat Terrorism
Participate in the national program to thwart and respond to the actions of state-sponsored

terrorist organizations.

The Middle East and Persian Gulf. Recent events have thrust this volatile region
to the forefront of our security agenda. The President has committed the full force of
America’s prestige, influence, and military power to upholding the principles of civilized
behavior and ensuring the free trade of a critical resource. He has declared that domina-
tion of the Arabian peninsula by a hostile power cannot be tolerated. Thus, the traditional
terms of American presence in the Gulf region have been forever transformed. It is becom-
ing increasingly evident that the vital interests of the United States and its allies will be
best served by a continued, modest military presence within the region. When the current
crisis is resolved, the long-range character of our military posture must be established.
However, given our enduring commitment to this region and the increasingly important
link of global economic health to Gulf oil resources, it is clear that restoring and preserv-
ing regional stability will have a major influence on US military planning and program-
ming for years to come.

The Far East. Throughout the Far East and into South Asia, the presence of US
ground, maritime, and air forces is a visible, irreplaceable symbol of American interest,
friendship, and concern for regional peace and stability. In North Korea, the winds of
glasnost and perestroika have yet to penetrate the barriers of unrelenting antagonism and
militarization imposed by Kim Il Sung. Consequently, despite the near-miraculous eco-
nomic growth in South Korea and the steady advance of its defense capabilities, the con-
tinuing presence of US combat forces is essential to bolster deterrence, as well as to pro-
mote the long-term prospects for a peaceful North-South dialogue. Should deterrence fail,
in-place and reinforcing US combat power is absolutely necessary to blunt, reverse, and
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defeat the type of short-warning attack that North Korea clearly is capable of mounting.
Elsewhere in the region, our commitment to the security of Japan and our availability to
assist other friends and allies defuse the potential for an excessive buildup of national
armed forces.

Elsewhere in the World. In the less-predictable yet increasingly important other
regions of the globe, the United States seeks to preserve its access to foreign markets and
resources, mediate the traumas of economic and social strife, deter regional aggressors,
and promote the regional stability necessary for progress and prosperity. From Latin
America to sub-Saharan Africa to the far-flung islands of the world’s oceans, American
military men and women contribute daily to the unsung tasks of nation-building, security
assistance, and quiet diplomacy that protect and extend our political good will and access
to foreign markets. Such access becomes increasingly critical in an era of reduced forward
presence, when forces deploying from the United States are more dependent than ever
upon en route and host-nation support to ensure timely response to distant crises. In the
future, maintaining forward presence through combined planning and exercises, pre-
positioning and servicing agreements, and combined warfighting doctrine and interopera-
bility — all within a global network of mutual security arrangements — could spell the
difference between success or failure in defending vital regional interests.

CENTRAL MILITARY STRATEGY CONCEPTS

US military strategy is founded on the premise that America will continue to serve a
unique leadership responsibility for preserving global peace and stability. It is derived
from US defense strategy, which formerly focused primarily on containing Soviet aggres-
sion on a global scale. This defense strategy is now shifting to added focus on forward
presence, crisis response, and reconstitution as its major themes, while maintaining our
long-term reliance on nuclear deterrence. Because of changes in defense strategy, prior-
ities and emphasis among the various principles that describe the national military strat-
egy have begun to shift significantly. This shift represents an essential adaptation to the
new realities already described — a receding Soviet threat and a declining defense budget.
Our assessment of the emerging world order suggests that meeting the demands of our
global military objectives with fiscally constrained forces based largely within CONUS
will continue to be an enormous challenge. Our fundamental strategy concepts to meet
that challenge are shown in Table 2-2 on the following page and described in the subse-
quent paragraphs.

Deterrence
First and foremost among our central military strategy concepts, deterrence must con-
tinue to be the motivating and organizing concept for America’s Armed Forces. This is a

choice of great consequence. While avoiding the enormous offensive capabilities required
for an aggressive posture more suited to hegemonic nations, a strategy of deterrence,
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Table 2-2. Central Military Strategy Concepts

(& Nuclear and Conventional L& Collective Security
Deterrence (& Maritime and Aerospace
L& Crisis Response Through Power Superiority
Projection L Security Assistance
(4 Forward Presence 2 Arms Control
4 Reconstitution @ Technological Superiority

especially for a nation dependent upon the free flow of commerce for its very survival,
demands a military establishment of global scope and great competence. To deter nuclear
and conventional aggression and to ensure access to global markets in the face of threats
ranging from intercontinental nuclear weapons to local terrorists poses military challenges
beyond the reach of virtually any other nation on earth, past or present. Contributing to
deterrence are a number of other military strategic concepts, the most important of which
are crisis response through power projection and forward presence.

Crisis Response Through Power Projection

As US interests are threatened or as crises evolve, the United States must have the
capability to respond to crises through power projection: moving men and machines from
US bases and forward deployments to the scene of a crisis quickly enough and in suffi-
cient numbers to field an overwhelming force to influence the outcome. Projecting power
in a timely fashion is a demanding, complex operation. Assembling a fighting force at
great distances requires ready, mobile forces and an appropriate mix of airlift, sealift, and
forward-positioned stocks, as well as the capability to conduct forcible entry into the
theater if required. It presupposes maritime superiority and the need to ensure unimpeded
transit of the air and sea lanes, assured access to space, and the assistance of other nations
to facilitate the vast deployment effort entailed. The concept of power projection provides
capabilities that have strategic value well beyond the realm of responding to regional
crises. Our capability to project power contributes greatly to deterrence, regional stability,
and collective security.

Forward Presence

Over the past 40 years, the day-to-day presence of US forces has been key to averting
crisis and preventing war. The military strategy concept of forward presence will be no
less important in the future. Forward presence provides visible deterrence, preserves
regional stability and crisis-response capability, and promotes US influence and access.
Forward presence can take many forms, including but not limited to stationed forces,
rotational deployments, access and storage agreements, combined planning and exercises,
security and humanitarian assistance, port visits, and military-to-military relations. While
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military forward presence will be reduced in the future, the prudent forward-basing and
deployment of forces and the pre-positioning of combat and support materiel reduces the
burdens of power projection from CONUS. Also, forces accomplishing the forward
presence role must have the mobility, support, and training necessary for worldwide
employment (strategic agility).

Reconstitution

With the mitigation of a Soviet threat that had driven an unprecedented US peacetime
active military strength, we now confront a historically familiar but no less demanding
challenge: the military strategy concept of reconstitution. This concept requires us to
maintain the capacity to reconstitute a large, competent defense capability in the after-
math of reductions from relatively high force levels. Preserving the potential for timely
expansion of air, ground, and (to a lesser extent) maritime forces will require extraordi-
nary foresight in laying away infrastructure, stockpiling critical materials, protecting the
defense industrial base, investing in basic science and high-payoff technologies, and con-
stituting Reserve units adaptable to changes in the international security climate. Such a
vast national effort involves a strategic construct labeled ‘‘Graduated Mobilization
Response.”” It envisions an orchestrated approach to policy, organization, planning, pro-
gramming, budgeting, and execution. It entails a community of view and close coopera-
tion among a host of Federal, State, and private entities, including corporate planners in
the defense industry. In the final analysis, reconstitution may well prove to be the linchpin
of America’s long-term security.

Collective Security

Forward presence is most effective when it is embodied in the military strategy con-
cept of collective security arrangements. These agreements coordinate common security
interests; codify commitments, roles, and responsibilities; enhance joint doctrine and
interoperability; and provide integrated command structures. In a future of declining
budgets and forward presence, we increasingly will rely on international security relation-
ships to further our global interests. We also must prepare ourselves to fight as part of an
ad hoc coalition if we become involved in conflict somewhere where no formal security
relationships exist.

Maritime and Aerospace Superiority

Control of critical LOCs underwrite the strategy concepts of deterrence, power pro-
jection, forward presence, reconstitution, and collective security. Control of these LOCs
i8 a prerequisite to our ability to protect global US interests and is essential for power
projection, reinforcement, resupply, and access. Maritime and aerospace superiority gives
us the capability to achieve this control and provides the NCA with a wide range of
options during peace, crisis, and war.
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Security Assistance

The bonds of collective security can be strengthened greatly, particularly with lesser
developed nations, through the military strategy concept of security assistance. Dollar for
dollar, the return on programs that build indigenous military capabilities and reap incal-
culable goodwill is far greater than that of monies spent in pursuit of unilateral US capa-
bilities to meet regional objectives.

Arms Control

With the narrowing of US and Soviet security objectives, the military strategy concept
of arms control has moved to center stage as a major avenue for bounding uncertainty and
reducing the level of military arsenals. We engage in arms control, however, not as an end
in itself, but as one means in a coordinated effort to enhance national security. Through
arms control agreements and abating the proliferation of high-technology weapons, we
seek to reduce military threats to our interests, inject greater predictability into military
relationships, and channel force postures in more stabilizing directions.

Technological Superiority

We field the most technologically advanced weapons in the world. This factor par-
tially offsets the need to match potential adversaries’ quantitative advantages. The com-
bination of the technological superiority of US military systems and the result of 40 years
of preparation to fight a global war has provided us with the capability to effectively con-
tain and counter regional aggression, as is evident to date in Operations DESERT SHIELD
and DESERT STORM. We can ill afford to allow the diminished threat of global war to
erode our ability or resolve to maintain this technological advantage; a consistently robust
R&D effort is the essential requirement to maintain this edge.

ESSENTIAL SUPPORTING CONCEPTS

Supporting the central strategic concepts described above, a number of related elements
come into play, representing the consequences of choices and constraints.

Peacetime Engagement

The importance of peacetime measures in deterring aggression and defusing crises
will inevitably grow as military resources continue to shrink. As America builds upon a
continuing presence in diplomatic, economic, and military realms on a daily basis, the
foundation is laid for the sympathetic infrastructure so vital to tomorrow’s strategic
environment. Visible participation in peacetime serves the purposes of detection, nation-
building, influence-building, deterrence, and promoting stability, which can obviate the
need for military response and complement its effectiveness should deterrence fail.
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Counternarcotics. One element of peacetime engagement is the detection and
countering of the production and trafficking of illegal drugs. This is a high-priority
national security mission for our Armed Forces. It will require a sustained deployment of
properly trained and equipped forces for the foreseeable future.

Counterterrorism. The proliferation of international terrorist organizations, whose
activities are often conducted beneath the umbrella of state sponsorship, poses a pervasive
threat to the civilized conduct of international affairs. It remains a continuing mission
within peacetime engagement for the Department of Defense to deter terrorist attacks on
US and allied citizens and property, respond effectively to terrorist incidents, and mitigate
the effects of international lawlessness. This calls for a military force manned, equipped,
and trained to monitor terrorist training and movements, anticipate vulnerable targets for
terrorist acts, and respond effectively to neutralize the threat and bring the perpetrators to
justice.

Timely Response

Given the shrinking flexibility born of fewer resources and reduced forward presence,
a strategy hinged on deterrence and crisis response through power projection is critically
dependent on timely action. Such dependence entails a number of subsidiary require-
ments, including a global indications and warning net for early alert to impending crises;
a fail-safe C® system for rapid, efficient employment of limited assets; and forces, plans,
and presence carefully tailored to regional priorities and objectives.

Measured Response Options

Operational planning must account for a wide spectrum of crisis onset conditions,
from slow-rising to virtually no warning. Given the overriding importance of timely
response, operational plans also must include a wide variety of response options to facili-
tate early political decision. At the same time, options must be available for effective
response to fast-building crises that limit or preclude the latitude for deterrence signalling.
While expecting to contain the conflict and to limit it to conventional means, we must
plan to execute appropriate deterrent measures to defend US interests and take other
actions as necessary outside the region to ensure success. In light of the potential for
escalation — increasingly because of the proliferation of advanced weapons and tech-
nology — operational planning will include de-escalation options and identify at early
stages the terms required to end conflict.

Warning Time and Political Authority
The importance of accurately defining the relationship between the conditions of

crisis onset and the military response cannot be overemphasized. Judgments about warn-
ing time and the receipt of political authority to call up Reserves and draw on civil lift
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assets are pivotal with respect to military concepts of operation, risk assessment, and force
levels and their costs. In the past, operational planning assumptions and resource pro-
gramming analyses have treated warning and political decisions as single events along the
timeline of a major developing crisis. The realities of the emerging world order have
resulted in a refinement to the process. Thus, in the future, for a given regional threat,
operational concepts will be developed and alternative force level analyses will be con-
ducted to account for four conditions of crisis onset: (1) slow-building crises; (2) fast-
rising crises; (3) imminent conflict; and (4) conflict. This approach will illuminate the
relationship between cost and risk as a function of assumptions about warning and politi-
cal decision time. It will allow a far more precise array of options for decisionmakers in
resource allocation and theater campaign planning.

FORCE CONSTRUCT

The following paragraphs outline four military force packages backed up by four
basic military supporting capabilities. Together, these eight elements describe a set of
force structure and capabilities for the 1990s and beyond. This concept is tailored to esti-
mates of the capabilities of real or potential adversaries, takes into account the easing of
overt East-West confrontation, acknowledges the support of friends and allies as well as
the increasing likelihood of concerted multinational action to resist aggression, assumes
the realization of arms control agreements and objectives, and hedges against the consid-
erable uncertainty that is likely to plague the international security environment well into
the next century. The force packages and supporting capabilities required are summarized
in Table 2-3.

Table 2-3. Military Force Packages and Basic Military Supporting Capabilities
MILITARY FORCE PACKAGES BASIC MILITARY SUPPORTING

CAPABILITIES
& Strategic Forces & Transportation
& Atlantic Forces & Space
& Pacific Forces @ Reconstitution
& Contingency Forces & Research & Development

Military Force Packages

Strategic Forces. The strategic Triad of ICBMs, SLBMs, and land-based bombers
will continue to be necessary to deter nuclear aggression. Whatever the success of current
and prospective arms control agreements, the reality of strategic nuclear arsenals will be
with us for decades to come. Indeed, the number of nations with long-range nuclear
weapons will very likely increase. Therefore, under even the most optimistic assumptions
about future US-Soviet political relations, our nation requires a capable strategic Triad of
survivable systems sufficient to deter any potential adversary, even while contributing to
crisis stability and facilitating reductions to the lowest feasible levels.
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Other strategic forces considerations are equally important. First, conventional strate-
gic bombers join with other land- and sea-based airpower to form a spectrum of capability
covering nearly every conceivable mission. This capability argues even more forcefully in
favor of the ongoing modernization of manned bombers. Second, the success of SDI
research offers an unprecedented opportunity to remold the US-Soviet strategic nuclear
relationship into one of mutually assured defense. Although sharply lower numbers of
delivery vehicles and warheads make impossible a disarming first strike against diversely
based forces, effective defenses against ballistic missile attack would greatly enhance
stability and provide high-confidence protection against accidental or limited strikes.

Atlantic Forces. US interests in the Atlantic Region, including Europe, the Medi-
terranean Sea, the Middle East, and SWA, require a continuing commitment. We must
maintain forward presence and the ability to project power quickly and effectively. The
Atlantic is a diverse region. Consequently, US air, land, and maritime forces must still be
postured to sustain a viable European security collective, to ensure uninterrupted access to
the oil resources of the Persian Gulf, and to meet American commitments to the security
of key friends and allies in the volatile reaches of the Middle East and SWA. The nature
of the most likely threats in this region dictate the need for continued reliance on highly
mechanized and armored ground forces capable of prevailing against a similarly armed
opponent, naval forces capable of establishing and maintaining sea control while projec-
ting power ashore, amphibious forces capable of conducting forcible entry operations,
and air forces that can achieve air superiority and successfully conduct other missions in
support of theater commander objectives. Further, although available to other areas, the
bulk of the nation’s Reserve forces would augment and support the Atlantic Region.

In Europe, the long-term effects of negotiated reductions and constraints on force
posturing will greatly mitigate the incipient threat. The NATO allies can safely resort to
greater reliance on Reserve forces, reconstitution strategies, and smaller active forces.
Nonetheless, an integrated NATO command structure — with well-trained and well-
equipped combat units — is essential to deter or hedge against a hostile turn of events as
well as to remain prepared for more limited-objective hostilities. The end of the Cold War
will greatly relieve the burden of the US contribution to NATO, but prudent self-interest
in support of a growing economic stake in long-term European stability requires a tan-
gible commitment of US military strength.

The Persian Gulf crisis has provided an unparalleled test of our capability to respond
rapidly to a severe threat at a great distance. Every facet of our post-Cold War strategy for
a major regional contingency response has been exercised: force size and mix; equipment
durability; pre-positioned stocks; mobility assets; and adaptive planning tools. To deter
future potential aggressors and, if necessary, counter threats to the security of this vital
region, a modest level of presence must be maintained. After the successful completion of
Operation DESERT STORM, the size and shape of our forward presence forces will be
determined by the desires of our regional allies and the uncertain future. Our goal for
long-term commitment to the area includes a mix of an enhanced maritime presence,
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established capabilities for the rotation of selected air forces, pre-positioning of key
material, and frequent combined exercises by all of our military components. While this
goal will significantly reduce US forces on the ground in SWA, the size of today’s force
commitment and the unknown security climate may indicate that a headquarters element
be maintained for the foreseeable future. Our continuing future interests in the region
underscore the need to preserve and enhance a core of mobile, flexible, highly trained,
and ready armored and mechanized divisions that can deploy — and arrive ready to fight —
on short notice. That force must be accompanied or preceded by equally ready and capa-
ble air, maritime, and light ground units, able to deter or defend and provide secure LOCs
for the introduction of heavy ground forces.

Pacific Forces. US interests in the Pacific Region, including Southeast Asia and
the Indian Ocean, require a continuing commitment to this part of the globe as well. The
tasks for US military forces in the vast expanse of the Pacific Ocean and its littorals differ
from those in the Atlantic arena. The primary requirement in this region of major mari-
time interest is to maintain forward presence for deterrence, regional stability, and crisis
response, as well as to further US influence. The singular overt threat of North Korea is
familiar; this threat is well-hedged with expanding ROK capabilities and the still-neces-
sary bulwark of in-place and reinforcing US forces. The nature of the region, the day-to-
day regional stability mission, and the most likely threats indicate the continuing need for
forces similar to those in the region today, but with smaller components. Forward pres-
ence in this region will be principally maritime, with a smaller number of forward-
deployed air and both light and heavy ground forces. The remaining Army and Air Force
power in the Pacific would consist of reinforcements from Hawaii, Alaska, and CONUS.

Contingency Forces. In the ‘‘come-as-you-are’’ arena of spontaneous, often
unpredictable crises, very rapid response requires fully trained, highly ready forces that
are rapidly deliverable, largely self-sufficient, and drawn primarily from the active force
structure. Our revised military strategy requires contingency response forces specifically
tailored to this challenge. These forces will include:

Army airborne, air assault, light, and highly mobile heavy divisions.

Navy forward-deployed CVBGs, ARGs, and attack submarines that can be
reinforced by additional forces surged from CONUS.

Marine expeditionary forces.

Selected Air Force capabilities that include long-range conventional bombers.
SOF units drawn from all Services.

Cod dd

In regions where no US forward presence exists, these contingency forces are the tip
of the spear, first into action, and followed as required by heavier forces and long-term
sustainment.
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Basic Military Supporting Capabilities

Transportation Capability. In order to meet the commitments of our national
interests, reinforce our forward presence, and respond to crises, the United States requires
sufficient capability to move substantial quantities of men, materiel, and equipment
through the air and over the sea. Significant lift capability also is required to sustain those
forces committed to contingencies far from our shores. Pre-positioned equipment, either
ashore or afloat, is one response to this need, reducing the requirements for short-notice
heavy equipment lift at the time of crisis. However, our strategy requires a capable fleet
of flexible and ready airlift and sealift assets.

Space Capability. Effective employment of strategic, Atlantic, Pacific, and contin-
gency forces requires us to maintain an effective space capability. Requirements for early
warning, surveillance, navigation, and C? dictate a wide variety of space systems. Increas-
ing demands for strategic defense and arms control treaty compliance monitoring, as well
as emerging tactical requirements, in turn demand ever-more effective spacecraft, as well
as their supporting infrastructure, for space support, force enhancement, space control,
and force application. More so than ever before, space is the ‘‘high ground’’ that we must
occupy.

Reconstitution Capability. Strategic, Atlantic, Pacific, and contingency forces
are the bulwark of the nation’s security. These forces must be supported by a broad founda-
tion of industrialization, mobilization, and sustainment to give them the enduring support
needed for long-term employment. For the near term, the United States needs to retain the
option of a relatively rapid reconstitution capability. Trained personnel and existing
equipment no longer required for active and Reserve units may be used for this purpose.
For the longer term, reconstitution — requiring the generation of new forces — will require
adequate time after the initial mobilization decisions to form new units from cadres, the
IRR, or possibly from conscripts. Reconstitution capability also requires judicious and
prioritized investments in critical technologies, supporting capabilities (such as the Selec-
tive Service System and training facilities), and weapon systems; the replacement of costly,
technologically superior weapons used in training and in contingency operations is critical.
Lastly, this reconstitution capability must rest on a worldwide infrastructure built on
mutual security arrangements for access, pre-positioning, and essential services.

R&D Capability. Beyond the requirement for a reconstitution capability is the com-
pelling need for an ongoing and vital foundation of R&D into the technologies, applica-
tions, and systems of the future. There can be no false economies in this area. The United
States has always relied on technological superiority to offset potential adversaries’ quan-
titative advantages, and we must continue to make prudent investments in this critical area.
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Chapter 3.
The President’s Budget and
The Defense Program

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE The strategic environment,
strategy, and policy are linked
Over the past several decades, the Department to resources in the Defense
of Defense has spent approximately 61 percent of Program. This chapter builds
its annual resources on O&S of forces and about 39 on the preceding discussion and
percent on procurement and RDT&E. Figure 3-1 describes the trends in force
shows the variation in that proportional split over structure and capabilities that
the past years. will be procured through the
resources sought by the
President’s Budget and the

100% - Defense Program.

80% 1 Structure

60% -
A~ v
a0% ¥| 7~ ~Z /
7 W /
% Mean ]
20% -
Investment
0% /

55 60 65 70 75 80 85 90 95
Figure 3-1. Historical O&S and Investment Trends

The most significant subdivisions of O&S funding are shown in Figure 3-2 on the
following page. Historically, O&M and military pay funding have consumed most of
these resources. Figure 3-3 shows a breakdown of O&M funding into its major
subordinate categories. These proportionate averages show that personnel financing
consumes the largest share of Defense spending.

Investment funding is subdivided into procurement and RDT&E. Historically,
approximately 30 percent of investment funding has been devoted to RDT&E and the
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o8M il
43%

Family Housing
5%

Military Pay
52%

Figure 3-2. Historical O&S Proportion Averages
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Figure 3-3. Historical O&M Proportion Averages

remainder to procurement. A telling statistic is that nearly 60 percent of RDT&E
resources have been spent on strategic systems, including strategic defenses. On the
other hand, over 75 percent of procurement monies have gone to equipment for general
purpose forces. Figures 3-4 and 3-5 show the respective proportionate shares of these

major subcategories.

Expressed in FY 1991 dollars, the DOD BA has been on a downward trend since
1985. Figure 3-6 on page 3-4 shows the recent history of this trend, as well as projected
BA levels.
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Figure 3-5. Historical Procurement Proportion Averages

THE PRESIDENT’S BUDGET AND THE DEFENSE PROGRAM
Funding

The President’s Budget requests $278.3 billion for FY 1992 and $277.9 billion for
FY 1993. An examination of the trend line in Figure 3-6 on page 3-4 shows that
resource requests continue to drop through the end of the Defense Program in FY 1997,
to a level below $240 billion in constant FY 1991 dollars.
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Figure 3-6. BA Trends

Despite the restructuring of forces planned over the Defense Program, the overall
percentages of resources devoted to investment and O&S remain very close to their
historical averages of 39 and 61 percent, respectively. However, this generalization
masks significant differences among Service programs.

Investment funding constitutes only 21.7 to 23.4 percent of the Army program
through FY 1997, a range close to the Service average. The corresponding relatively
high O&S figure reflects the manpower-intensive nature of most Army units, but it also
shows the Army’s commitment to maintaining the readiness of combat units through
high OPTEMPO, Combat Training Center activities, and CJCS exercises. However,
within the investment accounts, the Army devotes a higher-than-average share of
between 30.4 and 44.6 percent to RDT&E to protect next-generation weapon systems.
The remaining procurement component of investment funding is significantly lower than
Service historical averages, reflecting the judgment that current and contracted systems
deliveries will be sufficient to equip the reduced force structure during the remainder of
the decade, because of reduced threat and risk.

Navy and Marine Corps investment shares remain very close to their historical
average of 39 percent of the total program. The proportionate share of RDT&E to
procurement likewise remains close to the historical allocation. However, the Navy has
made significant shifts within the O&M resource; this funding ranges from 46.8 to 48.8
percent over the period of the Defense Program. This change reflects the Navy’s
commitment to high OPTEMPO for the reduced force structure.

The Air Force investment program averages 47.4 percent across the Defense Program
period, continuing the Air Force’s emphasis on weapon systems innovations and
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modernization. Like the Army, the Air Force has deferred procurement in the near term
while funding RDT&E to higher levels to ensure the continued development of next-
generation strategic and tactical systems. Generally, the Air Force continues to trade
force structure for modernization, preserving a flexible and modern force capable of
absorbing new systems in response to future needs.

USSOCOM, unique among the unified and specified commands, exercises its own

planning and programming authority. This is accomplished through Military Force
Program-11 and makes up approximately 1 percent of the Defense Program. Specific
budgeting and procurement, however, is accomplished by the Military Services. The
focus of SOF funding is the attainment of validated force structure, modernization of
aging weapon systems, improvements to enhance readiness, and procurement of support
equipment for sustainability.

Forces
Figures 3-7 through 3-10 summarize the forces proposed for the Defense Program.

FY 1986 figures are provided for trends consideration, and FY 1991 data are the current
force levels.

Over the Defense Program, all major elements of the strategic Triad are reduced from
current levels. US Army end strength (AC and RC) is reduced nearly 27 percent, while
naval surface combatants decline by 10 percent. The Marine Corps is reduced about 18
percent, and Air Force TFW equivalents (AC and RC) shrink by about 24 percent.

1986 1991 1995 1999

|| Actve  E= Reserves

Figure 3-7. US Army End Strength Trends
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Figure 3-8. US Navy End Strength Trends
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Figure 3-9. US Marine Corps End Strength Trends ‘
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Figure 3-10. US Air Force End Strength Trends
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Chapter 4.

Forward Presence

GLOBAL REQUIREMENTS AND
CAPABILITIES

Forward presence requirements have been
affected by the emerging new world order
described in Chapter 1. Economic competition
is replacing the Cold War as the most important
challenge to the American way of life; the col-
legiality of long-time allies will be stressed as
competition for scarce resources increases while
the Third World will remain racked by regional
problems and economic chaos. The United
States must choose where it will assist and where
it will remain distant.

presence forces must be flexible

Forward presence of US
ground, maritime, and air forces
contributes to US global access
and influence. It promotes stabil-
ity by demonstrating our will to
honor commitments and protect
interests. This presence also deters
conflict and controls escalation
should deterrence fail. Effective

with regard to alternative basing,
operating areas, and time-on-
station requirements.

The contribution made by military presence in furthering US interests is fundamental
to the national security strategy. Because of reductions in traditional threats and increases
in allied capabilities, as well as political and fiscal factors, the United States will commit
fewer forces to permanent forward bases in the future. Forward presence must be accom-
plished through a flexible mixture of forward basing, forward deployment, exercises,
military assistance, visits, disaster relief, nation-assistance and peacekeeping efforts,
access agreements, logistic arrangements, supporting lift, and exchanges.

Maritime Presence

The presence of maritime forces provides a
clear message concerning US regional interests
and fosters regional stability. During a crisis,
offshore presence shows US commitment while
allowing mobility and flexibility. The access
and influence provided by maritime units visibly
affirms the United States as a maritime power
that can freely use international waters and

MAJOR MARITIME FORCES
AVAILABLE FOR
FORWARD PRESENCE

3 CVBGs
@ Surface combatants
@ MAGTFs with amphibious

shipping
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airspace to achieve foreign policy objectives. These forces also provide the NCA with
the flexibility to deploy for stability operations or timely crisis response. Over the
period, the forces available for forward presence are projected to decrease.

Land-Based Presence MAJOR AIR AND GROUND

FORWARD PRESENCE

The f d f air and d
€ Iorwar: presenceo air an groun FORCES

forces sends explicit signals about the firmness
of US commitment in a region. These forces
seek to deter adventurism and provide an
enhanced infrastructure on which to build
expanded capabilities when required. Land-
based ground and air forces demonstrate a
physical involvement and make a statement of political will to provide additional forces
to defend vital interests. The access and influence provided by these forces visibly
reaffirm the United States as a global power with global reach. The effectiveness of
forward-based air and ground forces is enhanced by units conducting worldwide deploy-
ments for training and exercises with allied and friendly nations. Over the period, these
forces are projected to decrease.

d TFWs
 Corps, divisions, ACRs,
and separate brigades

REGIONAL REQUIREMENTS AND CAPABILITIES

Europe

In Europe, the role of a unified Germany, the Soviet troop drawdown, stability in
Eastern Europe, and NATO’s future are current issues. NATO’s role is changing, and
the European Community is extending its economic influence into Eastern Europe and
the Soviet Union. Forward presence trends in Europe are shown in Figure 4-1.

Acknowledging the dramatic changes sweeping Europe and the Soviet Union, the
Defense Program significantly reduces US forward presence in the region. Although
land-based forces are being reduced, the remaining force is still significant. This con-
tinuing presence provides an explicit commitment to the security and stability of Europe;
pre-positioned equipment provides an infrastructure for CONUS-based US forces to use
should the need arise. Future considerations may work to reduce US presence further.
However, US presence should, as a minimum, link US and European interests and ensure
the capability to support incoming reconstituted forces.

Maritime presence in the region demonstrates a continuing US commitment to Euro-
pean security. US maritime forces in the Mediterranean provide a force unconstrained by
any host nation to respond to crises in the Middle East and deter extremist nations. Naval
force posture is sufficient to provide one CVBG and one ARG, with its embarked
MEU(SOC), continuously in the Mediterranean Sea or eastern Atlantic Ocean.
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Figure 4-1. Trends in Major Presence Forces in Europe

Southwest Asia

The primary US strategic interests in SWA are the security of key friendly nations
and access to Persian Gulf oil. The US response to the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait was
facilitated by existing US presence in the region. Air, ground, and maritime deployments
and pre-positioning, combined exercises, security assistance, and infrastructure — as well
as European and regional en route strategic airlift infrastructure — enhanced the crisis
response force buildup. Forward presence trends in SWA shown in Figure 4-2 reflect the
current mission in the Gulf but do not suggest a protracted deployment at current force
levels.

Rl -

1986 1991 1999
] 1Fws == Duvisions [[[[[] cveGs

NOTE: FY 1991 forces reflect Operation DESERT SHIELD deployment.

Figure 4-2. Trends in Major Presence Forces in SWA

43




Forward Presence

Future US presence in SWA will be defined by the post-conflict balance of power
among Iran, Iraq, and an increasingly close coalition of moderate Arab states including
Saudi Arabia. While the scope and size of US forward presence will depend on the reso-
lution of the current crisis, this future commitment will be reinforced by pre-positioned
equipment, access agreements, coordinated planning, periodic deployments and exer-
cises, visits by senior officials, and security assistance.

Pacific

As Asia moves toward increased political self-confidence and economic prosperity,
US forward presence will continue to serve as a strong stabilizing counterweight to
undue expansion of any regional nation’s power or political assertiveness. However,
adjustments to current US regional presence are warranted in light of improved allied
capabilities and reductions in tensions. Forward presence trends in the Pacific are shown
in Figure 4-3.

1986 1991 1999

|| TFws == Dvisions [[]] cveas

Figure 4-3. Trends in Major Presence Forces in the Pacific

The Defense Program provides sustained presence, represented by maritime forces
throughout the region and land-based forces in Korea, Japan, and Hawaii. As Japan and
South Korea move toward a leading role in their own defenses, carefully managed reduc-
tions of personnel represent a prudent level of risk. However, these forces will continue
to support deterrence on the Korean Peninsula while balancing Soviet and Chinese influ-
ence in the area. As access to bases such as those in the Philippines is reduced, support to
forward presence in the region will have to emphasize increased flexibility. The Defense
Program provides for a capability of maintaining one CVBG continuously (operating
from Japan) and one ARG and MEU(SOC) for most of each year in the western Pacific.

4-4




1991 JMNA

Latin America

Poor economies, debt, drugs, and social inequities and dislocation will continue to
plague Latin America with potential adverse impact on US long-term security interests.
US land-based presence in Panama will affirm our commitment to regional stability until
the forces depart at the end of the decade. Increasingly, the best means to achieve US
security objectives in this region will be port visits, routine airlift routes, international
military education and training, and bilateral exercises. Military civic and humanitarian
action that is not linked to low-intensity conflict or counterinsurgency operations will
also be valuable. Forward presence trends in Latin America are shown in Figure 4-4.

T
= = =
1986 1991 1999

[ ] TFWs  E= Divisions [[[[[] cveGs

Figure 4-4. Trends in Major Presence Forces in Latin America

As long as domestic illegal drug demand continues, the interdiction of drug traffick-
ing will remain a US focus in Latin America. Forces assigned to CN operations may
serve to enhance US forward presence and influence. However, in our pursuit of the CN
objective, we must be conscious of each nation’s sovereignty and of regional concerns
over the level of US involvement.

Other Regions

Debt, poverty, fragile democracies, arms proliferation, and internecine struggles will
have an increasing influence on US interests around the world. As the Third World
ceases to be an East-West ideological battleground, US political interests will be focused
on the impact that regional instability and conflict have on our security and the free flow
of commerce. The sudden, explosive nature of frustrated ethnic, religious, political, and
social forces will continue to have an increasing impact on regional and international
affairs. The long-term interests of the United States are best served by supporting a
process of democratization and economic improvement before a crisis breaks out. As a
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result, the United States relies on a military presence in these regions to provide positive
influence without exacerbating underlying nationalistic frustrations. This presence must
be responsive and flexible over a widening area of responsibility; the United States can-
not — nor should it — be everywhere at all times. In short, US presence will depend
increasingly on periodic regional deployments, often for-exercises combined with secur-
ity assistance and civic action goals.

TRENDS AND DEFICIENCIES

The future trend is toward a US forward presence versus a forward defense. Forward
presence is less intrusive in its deployments and more flexible in its response to unex-
pected requirements, increasingly the key to effective crisis response. For example, as
noted earlier, our response to the invasion of Kuwait was facilitated by existing US
presence in the region. However, future forward presence forces will also require a more
flexible and credible deployment capability. Currently the major deficiency in our ability
to respond to crises outside central Europe is the limited ability to respond rapidly with
heavy ground forces; this is a forward presence and mobility shortfall as well. This
deficiency is exacerbated by reductions in amphibious lift that limit maritime forward
presence and crisis response capability. We should pursue a balanced mobility program
that provides sufficient strategic lift and pre-positioned equipment to bolster forward
presence and crisis response capabilities. Future mobility requirements are being deter-
mined by a congressionally mandated Mobility Requirements Study currently under way.

Reductions in foreign base and access rights are a cause for concern. Operations
DESERT SHIELD and DESERT STORM reinforced the importance of en route basing
and overflight rights outside CONUS in supporting the strategic transportation system.
Once support facilities or access rights are conceded, regaining them in time of crisis will
be difficult, greatly affecting deployment efforts.

CONCLUSIONS

In view of ongoing changes in the international security environment and the signifi-
cant decline of the Soviet threat — and with the impending change in our strategy from
forward defense to forward presence — our forward presence forces and the ability to
project power rapidly will be increasingly important. US fielded forces through FY 1999
provide sufficient forces to accomplish US national security objectives. However, there
are risks. If forward presence is reduced beyond projected levels, there may be a per-
ceived loss of US interest, reduced influence, and the loss of infrastructure in critical
regions.
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Chapter 5.

Force Generation Potential

f

MOBILIZATION DOCTRINE AND
PLANNING SYSTEM

The US mobilization doctrine and planning
system provides the capability to respond to
early, ambiguous, and specific warnings. GMR
provides decisionmakers with courses of action
to enhance deterrence, mitigate the impact of an
event or crisis, and reduce significantly the
leadtime associated with mobilization. GMR
planning and execution initiatives are divided
into three stages: preparation and planning,
crisis management, and national emergency and
war. Preparation and planning initiatives ensure
that appropriate standby authorities, legislation,
and national security emergency preparedness
planning measures are in place and are main-
tained for use during a crisis or war. The crisis
management stage produces decision packages
and policy recommendations. The national
emergency and war phase produces emergency

The emerging international
environment and our enduring
defense needs dictate a defense
strategy based on fewer forces.
With Soviet force withdrawals from
Europe well under way and sig-
nificantreductionsplannedin US
active and Reserve forces, planning
for the possibility of a resurgent
threat in Europe or large forces
elsewhere is essential. This chapter
focuses briefly on graduated mobil-
ization response and long-term
US force reconstitution against a
renewed global threat. It then
considers in greater detail US
technology and industrial base
capability, our ability to generate
and train manpower, and the
adequacy of emergency authorities.

response measures and further policy recommendations. The GMR capability can be
applied across a spectrum of contingencies ranging from natural disasters (o force

reconstitution.

LONG-TERM FORCE RECONSTITUTION

Recent historic changes in Europe have led to significant reductions in NATO and the

Warsaw Pact. Under pressure to produce a ‘‘peace dividend,”” NATO allies have moved
to lower force levels with concomitant reductions in defense-related technology and pro-
duction base capabilities. At the same time, it is clear that the Soviet Union continues to
modernize its forces. Although actual production levels remain to be seen, the Soviet
Union possesses a substantial production base and will pursue technological advantages.
If the Soviet Union reversed its course, it might take them several months to years to
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fully mobilize and reconstitute a force comparable to levels existing before unilateral and
CFE reductions. The combined industrial might of the United States and its allies could,
given prudent peacetime industrial base strategies and policies, muster sufficient capabil-
ity to either deter or defend against a Soviet attack. In arriving at this assessment, several
pertinent assumptions were made for each side. The prime assumption is that conflict
does not occur for at least 24 months. Other assumptions are that equipment in storage
has been maintained, only available production facilities are used, no down-time results
from relocation of production capabilities, and funding is unconstrained.

The Soviet production rates and yearly industrial capacity far outweigh that of the
United States. As defense spending is reduced in the United States and the Soviet Union,
industries critical to defense will disappear or will have to move into commercial markets
to survive. Therefore, we must continually monitor our ability to maintain technological
superiority in those areas critical to our capability to deter and fight and to meet reconsti-
tution and regeneration targets.

US TECHNOLOGY BASE

Future US military superiority and our capability to deter attack depends on our
continued ability to identify and support militarily important technologies and quickly
field technologically advanced weapon systems. Currently, no country is ahead of the
United States in any overall area of technology. However, timely production using
innovative technologies has become a serious problem. The United States often lags
behind foreign countries in incorporating the latest technological advantages into its
fielded products. The ability to make effective use of emerging technologies is critical.

The Pacific Rim countries, the European Community, and the Soviet Union are chal-
lenging US leadership in defense-related technologies. The emergence of international
defense consortiums has increased our use of foreign technology. Table 5-1 summarizes
an assessment of foreign technological capabilities relative to those of the United States
in the 20 critical technologies identified by the Department of Defense. This table shows
the Soviet Union with significant leads in some areas of pulsed power and Japan signifi-
cantly ahead in some areas of machine intelligence and robotics, photonics, semiconduc-
tor materials and microelectronic circuits, superconductivity, and biotechnology. A
Department of Commerce report, ‘‘Emerging Technologies: A Survey of Technical and
Economic Opportunities,”” documented 12 emerging technologies that will have a major
economic impact in the next decade. This report states that ‘... if current trends con-
tinue..., before the year 2000, the United States could lag behind Japan in most emerging
technologies and trail the European Community in several of them.”” Table 5-2 on page
5-4 shows the current and predicted US standing in emerging technologies relative to
Japan. Currently, although Japan and the Soviet Union lead in some areas within specific
technologies, the United States is ahead or even in R&D of these technologies. If these
trends continue, however, many countries, including potential adversaries, may threaten
US technological superiority in many areas of potential military significance.
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Table 5-1. Summary of Critical Technological Capabilities

Soviet NATO

Critical Technologies Union Allies Japan Others

Air-breathing Propulsion L] ooo oag

Composite Materials ] ] oao ooo Oood Israel

Machine Intelligence/Robotics | ® ooo oooo | 0o Finland, Israel, and

Passive Sensors ] ] oo oo Sweden

Photonics EE og oooa

Semiconductor Materials and | = oo oooo | OO Israel
Microelectronic Circuits

Sensitive Radars [ | oo oo oo Sweden

Superconductivity ] ] og oooao OO0  Switzerland

Biotechnology Materials and B ooo oooo | 00O Various
Processes

Computational Fluid [ | ] agd ag Sweden and Israel
Dynamics

Data Fusion L] oo og oo Israel

High Energy Density Materials | mmm ooo oogd

Hypervelocity Projectiles EEE oo oo

Parallel Computer = oo oo og Switzerland, Israel,
Architectures and Hungary

Pulsed Power EEEE | OO oo

Signal Processing L] ] ogd oo od Sweden, Israel

Signature Control L] oo og

Simulation and Modeling | ood oog

Software Producibility el oo oo oo Various

Weapon System Environment | B E ooo oo

LEGEND

Position of Soviet Union relative to United States:

EEEE Significant leads in some niches of the technology
EEE Generally on a par with United States

W= Generally lagging except in some areas

B Lagging in all important aspects

Position of others relative to United States:

DOOOO Significant leads in some niches of the technology
OO0  Generally on a par with United States

oo Generally lagging except in some areas

O Lagging in all important aspects

US INDUSTRIAL BASE
General

The United States presently has a significant industrial base potential for force recon-
stitution. However, there are concerns about the continued vitality and responsiveness of
our resource base and the ability to compete with foreign countries. The size and struc-
ture of the relevant industrial base is driven by defense investments, but the Defense
Program (in constant dollars) will decline by 10 to 12 percent from FY 1992 through
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Table 5-2. Relative Standings in Emerging Technologies (US vs. Japan)

R&D PRODUCT INTRODUCTION

TECHNOLOGY (Current/Future) (Current/Future)
Advanced Materials Even/Losing Behind/Losing
Advanced Semiconductor Devices Even/Holding Behind/Losing
Artificial Intelligence Ahead/Holding Ahead/Holding
Biotechnology Ahead/Losing Ahead/Losing
Digital Imaging Technology Even/Losing Behind/Losing
Computer-Integrated Manufacturing Ahead/Holding Even/Holding
High-Density Data Storage Even/Holding Behind/Losing
High-Performance Computing Ahead/Holding Ahead/Losing
Opto-electronics Even/Holding Behind/Losing
Sensor Technology Ahead/Losing Even/Holding
Superconductors Even/Losing Even/Losing

Source: DOC “Emerging Technologies” Report

FY 1997. Some key programs — the M1 tank, M2 and M3 fighting vehicles, F-15 and
AH-64 aircraft, PEACEKEEPER Rail-Garrison, TRIDENT SSBNs, and several types of
precision-guided munitions, among others — will be terminated or kept at minimum sus-
taining production rates. Defense contractors will likely downsize, diversify, be pur-
chased by foreign firms, or cease operation, virtually eliminating excess and timely
expansion capacity.

Increased global competition is also a concern. Europe is moving quickly toward
economic unification. The Pacific Rim nations are expanding economically and pose a
serious challenge to the competitiveness of US industries in the global electronics and
armaments markets. Because many investors perceive that defense industries operate in
an unstable, complex environment characterized by high risk, restricted cash flow, and
low returns, investment in these industries is shrinking. Funding the investments in
industrial research, productivity, and modernization that the United States needs for the
future is beyond the capability of defense industry alone.

A final concern involves our increasing reliance on foreign sources. Such reliance
must be addressed by policies that link national military strategy and implicit national
industrial strategy to ensure the availability of the industrial and technological resources
on which US national security relies.

Major System Suppliers
Because of commercial demands, the missile, electronics, and aircraft industries,

while reduced in size, will continue to maintain a supply base and production capability.
In the future, the number of major contractors for shipbuilding, nuclear power propulsion

5-4




1991 JMNA

units, and combat vehicles may shrink to unacceptably low levels. The number of active
primary shipyards increased from 25 in FY 1980 to 27 in FY 1982, but it has steadily
declined since then to 16 in FY 1990. The last commercial contract vessel built in this
country was completed in 1987, making this sector totally dependent on DOD invest-
ments. In addition, the United States could possibly have only one prime contractor each
for submarine and combatant ship construction by the mid-1990s. No new nuclear power
propulsion plant construction is planned in the near future, and today’s plants will be
reaching the end of their useful lives between 2000 and 2010. Decreased defense spend-
ing also may reduce the six prime contractors in combat vehicle production. Although
all six contractors also deal in the commercial sector, they depend on defense contracts
for about 25 percent of their revenue. The projected end of the M2 and M3 fighting
vehicle and M1 tank programs will impact on this sector, especially as labor skills are lost.

Subtier Suppliers

The loss of subtier suppliers — manufacturers of subsystem components of larger
systems — is a threat to our ability to field state-of-the-art weapon systems on a timely
basis. The impact of reduced DOD spending is apparent in this area. For example, a
recent study showed that over 50 percent of military aircraft production is subcontracted.
At the same time, production capability in such essential subtier industries as machine
tools, gears, optics, bearings, castings, and forgings has declined, in some cases to the
point where sufficient domestic capacity may no longer exist. Examples of the low num-
bers of firms supplying selected items are shown in Table 5-3. We do not have either the
authority or the resources to ensure that even this level of infrastructure will remain in
the future.

Table 5-3. Suppliers of Selected Military Items
Product/ltem Number of Suppliers Product/ltem Number of Suppliers

Doppler navigation systems
Aluminum tubing

Image converter tubes
Specialty lenses

Airborne radars 2 Titanium sheeting 3
Aircraft engines 2 Titanium wing skins 2
Aircraft landing gear 3 Titanium extrusions 1
Aircraft navigation systems 2 Optic coatings 1
Infrared systems 2 Needle bearings 2
RPV/Missile/Drone engines 2 MILSPEC-qualified connectors 3
Gun Mounts 2 Radomes 2

2 1

2 2

Foreign Suppliers

We have become increasingly dependent on foreign sources for essential manufactur-
ing know-how and the production of key components. This condition raises two concerns.
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The potential vulnerability of foreign sources is one issue. US manufacturers must
look for the highest quality at the lowest cost, which often means buying components
overseas. Foreign nations exercise considerable control over their economies and pro-
ducers, and they may take actions that are inconsistent with US national security inter-
ests. A recent Joint Logistics Commanders’ study suggested that if foreign sources were
unavailable in a crisis, accelerated US production of key weapon systems (such as the
MI tank, AIM-7 missile, sonobuoys, and F/A-18) could continue for only 2 months. It
would then take 6 to 14 months before US sources could supply industries with the criti-
cal components and materials for continued production. Examples of heavy dependence
on foreign sources are automated, multifunction machine tools; precision ball bearings;
computer chips; and precision optics. Much of this dependence is irreversible; thus we
must carefully monitor foreign content in order to ensure that dependence does not
become a vulnerability.

The second concern, erosion of the US base, relates to foreign sourcing. Should tech-
nology and product development continue to migrate offshore, US capabilities will con-
tinue to erode. The longer this situation persists, the more costly and difficult it will be
to regenerate lost capability. As noted above, insistence on domestic sources for US
defense systems may not always be prudent, but the United States must maintain access
to needed materials and production means.

Industrial Expansion

Shifting the current domestic industrial base to large-scale production of military-
related systems will take time. By end-FY 1997, it is estimated that it would take 2 to 4
years to restore production capability to 1990 levels for items whose lines have gone
““cold.”” Outdated facilities, fewer prime contractors and subtier suppliers, increased
foreign sourcing, reeducation of a production work force, and manufacturing equipment
leadtimes will combine to reduce the capability of industry to convert rapidly to military
production and expand to emergency operating capacity. Therefore, we must continually
monitor our ability to meet reconstitution targets. In those instances where we fall
dangerously below our own targets and this is deemed unacceptable for national security,
steps should be taken to correct the situation. As an example, Table 5-4 describes typical
peacetime leadtimes for aircraft components. These leadtimes could be expected to
increase as defense spending declines, causing the subtier base to erode further.

INVESTMENT STRATEGY

For several decades, private industry has been increasing its expenditures on R&D
faster than the Department of Defense. R&D spending by US industry has quadrupled
since 1960 in real terms, while real defense R&D spending has increased by less than
half. In 1960, defense accounted for one-half of US R&D spending, but by 1990, this
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Table 5-4. Waiting Time for Aircraft Components

Average Lead Time Average Lead Time
Aircraft Components (months) Aircraft Components (months)
Auxiliary power units 27 Wings 27
Radars 27 Actuators 21
Avionics 24 Empennage 29
Landing gear 28 Castings 10
Wheels & brakes 21 Forgings 15
Nacelles 21 Ejection seats 18

fraction had shrunk to one-third. This long-term relative decline occurred despite the
defense buildup of the 1980s. Even more striking is the decline in the DOD share of
total spending on R&D in the Western world. In 1960, we funded one-third of all R&D
in the Western world, but today we fund only one-sixth. In some high-technology sec-
tors like electronics, the diminution in the defense fraction is even more dramatic. The
lesson is clear: if we are to continue applying modern technology to critical defense
missions, we must focus on funding research in basic and applied science, exploratory
development, and advanced development (feasibility). This focus on the S&T Program
is critical; it is our investment in the future.

DOD S&T investment has declined sharply in the past 25 years, even as the overall
defense TOA has risen. Private industry has not been able to make up the difference.
The result has been a serious erosion in US technological leadership in the international
community. Figure 5-1 on page 5-8 shows the percentage of S&T funds (less SDI fund-
ing) relative to TOA from FY 1962 through FY 1997. Figure 5-2 shows the amount of
S&T funds in constant FY 1991 dollars for the same period. S&T spending peaked in
FY 1964, then declined at an average annual rate of 3.2 percent through FY 1980. Since
FY 1980, spending has been increasing at an average annual rate of 3.5 percent. In an
effort to look to the future, and despite a 2-percent average annual TOA decline, we have
limited cuts in S&T spending in the Defense Program to only 1.4 percent annually. Cur-
rently, efforts are being made to develop DOD critical technologies through FY 1997
against system objectives projected through FY 2007. Working closely with industry on
this plan, we are considering two strong recommendations from a recent industry report:
first, that a new program element, funded at between $200 and $300 million, be estab-
lished to accelerate research and fill gaps in the development of these critical technolo-
gies; and second, that integrated technology demonstrations be undertaken to provide
“‘applications pull.”” The report further recommended that we consider a system require-
ment process to force the acceleration of technological progress as well as a system imple-
mentation in which a new technology can be integrated with other technologies to
improve on existing or create new functional capabilities.
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Figure 5-2. S&T Trend
(S&T (less SDI] in constant dollars)

MILITARY MANPOWER AND CRITICAL SKILLS

Military manpower availability will be a limiting factor only in the case of a global
war or prolonged regional conflict. There are four levels of mobilization: selective,
partial, full, and total. Personnel mobilization, regardless of the level, is limited by the
number of reception and training centers. The President has the authority to activate up
to 200,000 SELRES personnel involuntarily for 90 days (plus an additional 90 days if
required) without declaring a national emergency. Figure 5-3 depicts the trends for US
military manpower (active, Reserve, and retirees).

Figure 5-4 on page 5-10 shows the number of qualified 18- through 24-year-old
individuals available for military service. The numbers decrease through 1997, but
gradually begin increasing through 1999. Critical skill shortages in the AC include
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Figure 5-3. US Military Manpower Trend

combat arms, aircrew, medical, electronic technicians, linguists, engineers, and intel-
ligence. Shortages in the RC include technical career fields requiring extended training.

EMERGENCY AUTHORITIES
Mobilization planning must provide a range of options for implementation before as

well as after a declaration of war or national emergency. Planning also must ensure that
legal authority will exist for all options. Table 5-5 on page 5-10 describes some of the
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Figure 5-4. Personnel Qualified for Military Service (18 to 24 years of age)

Table 5-5. Emergency Authorities

Description Authority Description Authority

MPS Geographic CINC Charter SECNAV
SECDEF

CRAF | CINCMAC Merchant Marine Act SECTRANS

CRAF Il SECDEF

CRAF Il SECDEF

FSS SECNAV Stop-loss President

APF Geographic CINC 200,000 SELRES President
SECDEF Callup

RRF SECNAV Retired Recall Service Secretary
MARAD

SRP SECDEF Ready Reserve Callup President
SECTRANS

more important manpower-related emergency authorities. Emergency authority is
derived from US Code and Public Law or from Executive Orders, Federal regulations,
departmental regulations, and interagency agreements. Assuming the reenactment of the
recently expired Defense Production Act, current emergency authorities give decision-
makers legally sufficient options. Although some areas, such as contingency contracting,
are in need of updating and improvement, emergency authorities are generally adequate
to meet requirements. It should be noted that, if a contingency exceeds the 180-day
statutory limit for SELRES, this mobilization authority is insufficient. Current exper-
iences in Operations DESERT SHIELD and DESERT STORM have validated this point.
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CONCLUSIONS

The US industrial base is undergoing systemic change. By end-FY 1997 it is esti-
mated that it will take 2 to 4 years to restore production capability to FY 1990 levels for
items whose lines have gone ‘‘cold’” — for both the United States and the Soviet Union.
This fact is a result of a combination of circumstances, including outdated facilities,
fewer prime contractors and subtier suppliers, increased foreign sourcing, and increasing
manufacturing equipment lead times. The United States continues to lead the world in
technology development, but timely introduction of innovative technology into produc-
tion is becoming more deficient. Because of these assumptions and the prospect for
expanded warning time, any change in Soviet strategic direction can successfully be met
with the implementation of major diplomatic efforts and timely and appropriate gradu-
ated mobilization responses.
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Chapter 6.
Strategic Forces

’

GENERAL

The redundancy and mutual support provided
by the Triad ensures that our strategic forces are
a credible deterrent. However, as older systems
are retired and START agreements are enacted,
our residual systems must be modernized to
retain deterrence into the next century. Further,
while the probability of an East-West strategic
crisis is quite low, there is growing concern for
the proliferation of nuclear weapons among
other nations.

Deterrence is achieved by convincing poten-
tial adversaries that the cost of aggression would
exceed any possible gain. The United States
therefore maintains a diverse mix of survivable

US strategic offensive forces
are adequate to deter the Soviet
use of nuclear weapons across the
full range of potential nuclear
exchanges. However, US strate-
gic defensive forces are limited
and will remain lacking in defense
against ballistic missiles, cruise
missiles, and, to a lesser degree,
penetrating bombers. Both nations
are working to reduce strategic
forces to treaty-compliant levels
while maintaining a viable nuclear
deterrent. Additionally, there is
concern for the increasing Third
World ballistic missile threat.

and capable strategic nuclear offensive forces to hold at risk those assets most valued by
Soviet leadership and provide a range of retaliatory attack options.

The Triad provides a flexible, survivable, dispersed, and responsive force that is fun-
damental to our deterrence strategy. ICBMs are reliable and can respond immediately;
SLBMs are survivable and dispersed; and strategic bombers are flexible.

STRATEGIC FORCES: US OFFENSIVE VS. SOVIET DEFENSIVE

Force Balance

The United States and the Soviet Union have maintained relatively comparable stra-
tegic nuclear forces. Figure 6-1 on the following page displays a rough order of magni-
tude comparison of US strategic offensive forces and Soviet strategic defensive forces.
To counter our offensive capabilities and limit damage to their homeland, the Soviets
have developed an extensive active and passive strategic defensive system; the United
States faces a robust Soviet defense. The expected improvements in the Soviet SAM

6-1




Strategic Forces

United States '_ l Soviet Union L

[T

==l
ICBMs SLBMs Aircraft ABMs SAM sites Aircraft

[ ] 1991 E 1995 [[[[] 1999

Figure 6-1. US Offensive vs. Soviet Defensive Forces

network complicate US strategic planning and reinforce the need for stand-off weapons
and capable penetrating platforms.

Investment Trends

United States. With the PEACEKEEPER deployment and the MINUTEMAN
upgrading, the United States completed a modernization phase aimed at improving reli-
ability and increasing capability. Mobility upgrading would enhance system survivabil-
ity, however, the Defense Program provides for R&D only, with no deployment of
mobile-based systems.

As the SSBN force is reduced over the Defense Program period, modernization pro-
grams become crucial to the force. Modernization programs such as enhancements to the
B-1B and the stealth technology of the B-2 will allow bomber missions to be completed
without the need for defense suppression.

The Triad is complemented by C* assets and aerial tankers. By the late 1990s, invest-
ment decisions will affect both of these areas.

Soviet Union. The Soviets continue to modernize and improve their active and pas-
sive defensive capabilities. The Soviets have spent vast sums on strategic defenses during
the past decade. They have developed large, phased-array radars that can detect and track
large numbers of targets and which have the potential to support missile defenses. They
are developing the capability for long-range defense with AWACS aircraft and intercep-
tors. These efforts will increase the difficulty of penetration for both aircraft and cruise
missiles. Failure to continue US strategic bomber modernization could render the air-
breathing leg of the Triad as only marginally effective.

The Soviets have continued to build deep underground bunkers and harden their
missile silos. They are developing more mobile, survivable ICBM and C? assets and are
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deploying fourth-generation interceptors with look down-shoot down capabilities. Addi-
tionally, they are expected to continue their long-term commitment to R&D in strategic
defense systems and space defense weaponry.

Conclusions

US offensive forces provide sufficient capability for deterrence. As nuclear forces
are reduced and Soviet strategic defenses improve, US force modernization will be
necessary to preclude an unfavorable shift in the strategic balance.

STRATEGIC FORCES: US DEFENSIVE VS. SOVIET OFFENSIVE
Force Balance

The United States and the Soviet Union have invested in strategic defensive forces,
but significant differences exists in the approach and in the degree of commitment to the
goal of effective strategic defense. Figure 6-2 displays a rough order of magnitude
comparison of US strategic defensive forces and Soviet strategic offensive forces.

i
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Figure 6-2. US Defensive vs. Soviet Offensive Forces

US strategic defensive forces consist of surveillance radars, AWACS, air intercep-
tors, integrated C° systems, and space-related assets. Additionally, the Defense Program
funds SDI R&D activities in support of developing a system to provide global protection
against limited missile attacks — whatever their source.

Investment Trends
United States. The US strategic defense capability is limited when compared to
Soviet offensive capability. For the mid-term, the United States has an effective TW&AA

capability against strategic bombers, but only a limited capability against ALCMs and
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SLCMs. We will not be able to develop a defense against future low-observable cruise
missiles and bombers by upgrading current systems. This will require radically improved
technologies for surveillance, interception of missiles, ASW, and battle management.
The ADI research program is exploring some of the most promising technical approaches.
A decision to proceed beyond the ADI to full-scale development of a complete active air
defense would be linked to future decisions on ballistic missile defenses. Regardless of
future strategic defense decisions, it will be essential to maintain adequate warning capa-
bilities as cruise missiles become more difficult to detect. Therefore, the ADI places its
highest priority on technologies for surveillance of low-observable targets. Even though
arms control agreements may reduce the number of Soviet strategic ballistic missiles, the
United States must be able to respond to the continued development of a sophisticated
air-breathing threat.

US ASW would reduce the Soviet SLBM capability. The Soviets are able to detect
and engage enemy submarines in waters adjacent to the Soviet Union. However, they
will remain incapable of threatening US SSBNs and SSNs in the open ocean.

While US sensors can detect and track inbound ICBMs, we do not possess a ballistic
missile defense capability. The Joint Chiefs of Staff and USCINCSPACE have developed
requirements for Phase 1 of a Strategic Defense System that addresses this deficiency.
The growing threat of nuclear, chemical, and biological capabilities in the hands of
unstable regimes adds to the level of concern over our reliance on deterrence through the
threat of retaliation. The President has directed that options be prepared for a defensive
deployment that would provide a capability to defend targets worldwide against limited
ballistic missile attacks.

Soviet Union. The Soviets are conducting a comprehensive modernization program
and, although they are structuring this program in anticipation of reductions under a
START accord, it will result in a force that is more accurate, survivable, and reliable.
The pace of this modernization program is not as rapid as previous programs in the 1970s
and early 1980s, but it remains significant, despite severe economic problems.

CONCLUSIONS

US strategy and forces are currently adequate to deter the Soviet Union from using
strategic nuclear weapons. US strategic defensive forces have only a marginal capability;
mostly, they contribute to early warning of a strategic attack. Reductions in Soviet strate-
gic ballistic missiles through arms control agreements and continued Soviet modernization
could result in a greater air-breathing threat. An operational strategic defense program,
augmented by an improved air defense capability, would protect targets against limited
strikes and present any aggressor with increased uncertainty regarding the effectiveness
of an attack against the United States.
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Chapter 7.
Nonstrategic Nuclear Forces

’

GENERAL

NSNF consist of ground-, sea-, and air-
launched nuclear-capable weapons with delivery
ranges of less than 5,500 km. Ballistic missile
subcategories of NSNF include INF missiles,
with delivery ranges between 500 and 5,500 km;
and SNF missiles, with delivery ranges less than
500 km. All US and Soviet INF missiles are
being eliminated under the terms of the INF
Treaty.

FORCE BALANCE

Soviet Trends

Nonstrategic nuclear forces
provide a link between conven-
tional forces and strategic nuclear
forces. These forces have both
deterrent and warfighting value
and create uncertainty for any
nation that would aggressively
challenge our interests or those of
our allies. In addition to their
contributions to NATO and the
European theater, these systems
could assume a broader role
globally in response to the pro-
liferation of nuclear capability
among Third World nations.

Despite the ongoing implementation of the INF Treaty and the general reductions
occurring in conventional force structure, the Soviet Union is maintaining substantial
NSNF. However, unilateral withdrawal of NSNF units and nuclear warheads from for-
mer Warsaw Pact territory to the Soviet homeland has been initiated in response to the
political changes in Europe. Depending on the extent of these withdrawals and other
changes in their forces, Soviet land-based NSNF capability in eastern Europe is likely to
consist principally of SNF missiles and DCA. The Soviet Union continues to modernize.
They continue to build new SSMs, fourth-generation DCA, and improved ASMs. The
Soviet Union also deploys nuclear torpedoes, antiship missiles, and depth bombs; large
numbers of modern versions of each of these systems are deployed throughout the Soviet
Navy. Despite the foregoing, the overall Soviet stockpile could decrease as a result of

unilateral withdrawals or SNF agreements.

US Trends

The United States and NATO are committed to maintaining a viable nuclear deterrent
in Europe. As was noted in the NATO London Summit Declaration, ““... the Alliance
must maintain for the foreseeable future an appropriate mix of nuclear and conventional
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forces based in Europe, and kept up-to-date where necessary.”” The reduced Soviet
threat to Europe will allow the retirement of certain systems and the withdrawal of
selected other systems.

Third World Trends

Several Third World nations are demonstrating the technological capability and the
political will to develop a nuclear weapons capability concurrent with TBM develop-
ment. In the near term, these developments are not a significant threat to the US home-
land, but there is a threat to our forward-deployed forces and those of our allies. By the
end of this century, however, TBMs with greater range and accuracy are likely to be
deployed, and the number of countries with a nuclear capability could grow. The risk of
a Third World country using these weapons against US forces could be significant.

CONCLUSIONS

NSNF systems will continue to play a significant role in the US deterrence posture.
The threat and risk of nuclear proliferation are extremely disturbing and argue for con-
tinued R&D for protection against limited strikes and accidental launches. Meanwhile,
changes in Europe have permitted a significant reduction in NSNF warheads. Maintain-
ing the deterrent value and credibility of these systems will require continued moderniza-
tion. Although the NSNF structure is changing, it remains an essential part of our mili-
tary capability.

7-2




1991 JMNA

Chapter 8.
Space Forces
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GENERAL The use of space systems in
support of military operations is

The United States categorizes military space increasing worldwide. The United
activities into the main functional areas of force States and the Soviet Union will
application, space support, force enhancement, continue to place increasing reli-
and space control. Force application relates to ance on space-based systems in
research, development, and planning to be pre- the future. Additionally, a number
pared to acquire and deploy space systems. of other countries are joining the
Space support consists of both a satellite control pursuit of programs capable of
capability and access to space through launching executing military space functions.

of mission payloads. Force enhancement con-
sists of those space-related support operations conducted to improve the effectiveness of
terrestrial and space-based forces. Space control consists of the capability to ensure
access to space and deny the same to an adversary. In accomplishing these functions, the
United States relies on a complex space force structure that includes technologically
advanced satellites and launch vehicles. The capability to use military and civilian satel-
lite systems and assured access to space for both is extremely important to our continued
viability as a military and economic power.

The Soviet Union, our principal competitor in space, pursues these same functions
but has a greater launch capability. Additionally, a number of other countries are joining
the United States and the Soviet Union in pursuit of programs capable of executing
military space functions.

FORCEBALANCE

The Soviet Union possesses the world’s largest and most responsive space infrastruc-
ture. The Soviets will probably continue to improve their military space systems, but
their overall space funding undoubtedly will be affected by restructuring in the Soviet
economy. Soviet military space objectives have not changed and will continue to require
an effective capability to provide space-based support to Soviet terrestrial forces. Soviet
strategists, along with their US counterparts, believe that space is becoming increasingly
significant for military purposes.
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US space systems are generally more sophisticated technologically and longer-lived
than Soviet systems, but the Soviets are steadily improving their systems’ capabilities
and satellite longevity. Historically, the Soviets have relied on space systems that are
less advanced technologically with shorter lifetimes than contemporary US systems;
these systems require a support system capable of frequent launches. However, despite a
decrease from an average of over 90 space launches per year from 1980 to 1988 to only
74 launches in 1989, the Soviets have steadily increased the number of operational satel-
lites they maintain in orbit to over 160. This reduced level of activity is due primarily to
greater satellite longevity. Improvements, maintenance, or refurbishment to the extensive
ground infrastructure that supports Soviet satellite systems indicates Soviet military space
systems will continue to improve in the future. Figures 8-1 and 8-2 show a historical
comparison of US and Soviet operational satellites and space launches.
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Figure 8-1. Soviet and US Operational Satellites in Orbit
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Figure 8-2. Soviet and US Space Launches

The Soviets maintain a significant ASAT capability against low-earth-orbit and
medium-earth-orbit satellites. The Soviet Union also possesses inherent ASAT capa-
bilities: exoatmospheric ABM missiles located around Moscow and at Sary Shagan test
range; a ground-based laser at Sary Shagan that may be able to damage satellites in near-
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earth-orbit; and EW assets that could be used against satellites at all altitudes. In contrast,
the US ASAT program, which is still under development, will enable us to prevent any
potential adversary from using space to threaten our forces in the future.

Beyond US and Soviet space activities, a proliferation of space programs, including
launch vehicle and satellite development, is expected in numerous other countries
throughout the world. Table 8-1 lists other nations that possess a satellite capability.

Table 8-1. Other Nations with Satellite Capability

Argentina France Iltaly Pakistan
Australia Germany Japan Saudi Arabia
Brazil India Luxembourg Spain

Canada Indonesia Mexico Sweden

China Iraq Netherlands United Kingdom
Czechoslovakia Israel

INVESTMENT TRENDS

US capabilities may keep pace with expanding requirements in the 1990s, with some
enhancements provided by implementation of programs contained in the Defense Pro-
gram. However, R&D for space systems continues to suffer limited funding that ulti-
mately will affect the quality and flexibility of future deployment options. The emerging
multipolar threat will require US space forces to be increasingly responsive and flexible.
To support warfighting needs completely, space systems must have the capability to
operate effectively in the following functional areas.

Force Application

The United States does not possess a ballistic missile defense capability, but SDI
research is now focused on global protection against limited ballistic missile strikes.
Such protection would include limited numbers of space-based interceptors. This subject
is addressed in Chapter 6.

Space Support

US satellite control assets continue to be developed and modernized to fulfill
increasing satellite support requirements. However, launch support for the larger-class
missions (TITAN IV) continues to be burdened by an aging space launch infrastructure
and excessive launch pad-processing time. TITAN IV vehicles can spend up to 6 months
on the pad prior to launch. The present launch facility capabilities put at risk even our
peacetime national security needs.
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A requirement exists for a tactically responsive space force structure to support a
variety of small mission payloads that can provide direct support to the unified and speci-
fied commands on demand. A recent example of the utility of these systems is found in
the Marine Corps’ employment of the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency
prototype MACSAT, a small, single-mission satellite providing direct administrative and
logistic communications during Operations DESERT SHIELD and DESERT STORM.

Force Enhancement

Responding to worldwide contingencies requires precise, all-weather navigation
accuracy. The NAVSTAR GPS provides critical position data essential to our forces.
The current Middle East operation has reinforced the need for navigation gear. In
FY 1993, GPS, which currently offers near constant two- and three-dimensional global
coverage, will provide continuous two- and three-dimensional global coverage. GPS
also provides the ability to selectively deny direct full-system accuracy to unauthorized
users through encryption. Military receivers obtain greater accuracy than commercial
receivers which obtain from 30- to 100-meter accuracy. The lack of dominant terrain
features in the desert prompted widespread use of commercial receivers by military
forces during Operation DESERT SHIELD.

MILSATCOMs provide an essential component in the overall US strategic and
tactical C* architecture. Existing systems are being upgraded and modified to increase
their reliability and capacity. The new EHF MILSTAR satellite system will provide jam-
resistant strategic and tactical communications for US forces engaged in crisis operations.
With cross links between satellites, MILSTAR will not require multiple hops to ground
nodes to link around the globe. MILSTAR remains our highest priority C? system.

The requirement for continuous, global, real-time surveillance information has
become even more critical with planned reductions in US forward presence. The SBWAS
system is designed to meet the requirements for global surveillance.

Space Control

The existing Soviet co-orbital ASAT system constitutes a risk to the United States and
its allies. Additionally, the introduction of military-capable satellites by potential adver-
saries may constrain US tactical forces from effectively executing US foreign policy or
military operations. The capability to defend satellites and deny our adversaries access to
space is still required.

CONCLUSIONS

With the exception of kinetic-energy ASAT and SBWAS, US military space systems
are reasonably well-resourced to meet the requirements of the coming decade. With the
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planned reductions in US forward presence, the requirement to continue joint concept
exploration of SBWAS is essential. Budget limitations and consequent reduction in
ASAT program funding will delay its operational fielding. MILSTAR is essential as it
provides the backbone of the US communications architecture for the late 1990s and
beyond. Our launch infrastructure requires modernization to streamline the launch
process and improve response time. Events in the Middle East such as the 1987 mine
clearing operation in the Persian Gulf and Operation DESERT STORM are clear
indications of the importance placed on NAVSTAR GPS. In view of the extensive
Soviet space capabilities and the need to support a tactical reaction to regional contin-
gencies like Operations JUST CAUSE and DESERT STORM, space forces remain
critical to our national interest.
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Chapter 9.
Conventional Contingency
Response

/

GENERAL The capability to mobilize,
deploy, employ, and sustain con-
Figure 9-1 displays potential areas of crises ventional forces was analyzed in
and threats to US interests. To examine the capa- the context of a counterinsur-
bilities of our forces to respond to those crises gency, a lesser regional contin-
and threats, a number of scenarios were devised. gency, two individual cases of a
These scenarios were described in general terms major regional contingency, con-
in Chapter 1; additional details are provided in current or sequential regional
Table 9-1 on the following page. The scenarios contingencies, and a crisis in
provide key variables for capability analysis, Europe leading to a war between
including infrastructure details, distance to the NATO and the Soviet Union.

operational area, warning, forces available on
D-Day, strategic lift, and sustainment parameters. Static and dynamic analyses using

EY 1995 fielded forces were combined with military judgment to complete quantitative
and qualitative analyses of the forces’ capabilities to accomplish the wartime functions of
mobilization, deployment, employment, and sustainment.

« Counterinsurgencies
« Lesser regional
contingencies

» Major regional
contingencies
e Crisis in Europe

Figure 9-1. Potential Areas of Crises
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Table 9-1. Conventional Conflict Scenarios

Counter- Major Major War Escalating
insurgency/ Lesser Regional Regional from a
Counter- Regional Contingency: Contingency: European
narcotics Contingency Korea SWA Crisis
Infrastructure None Very Limited Good Fair Good
Threat Light Light Heavy Heavy Heavy
Distance 2,000-6,000nm | 2,000-6,000nm 6,000 nm 7,000 nm (air) 4,500 nm
8,000 nm (sea)
Warning days days days days days
Mobilization None None 200,000 200,000 Full
Airlift Active Fleet Active Fleet Active Fleet Active Fleet Active Fleet
ARF Fleet ARF Fleet ARF Fleet
CRAF II/ROK CRAF Il CRAF IlI
NAPCAP
Sealift FSSMSC FSS/Limited | FSS/RRF/SRP FSS/RRF FSS/RRF
RRFMSC MSC/ROK SRP/MSC MSC/US
EUSC/NDRF
NATO
Pre-positioning MPS Limited Afloat | Limited Afloat |  AfloatMPS NALMEB
MPS MPS Limited Ashore POMCUS
PPPMPS
Limited Afloat
Days of Combat 450 days 90 days 120 days 120 days > 50 days
(Intensity) (low to mid) (mid to high) (mid to high) (mid to high)

A number of assumptions were made in these analyses:

[ Wiy Wiy W

Sufficient infrastructure exists at contingency locations to accept and support
deploying forces unless otherwise stated.
Pre-positioned stocks are maintained at current levels.
Strategic lift is not attrited.
Sealift uses the most direct routing.
The MRC-E scenario, placed in SWA, assumes that Iraq has reconstituted its

forces and subsequently attacks in the mid-1990s through Kuwait to secure
coastal LOCs and oilfields in Saudi Arabia.

It is important to note that the MRC-E scenario was developed before the current
crisis in SWA, thus many scenario details differ from the situation currently unfolding in
the region. In this scenario, Iraq is merely a proxy for a generalized class of threats that
may arise within the context of a major regional contingency. It also is important to note
that future requirements vis-a-vis this type of threat will be influenced to a great degree
by the outcome of the current crisis.
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FORCES

Conventional contingency response forces in the Defense Program are marked by
several modernization efforts, but system inventories and personnel numbers will
decrease between FY 1991 and FY 1999. AC and RC end strengths will be reduced by
approximately 17 and 26 percent respectively.

CAPABILITIES

The forces and capabilities provided by the Defense Program are limited by shortfalls
in mobilization, deployment, and sustainment. Specific discussions of these areas follow.

Mobilization

Reserve forces are required in all contingencies. In a counterinsurgency and lesser
regional contingency, the principal requirement is for additional strategic airlift aircrews.
Only part of this shortfall would be met on a voluntary basis; thus in these two scenarios,
where mobilization is not postulated, potentially there would be personnel shortages.
With the exceptions of sequential or concurrent regional contingencies, a crisis in Europe
leading to a war between NATO and the Soviet Union, or a global war, all other scenarios
examined can be met within the limits of the Presidential 200,000 SELRES callup
authorized by the scenarios. This sufficiency would not apply if deployments lasted
longer than the scenarios postulate, extending past the statutory 180-day limit.

Although forces mobilized generally are sufficient, their deployment by the required
delivery dates is not assured. Our assessment concludes that Army RC roundout brigades
are not responsive to no-notice or short-notice contingencies. Further, throughout the
period of this assessment, reductions in Reserve force structure will occur as indicated in
Chapter 5, Figure 5-3. A more detailed discussion of AC and RC forces, their missions,
and their appropriate mix follows in Chapter 11. Force regeneration and reconstitution
potential, including mobilization of the industrial base, was discussed in Chapter 3.

Deployment

Trends in airlift capability are shown in Figure 9-2 on page 9-4. Total airlift capacity
in MTM/D is approximately the same from FY 1991 through FY 1995. Airlift capacity
increases by 14 percent from FY 1995 through FY 1999 as more-capable C-17s replace a
portion of the C-141 fleet, then decreases as the C-141s reach the end of their service life
and retire past the turn of the century. Trends in dry-cargo sealift capacity are shown in
Figure 9-3, also on page 9-4. Total dry-cargo capacity decreases by 31 percent between
FY 1991 and FY 1999 because the total number of dry-cargo ships in the US-flag mer-
chant fleet will decline from 246 in FY 1991 to 126 in FY 1999; the EUSC fleet will
decline from 35 in Y 1991 to 18 in FY 1999. The number of MSC ships remains
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constant at 40 during this period. The number of RRF dry-cargo ships is projected to
increase from 83 in FY 1991 to 104 in FY 1999.

Equipment and supplies pre-positioned afloat and ashore complement strategic lift,
help eliminate shortfalls, and improve crisis response time. Current major pre-positioned
equipment sets and their locations are summarized in Table 9-2. These locations are
based largely on former projections for a global war centered in Europe. The future
environment dictates the need for a redistribution of, and possible additions to, pre-
positioned equipment.
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Table 9-2. Pre-positioned Equipment and Supplies (1990)

Command Army Air Force Navy Marine Corps
Global' 4 PREPO Ships | 3 PREPO Ships | 1 PREPO Ship 3 MPS
(Diego Garcia) (1 Mediterranean (Diego Garcia) Squadrons
and 2 DiegoGarcia) (listed below)
USEUCOM POMCUS Sets? | NATO Pre- MEB Equipment
(Germany, Nether- | positioning in Norway and
lands, Belgium) Procurement MPS (4 ships) in
ARPS (ltaly)® Package Eastern Atlantic
USCENTCOM* | Equipment at Equipment at MPS (5 ships) in
sites in countries | sites in countries Indian Ocean
under various under various
programs (e.g., programs (e.g.,
HNS and WRS) | HNS and WRS)
USPACOM Equipment at Equipment at Il MEF
sites in countries | sites in countries MPS (4 ships) in
under various under various Western Pacific
programs (e.g., programs (e.g.,
HNS and WRS) | HNS and WRS)
USSOUTHCOM | The majority of USSOUTHCOM's theater WRS is positioned in CONUS.

1 4 DLA (POL) PREPO ships at Diego Garcia are not included as they support all Services. First priority of
PREPO ships is to support global war.

2 g partial division sets and 1 M-Day shortfall package (NATO is currently readdressing the requirement).

3 Heavy brigade set.

4 Second priority for PREPO ships is USCENTCOM.

The United States has the capability to deploy the required forces in all scenarios
except as follows: in the early weeks of a short-warning war in SWA or in two regional
contingencies occurring sequentially or concurrently, shortages will exist in airlift, sea-
lift, or pre-positioned equipment and supplies — or a combination thereof.

The MRC-E scenario assumes that all US forces, equipment, and supplies have been
withdrawn from the region and that the MPS and APF are reconstituted as they were
before Operation DESERT SHIELD. In addition, the scenario assumes that the United

States does not have access to foreign lift and that passage through the Suez Canal is
unimpeded.

Figures 9-4 through 9-6 on the following pages show the deployment of US forces
over time compared with the requirements generated by the MRC-E scenario parameters.
It should be noted that the scenario allows only CRAF Stage IT and SRP mobility enhance-
ments. With CRAF Stage II and the SRP activated, the greatest shortfall is in airlifted
cargo. Personnel airlift is also insufficient. Cargo sealift (dry-cargo resupply and ammu-
nition) is insufficient as well, although not to as significant a degree as is the airlift
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component. The end result is that the forces, equipment, and materiel required by the
scenario do not arrive completely in theater until C+49; this figure exceeds the deploy-

ment timelines specified in the scenario by one week.

Because of this deployment shortfall, an excursion from the baseline mobility case
was examined. In this instance, using the same forces, equipment, and materiel required
by the scenario, CRAF Stage III was activated and the US-flag fleet was activated by a
full requisitioning of the US-flag merchant marine and EUSC shipping. The results of
this greater number of mobility assets are also plotted in Figures 9-4 through 9-6.
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Despite these additional mobility assets, a deployment shortfall still exists between C+7
and C+45.

The main reason for this shortfall is short warning time, although the extensive dis-
tance to the theater obviously has a major impact. The impact of these deployment short-
falls on the employment of forces in this scenario is discussed below. Our mobility analy-
sis of this scenario concludes that pre-positioned equipment ashore or afloat, additional
strategic lift capacity, or a combination of both would alleviate much of the shortfall.
However, additional lift capacity alone cannot overcome short warning time or the lack
of enough pre-positioned equipment and supplies. Strategic mobility implications for this
and other scenarios are under study in the congressionally mandated Mobility Require-
ments Study.

Employment

Postulated available forces are adequate to defeat potential threats in all scenarios with
the exception of the MRC-E scenario or two regional contingencies occurring sequen-
tially or concurrently because of deployment and sustainment deficiencies. Further, forces
are potentially inadequate for a crisis in Europe leading to a war between NATO and the
Soviet Union because of sustainment shortfalls. They are potentially inadequate in the
long-warning global war scenario because of mobilization shortfalls in personnel, train-
ing, and the industrial base.

Major Regional Contingency-East. In the baseline case described in Table 9-1,
Kuwaiti and Saudi Arabian forces are unable to slow the advance of Iraqi forces. Kuwait

is defeated and the Iraqi advance into Saudi Arabia continues, although attrition of Iraqi
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forces is the focus of mainly US air power. Fixing actions by Iraqi lead units enable their
follow-on units to proceed toward the ports where US forces come under attack. Allied
air power inflicts significant damage to Iraqi forces, slowing but not stopping their advance.

Because of the deficiencies observed in the baseline case, a number of excursions to
the baseline scenario were wargamed in an attempt to isolate the reasons for these defi-
ciencies. Variations in the excursions included:

\
Ld Conventional or chemical operations. ‘
[ Differing Iraqi invasion axes. ‘
L Afloat pre-positioning of equipment and supplies for additional US heavy

divisions with organic CS and CSS assets.
[ Two different warning times.

In the gamed excursions, some combinations of variables produced better results than
others. The results demonstrated that significant US heavy forces must be in place early
in the crisis, either through pre-positioning or earlier deployment. US heavy combined
arms forces (including air forces) are necessary for success; the short timelines imply that
some elements must be pre-positioned. Other strategic mobility implications for this
scenario currently are under study in the congressionally mandated Mobility Require-
ments Study.

It should be noted that the forces and warning times used both in the baseline case
and in the scenario excursions were considerably less than those actually enacted to date
in Operations DESERT SHIELD and DESERT STORM. Additionally, the excursions
examined only a finite number of alternatives. Further analysis could show that early
deployment of a greater number of air assets might have achieved the same results as
earlier deployment of heavy ground forces.

Major Regional Contingency-West. In one scenario analyzed, DPRK forces
attack South Korea with little warning following a period of increased tensions. ROK
and US forces stop DPRK forces north of Seoul. In another recent study analyzed,
results were significantly different. Although DPRK readiness has suffered from cut-
backs in air and ground training, the threat to US and ROK forward-deployed forces
remains high. US tactical air assets would aid significantly in slowing any DPRK
offensive.

Sustainment
Sustainment shortfalls exist in level-of-effort and threat-oriented munitions stocks,
bulk POL storage and distribution, selected secondary end-item PWRS, medical services

and supplies, aviation maintenance, and CBW defense equipment. Recent improvements
in munitions sustainability, particularly in high-technology munitions, will be slowed and
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in some cases reversed by FY 1997. LOTS operations may be required to conduct ship
discharge operations of especially hazardous material. Medical personnel shortfalls,
though not serious, are projected. At the same time, the medical equipment posture
improves during the decade.

Counterinsurgency and Lesser Regional Contingencies. The presence of
host-nation support or a US logistic infrastructure is key in rapid response contingencies.
POL and their bulk distribution will be a concern where the infrastructure is limited.
Preferred munitions sustainment could be a problem in opposing countries that have
access to technologically advanced weapon systems.

Major Regional Contingency-East. Water purification and the inland distri-
bution of water, POL, and general cargo are limiting factors.

Major Regional Contingency-West. Ammunition resupply will be needed early
and will compete with lift assets carrying personnel and other critical materiel to the
theater.

Escalation of a Crisis in Europe. Shortfalls exist in preferred munitions and
secondary end-item PWRS. It would likely be 6 to 24 months before industrial base
mobilization or surge production could begin to deliver critical items. Aviation main-
tenance shortfalls will limit warfighting capability. Bulk POL war reserve inventories
make up only 60 percent of the wartime need. Much of the petroleum is transported by
commercial carrier, and the NATO pipeline system cannot handle wartime requirements.

CONCLUSIONS

The capabilities of US military forces are limited in the postulated scenarios primar-
ily by deployment and sustainment shortfalls in the most demanding cases, although train-
ing and readiness issues connected with mobilization also could be a negative factor. A
short-warning war in SWA or two regional contingencies occurring sequentially or con-
currently would produce the greatest shortcomings. Employment capabilities generally
are sufficient, but shortfalls in the above-noted categories could have potentially grave
consequences.

Today’s environment dictates the need for more strategic lift assets, additional pre-
positioned equipment and supplies, or a combination of both to alleviate deployment and
sustainment shortfalls. A variety of options are being examined by the congressionally
mandated Mobility Requirements Study.
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Chapter 10.
Special Operations Forces

/

CAPABILITIES

US SOF, composed of forces from the Army,
Navy, and Air Force, currently are prepared to
perform operations across the full range of
assigned special operations missions, and overall
capability is expected to improve through
FY 1997. However, full mission capability now
and in the future is degraded by deficiencies in
some specialized equipment and shortages of
some qualified personnel, mainly linguists.

The US Marine Corps has no units with spe-
cial operations as their primary mission; however,
the Fleet Marine Forces are specially organized,
trained, and equipped to conduct a broad spec-
trum of maritime special operations that comple-
ment the capabilities of dedicated SOF.

The mission and organization of Air Force
and Navy RC SOF is such that they are respon-
sive to contingency requirements and are quickly
available to join with active units.

US special operations forces
— which include civil affairs and
psychological operations units —
are highly trained, skilled,
specialized units that primarily
performunconventional warfare,
direct action, special reconnais-
sance, foreign internal defense,
and counterterrorism. These
specialized missions may be inde-
pendent operations or in support
of conventional forces. Special
operations forces also perform col-
lateral special operations missions
such as humanitarian assistance,
security assistance, counternar-
cotics, and personnel recovery
operations. These forces also may
participate in special activities
consistent with Executive Order
12333.

A large portion of SOF reside in the RC. This is especially true of the Army's SOF
and, to a lesser extent, the Air Force. PSYOPS and CA capabilities of US SOF are
almost exclusively in the Army RC (97 percent and 86 percent respectively) as are half
of the Army's Special Forces. With such a large portion of the PSYOPS and CA units in
the RC, there are recurring accessibility and training problems associated with employing
these capabilities in support of contingency taskings. Furthermore, policy constraints
make it impractical to activate ground RC SOF for extended peacetime missions.

Many allied nations have SOF that may complement US SOF; however, their focus

and capabilities vary.
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Potential adversaries in all regions of the world possess varying SOF capabilities.
Soviet SPETSNAZ are highly capable, but unit readiness is degraded periodically
because of a high conscript turnover rate. Iraqi SOF capabilities include commando and
special forces brigades, as well as special amphibious teams.

TRENDS AND DEFICIENCIES

The decade-long effort to revitalize US special operations capabilities has been largely
accomplished. These forces will remain relatively constant with some growth in the AC.

The ongoing expansion of US SOF will improve capabilities, but continued improve-
ments are required in SOF-specific mobility and joint communications capabilities. In
joint communications, SOF will continue to require instantaneous, secure, global com-
munications. While the Defense Program partially relieves current needs, related man-
power and maintenance issues are not adequately resourced.

The role of RC SOF in the future is uncertain. In the past, RC SOF have been essen-
tial in operations plans of the unified and specified commands, especially in global war
scenarios. The planned availability of RC SOF for this wartime role has freed AC SOF to
participate in peacetime engagements, rather than remaining solely focused in their
global war primary areas of operations. The decreasing likelihood of global war and
increased SOF emphasis on peacetime engagements have generated a needed review of
the appropriate mix between AC and RC SOF.

CONCLUSIONS

In general, US SOF are skilled across the spectrum of conflict. Although deficiencies
exist in long-range vertical extraction and communications, overall capability is expected
to improve through FY 1997.
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Chapter 11.
Special Interest Areas

ALLIANCES A number of special interest
areas critical to the overall capa-
General bilities of the US Armed Forces
apply across the analyses already

The United States will continue to meet its presented.

worldwide commitments through various bi-
lateral and multilateral treaties and alliances. These commitments range from cultural
and economic agreements to military and security alliances. A complete listing of treaties
in force is available in the annually published Department of State document, *“Treaties
in Force: A List of Treaties and Other International Agreements of the United States.”

Major Alliances Involving Military Security Arrangements
Table 11-1 delineates alliance relationships.
Assessment
Although the chances of Superpower confrontation are greatly reduced, the expected

rise in nationalistic and ethnic tensions will increase the potential for regional conflicts.
Alliances provide stability, deter aggression, and support forward presence of US forces.

Table 11-1. Alliance Relationships

North Atlantic Belgium Germany Luxembourg Spain

Treaty Canada Greece The Netherlands Turkey

Organization Denmark Iceland Norway United Kingdom
France Italy Portugal United States

Changes in the European continent and the breakup of the Warsaw Pact result in a reexamination
of strategic issues and requirements for Europe. The increasing integration of governments within the
European Community and regional bodies such as CSCE may erode NATQO's purview over many
security issues. The development of a new NATO military strategy is ongoing. Despite these
changes, NATO will continue to exist as a military alliance, but its focus will likely change from an
external threat to mitigating internal discontinuities or facilitating cooperation in out-of-area crises. US
membership and forces in Europe will provide stability through this period of change, but as new
relationships develop, US influence will likely decline.
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Table 11-1. (cont'd)

Inter-American Argentina Cuba Honduras Peru

Treaty of Bolivia Dominican Republic Mexico Uruguay

Reciprocal Brazil El Salvador Nicaragua United States

Defense Chile Guatemala Panama Venezuela
Colombia Haiti Paraguay Trinidad-Tobago
Costa Rica

The original Rio Pact treaty, signed at Rio de Janeiro in 1947, remains in effect and provides for the
peaceful settlement of disputes in the Western hemisphere and common action against aggressors
external to the hemisphere. The treaty provides for hemispheric cooperation and assistance and
should remain in effect for the future.

The Australia- Australia New Zealand United Siates
New Zealand-
United States
Treaty of 1952

The United States suspended obligations with New Zealand under the treaty as a result of New
Zealand choosing to ban nuclear-powered and nuclear-capable ships from its waters. Bilateral rela-
tions are being maintained between the United States and Australia and between Australia and New
Zealand. Australia and the United States will remain solid allies. Relations between New Zealand and
the United States depend on New Zealand's position on nuclear issues.

The 1954 Mutual Republic of Korea  United States
Defense Treaty

Between the

United States

and the

Republic of

Korea

The United States and South Korea maintain a close military and economic relationship. Because
of improved ROK military capabilities and overall US force reductions, the United States has
announced its intention to decrease the numbers of US forces stationed in South Korea. Initial draw-
down of over 7,000 personnel has begun and will be completed by the end of 1992. The future of the
alliance depends upon the continued separation of the two Koreas.

The 1960 Treaty Japan United States
of Mutual

Cooperation

and Security

Between the

United States

and Japan

Japan and the United States maintain close ties in all areas, although economic relations will continue
to be strained by trade frictions. This treaty is Japan's only defense treaty. Although Japan is the
dominant economic power in the Pacific and is becoming stronger in the world, its military remains
adefensive force because of constitutional restraints. Althoughthere is an effort to expand this limited
role, popular Japanese opinion and regional sentiment remain against such a move. Regardless,
Japan continues to be a valuable ally in the region. The treaty should remain in effect and may form
the basis for conflict resolution in the Pacific Basin.
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Should conflict erupt, alliances are the primary basis for the host-nation support and
infrastructure necessary for US power projection.

INTELLIGENCE, COUNTERINTELLIGENCE, AND WARNING
Intelligence

While the United States and its allies ostensibly ‘‘won’’ the Cold War, the intelli-
gence efforts of both East and West continue in earnest. The Soviets’ extensive intelli-
gence collection efforts, targeted primarily at the United States and its allies, resulted in
extensive information on DOD and NATO capabilities, operations, and forces. The
intelligence derived from this information improved Soviet military assessments, weapon

development, arms control negotiating positions, and benefitted Soviet deception and
denial operations.

Although differences in techniques and procedures exist, US, US-allied, and Soviet
intelligence operations — as well as the intelligence operations of the East European
countries, which in some instances still follow the Soviet model — effectively collect
intelligence on a global basis, massing resources against specific targets or geographic
areas. Soviet-style intelligence operations traditionally have been characterized by:

3 A highly centralized structure.

(@ Considerable freedom of operation and permissive laws.
a1 Greater resources (particularly manpower).

(& Skilled application of technologies and tradecraft.

L# Greater use of agent intelligence.

Soviet and East European intelligence cooperation will diminish and eventually cease
as the Warsaw Pact dissolves. Soviet military intelligence effectiveness will suffer from
the loss of control and cooperation of the East European intelligence services and the
relocation of intelligence resources to the Soviet Union.

Many Third World and non-aligned nations pose effective, regionally oriented, and
frequently multidisciplined intelligence threats. Although these countries are often tech-
nologically inferior, their capabilities will improve as enhanced collection systems are
developed or acquired. Of these nations, only China has a proven spaceborne collection
capability. Cuban intelligence will remain highly proficient, even though reduced Soviet
support may constrain operations.

Through human and signal intelligence operations, drug trafficking cartels have

effectively acquired warning of US CN activities. The lack of adequate security measures
and other operations security shortfalls will continue to be a weakness in CN operations.
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Counterintelligence

The post-Cold War environment for espionage is more favorable than at any time
since the end of World War II. Former adversaries face difficult challenges because of
burgeoning East-West relations and commercial ventures, intrusive arms controls inspec-
tions, loss of internal control and restrictions, defectors and emigres from the East, and
““volunteer’’ spies from the West.

Soviet and Soviet-allied CI operations enjoyed considerable advantages over the
West; recently, however, these advantages have lessened. In spite of recent reforms, East
European CI continues to function. Reforms of Soviet CI are expected shortly. Soviet
and East European CI services must now confront legal curbs, reduced resources, intelli-
gence threats from neighboring countries (including former allies), greater foreign access
to open-source information, internal strife, ethnic rivalries, and a less cooperative citizenry.

In contrast, US and US-allied CI operations will not experience such political turmoil.
Little change in extant organizational structures and bilateral relationships is expected.
Prospects for early detection of Soviet and East European espionage activities are dimin-
ished; however, these activities are much more likely to be aimed at economic rather than
military targets. Thus, the United States probably will continue to experience espionage
activities that can be damaging.

Warning

Overall US intelligence capabilities are assessed to be good to excellent in providing
information on changes in the military capabilities of potential adversaries. Such military
data, analyzed in the context of early political and economic indicators of an increased
threat to the United States or its interests, provides the basis for warning time assump-
tions. Reliably determining an adversary’s exact intent early enough to allow low-cost
deterrent reactions remains a goal of the warning process.

The future of US warning capabilities will be dependent on a number of factors.
Resource constraints and personnel reductions in the intelligence community will have a
negative effect, but the reduction in the forward presence of US forces — inevitable as
the global security environment changes — will impair our ability to gain intelligence on
the capabilities of potential adversaries.

ACTIVE AND RESERVE COMPONENT MIX AND MISSIONS

General

The ending of the Cold War and the changing world environment, coupled with fiscal
constraints and a new strategy, warrant a review of the Total Force Policy and a
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restructuring of military forces. When the Soviet and Warsaw Pact capability for a short-
warning European or global conflict was relatively high, large numbers of AC and RC
forces were required to enable the United States to maintain a large forward presence in
Europe and to provide follow-on reinforcements to NATO. However, the demise of the
Warsaw Pact and the reduction of Soviet force levels diminish the requirement for large
ready forces. The time required for the Soviet Union to change direction and rebuild its
conventional forces to previously threatening levels provides ample time for the United
States to reconstitute additional forces, assuming a timely decision to initiate reconstitu-
tion steps. Consequently, many AC and RC units slated to respond to the less likely
long-warning conflict can be removed from the force or be retained at greatly reduced
readiness and resource levels (e.g., cadre-type units). For crisis response, there is a
continuing requirement for sufficient numbers of AC and RC forces ready to respond
with rapid-deploying, reinforcing, and sustaining forces.

Policy

Reliance on the RC varies considerably from Service to Service and mission to
mission. These variances are reflected in how each Service manages and employs its RC
forces. Full-time support for RC units can range from virtually none to as high as 72
percent. Some RC units are expected to respond quickly and others are employed as
follow-on forces. Some units maintain integrity when they mobilize and others provide
individual augmentation to AC units. Observations from Operations DESERT SHIELD
and DESERT STORM are influencing opinions on how RC forces are used and on the
proper AC-RC mix. The size, structure, and readiness levels of AC and RC forces must
consider factors including, but not limited to, cost, accessibility, required preparation
time, and the time available to respond to various contingencies.

The most effective AC-RC mix is the one that provides, for a given investment, the
balance of force size and availability that minimizes risk across the range of likely
threats. Generally, AC forces should be used for rapid crisis response and will maintain
the highest readiness levels possible. Selected RC units will also be required to maintain
commensurately high levels of OPTEMPO and readiness in order to help deploy,
support, and sustain early-deploying AC combat units responding to short-warning
requirements. The bulk of the RC will be designated to support and augment AC forces.
RC combat units will have their primary role in either protracted or concurrent major
regional contingencies. In such cases, additional Reserves could be recalled to provide a
sustaining base for forward-deployed forces.

The FY 1997 Total Force will be smaller. Impending fiscal restraints mandate reduc-
tions to RC as well as AC forces and the changing international environment allows these
changes without significant increase in risk. These force reductions will, in turn, result in
restructuring of AC and RC forces to support the emerging emphasis on forward presence,
highly responsive crisis response forces, and reconstitution forces for long-warning
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conflict. Figure 11-1 depicts overall RC forces compared to AC forces. Table 11-2 con-
tains a representation of the RC composition of each Military Service. RC force reduc-
tions will be minimized for those units providing essential support to AC forces and
units with critical unique missions. These include mobility forces and units manned with
personnel trained in critical skills such as aircrew, linguists, and technical specialists.
Some RC unit manning levels can safely be reduced to very low cadre levels and recon-
stituted when needed. However, caution must be exercised to avoid reducing the size
and readiness of AC and RC forces below the levels required for response to likely
regional crises and contingencies. For reconstitution forces, innovative organizational
concepts to retain equipment and trained leaders are needed, including cadreing and
robusting. During peacetime, cadre units would maintain a core of trained leaders that
would provide the structure around which a full-up organization could be established.
Other concepts under consideration include assigning additional personnel to train with
AC and RC units during peacetime. These additional personnel would become the pool
of trained and experienced personnel around which new units could be reconstituted.
‘““Nesting’’ by the Navy would designate training ships — training a nucleus of crews as
the cadre upon which to build crews for ‘laid up’’ ships that could be readied for
deployment when needed.

Thousands
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Figure 11-1. US Force Composition

Access

Reservists are accessed through voluntary and involuntary means. Volunteerism
(10 USC §672d) provides force employment options, short of SELRES callup. Use of
Reserve volunteers in support of operations in Libya, Grenada, and Panama further
proved the value of volunteerism in no-plan scenarios. Volunteers used in Operation
DESERT SHIELD provided key airlift, air refueling, reconnaissance, and combat com-
munications support to the operation. Reserve volunteers also filled vacancies in water
purification, civil affairs, intelligence support, linguistic support, port operations, port
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Table 11-2. Reserve Force Composition

FORCES FY 1991 FY 1993 FY 1997
US Army
SELRES 776,000 551,000 551,000
IRR/ING 428,000 415,000 374,000
Retirees 550,000 577,000 593,000
US Navy
SELRES 153,000 118,000 118,000
IRR/ING 128,000 143,000 143,000
Retirees 499,000 510,000 523,000
US Marine Corps
SELRES 44,000 35,000 35,000
IRR/ING 60,000 72,000 69,000
Retirees 93,000 94,000 94,000
US Air Force
SELRES 203,000 202,000 200,000
IRR/ING 52,000 52,000 52,000
Retirees 589,000 599,000 604,000

security, and other billets. Although volunteer arrangements are not an assurance that
RC forces would be available to respond in adequate numbers with the appropriate grades
and skills, recent responses have been favorable. Individual volunteers are usually
assimilated into existing units. Forming entire units from volunteers, as experienced in
Operation JUST CAUSE, does not usually result in cohesive organizations.

SELRES callup (10 USC §673b) is the Presidential involuntary activation of up to
200,000 Reservists for operational missions without a declaration of national emergency.
SELRES callup was used for the first time for Operation DESERT SHIELD. Past reluc-
tance to exercise SELRES callup may be eased because of the success of the callup exper-
ience during Operation DESERT SHIELD. On-going studies are evaluating options to
change the callup authority to enhance accessibility to Reserve personnel. For Operation
DESERT SHIELD, in FY 1991 only, the SELRES callup authority for combat units has
been changed from an initial 90 days plus a 90-day extension to 180 days plus a 180-day
extension. Because the capability of a combat force is inextricably linked to the avail-
ability and effectiveness of its support, excluding CS and CSS units from this new
authority makes it almost impossible to execute.

Partial mobilization (10 USC §673a) is the expansion of the Armed Forces resulting
from action by Congress (up to full mobilization) or by the President (not more than
1 million for 24 months) to mobilize Ready Reserve units, individual Reservists, and
resources needed for their support to meet the requirments of a war or other national
emergency involving an external threat to the national security. On 22 January 1991, this
authority was invoked in support of Operation DESERT STORM.
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Missions

With approximately 45 percent of the US Armed Forces in the RC, reserves partipate
in most mission areas. The extent of this participation varies from single Reserve Indi-
vidual Mobilization Augmentees to instances where RC forces contribute 100 percent of
mission capability to the Total Force. Examples of significant RC contributions are shown
in Table 11-3. Additional mission areas, unit types, and key skill areas in which the RC
provides significant contributions include strategic airlift, SOF, aerial refueling units,
intelligence, medicine, and linguists. US responses to recent contingencies in Grenada,
Libya, Panama, and SWA have required RC participation in many of these mission areas.

Table 11-3. Reserve Contributions of 90 Percent or Greater

SUB-COMPONENT UNIT TYPES

USAR and ARNG TOW Light Antitank Battalions
Heavy Helicopter Companies
Pathfinder Units

Civil Affairs Units

Judge Advocate General Units
Railroad Units

USNR Logistic Airlift Squadrons (CONUS)
Fighter Composite Squadrons (CONUS)
Combat Sea-Air Rescue/Strike Rescue
Inshore Undersea Warfare Units

Naval Control of Shipping

Cargo Handling Battalions

USAFR and ANG Aerial Spraying Capability

Strategic Defense Interceptors
Aeromedical Evacuation Crews

USMCR Civil Affairs Groups
USCGR Deployable Port Security Units
Readiness

Readiness is the ability of forces and equipment to deliver the output for which they
are designed and includes the ability to deploy and employ without unacceptable delays.
The measurement of readiness of AC and RC units is a complex evaluation. When
viewed together, measurable indicators — including SORTS data, personnel quality
(measured in percentage of high school graduates and AFQT scores), individual skill
qualification levels and personnel turnover, mobilization test results, readiness evalua-
tions, and operational readiness inspections — provide a reasonable indication of readi-
ness. Intangible factors such as leadership, morale, and unit cohesiveness are qualitative
contributions to a unit’s readiness. In general, readiness indicators of all components
have improved as funding increased. The ability to sustain high readiness states is taxed
by the increasing complexity of threats and missions and the associated training require-
ment. This increasing demand on finite training resources, coupled with safety, security,
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and environmental constraints, make it difficult to ‘‘train like we intend to fight.”” The
impact on RC readiness can be significant because of limited training time. Capitalizing
on the benefits derived from simulations and other training innovations helps make opti-
mum use of reduced training resources. Additionally, a high percentage of prior service
accessions and high-quality recruits (over 90 percent are high-school graduates and meet
AFQT category I-III standards) contribute significantly to RC readiness.

Ground Forces. Overall resourcing of ground forces has improved significantly
since 1985. Much of the improvement is a result of the fielding of new equipment. RC
personnel readiness levels have remained below those of the AC, mainly because of the
difficulty in filling billets with MOS-qualified personnel. MOS qualification of RC
personnel is a relatively intractable problem because of geographic dispersion problems
and the training time required to maintain proficiency and enhance skills. Population
densities around RC unit locations often do not support the numbers and types of skills
required, and training time to achieve and maintain proficiency in some MOSs exceeds
the time available to the part-time Reservist. Initiatives to correct these shortcomings
include increased reliance on simulators and training devices, as well as contract training.

Training readiness levels have improved slightly since 1985 in both the AC and RC.
Mostly because of limited training time per year, Army RC units generally are not
expected to achieve a readiness level comparable to the AC in the Mission Essential
Training List. Although reported readiness of the Army RC has improved, most RC
units require additional training before undertaking their full wartime missions. Currently,
units considered deployable may require up to 42 days of training to be able to perform
their full wartime missions. This training time between notification and deployment is
manageable for augmentation or rotation in slowly developing crises or for prolonged
deployments. However, it precludes inclusion of Army RC combat forces in initial
deployments for rapidly developing contingency operations. As long as RC utility is
constrained by training limitations and accessibility, the responsibility to respond initially
to contingencies with combat forces rests with the AC units.

Maritime Forces. The readiness of AC and RC naval forces is excellent, with 95
percent of units not in conversion or retrofit reporting able to perform all or major por-
tions of their wartime mission. Virtually all Navy personnel are trained to execute a
major portion of their mission. However, decline in equipment condition in both AC and
RC units contributed to reduced overall readiness. The USMCR experiences personnel
qualification difficulties because of geographic dispersion, insufficient population densi-
ties, and training time required for some high-technology billets. However, the quality of
personnel accessions, equipment modernization, and the training standards achieved are
comparable in both components of the Marine Corps. The USCGR does not yet report
readiness with SORTS, but personnel and equipment shortages indicate potential readi-
ness shortcomings in all areas. However, the success experienced during mobilization of
USCGR Port Security Units for Operation DESERT SHIELD indicates high readiness
levels in such units.
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Air Forces. Both components of the Air Force have achieved high readiness states.
Active Navy and Marine Corps tactical air forces readiness declined slightly due to air-
craft conversions. Unit reporting, inspections, and tactical and technical competitions —
in those missions trained — reveal little difference among active Air Force, USAFR, and
ANG units; about 95 percent of the flying units consistently report able to accomplish all
or major parts of their wartime missions. The full-time support to RC air forces ratio
contributes to unit readiness. Non-flying Air Force, USAFR, and ANG units reflect simi-
lar trends. USNR and USMCR flying units also have maintained relatively high overall
C-levels. Personnel manning levels in all components’ air arms have been consistently
above 90 percent. Equipment on hand has increased or remained high in all components.

Costs

Some cost savings can be achieved if forces are moved to the RC structure. In gen-
eral, manpower-intensive units (e.g., light infantry divisions) offer considerable relative
savings if operated as RC units. Capital-intensive units (e.g., F-16 and F-14 squadrons
and FFG-7s) offer lesser savings. The most recognizable direct dollar savings for an RC
unit are achieved as a result of reduced manpower, OPTEMPO, and retirement costs.
One-time transition costs associated with unit activation, deactivation, or transfer from
AC to RC can overshadow recurring savings. In almost all cases, RC units have lower
short-term and long-term ownership costs than do similar AC units. Exceptions may
occur when RC units perform peacetime missions that require high OPTEMPOs. For
example, one study indicates higher costs than AC units for those RC units performing
strategic refueling missions and alerts. Direct cost comparisons suggest savings, but
these considerations cannot override the requirements of readiness and availability for
short-notice crisis response and the availability for forward presence and rotation that
requires AC forces.

Conclusions

Significant differences exist among the seven Reserve components and variations
occur in each active counterpart’s use and management of RC forces. In general, forward
presence requirements and the rapid response required of combat forces for contingencies
— the basis for sizing AC and RC forces in the projected strategic environment — can
best be satisfied with AC forces, although RC units can provide mobility forces and
limited support forces. Large protracted or concurrent contingencies and long-developing
crises are the situations for which RC forces — especially RC combat units — can be
recalled, trained (if necessary), deployed, and employed to support, augment, reinforce,
and sustain AC forces. The availability and responsiveness of RC units count heavily in
determining the most effective AC-RC mix, but cost savings and the appropriateness of
tasking to the ‘‘part-time’’ nature of the RC have been considered. RC forces will con-
tinue to be an integral part of the Total Force; however, changes to the overall military
force structure will effect the RC as well as the AC as we optimize US combat capability
while remaining within fiscal constraints.
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COMMAND, CONTROL, AND COMMUNICATIONS
General

The smaller, highly mobile US forces envisioned for the 1990s will require robust,
flexible C* systems that are as mobile as the forces they support. The requirement for
reliable, secure, jam-resistant, and enduring C? connectivity will increasingly be met by
the use of new-technology SATCOM .

Threats to Command, Control, and Communications

C® systems can be vulnerable to a wide array of threats including physical attack,
jamming, exploitation, deception, and nuclear effects. The most formidable threat to US
C? is the Soviet REC capability, which is a particularly pervasive threat. The threat from
the Third World is increasing.

US Capabilities

Theater and Tactical Command, Control, and Communications. The past
focus on Europe has yielded to regional challenges. SATCOM systems such as MILSTAR
will provide required communications links that are highly resistant to jamming and
nuclear effects. Planned systems are migrating towards ‘‘open system’’ designs capable
of total integration in theater-wide tactical operations.

Peace, Tension, Crisis, and Brink of Conflict. Current C* systems are adequate to
support operations to counter terrorism, insurgencies, narcotics trafficking, and major
crises. There is a growing requirement for C? interoperability among executive agencies
and departments and for interdepartmental data fusion. C?* will adequately support
multiple concurrent crises through the 1990s. C® systems may rely on augmentation by
commercial and, to a lesser degree, allied communications to support US forces.

Regional Conventional Conflict. US forces must depend on highly mobile C?
systems of enhanced capacity such as SATCOM transceivers and lightweight position-
locating receivers. Commercial and, to a lesser degree, allied communications may be
needed to support current C* capabilities in combat operations. C* will be able to fully
support US forces with sufficient lightweight, secure, interoperable equipment by
fielding planned improvements through the 1990s.

Major Regional or Global Conventional Conflict. Current C* capabilities fully sup-
port US forces in the initial stages of a conflict. Tactical C* and SATCOM capabilities
will improve through the 1990s with the fielding of several jam-resistant systems, includ-
ing MILSTAR. Additionally, the fielding of new battle management ADP equipment,
fusion programs, sensors, and position-locating systems will ensure C? provides increased
support to large-force operations.
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Nuclear Command, Control, and Communications. Fielding of new systems
such as MILSTAR/SCOTT will improve NSNF C°. Present strategic C* systems ade-
quately support the US deterrent posture. Improvements will occur with the fielding of
programmed mission planning and C? systems in the mid- to late 1990s.

Trends and Deficiencies

Data transmission requirements are growing significantly. Existing transmission sys-
tems were not designed to support the emerging number of data transmission require-
ments, as evidenced by Operation DESERT SHIELD.

Theater and Tactical Command, Control, and Communications. Through
the 1990s, C* systems will provide the timely, accurate information required to best
employ existing forces. Operational and national level requirements will be for systems
of increasing capabilities. These improved C* systems will help compensate for the loss
of forward bases, force asymmetries, and mobilization deficiencies.

Nuclear Command, Control, and Communications. Current satellite systems
have some susceptibility to jamming and nuclear-disturbed environments. Developmental
programs are focused on increased capabilities for US nuclear C* systems. The long-
term solution to C? requirements will be based on satellite systems, such as MILSTAR,
that are survivable and jam-resistant.

Conclusions

The reduced Soviet threat has not diminished the demand for more capacity and
speed in C* systems. Operations DESERT SHIELD and DESERT STORM validate the
assessments of C? effectiveness in a major regional conflict. Lack of infrastructure in the
Third World stresses existing systems, and existing limitations require constant updating.
New systems, modernization, and effective use of available commercial assets must
continue through the 1990s to ensure adequate C* support. Further, the proliferation of
nuclear weapons means that US nuclear forces will require C* systems with increased
capabilities. Planned systems should meet this requirement.

ELECTRONIC WARFARE
General

EW uses electromagnetic energy to determine, exploit, reduce, or prevent adversary
use of the electromagnetic spectrum through damage, destruction, and/or disruption

while retaining friendly use of the spectrum. The components of EW are ECM, ECCM,
and ESM.
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The EW Threat

Arms control agreements have reduced the EW threat in Europe. However, EW equip-
ment built by Soviet and non-Soviet Warsaw Pact forces increasingly will be exported to
Third World countries. Additionally, the emerging instability within the Third World,
the proliferation of advanced conventional weapons systems, and the relative ease of
acquiring sophisticated arms from Western, Soviet, and other sources will require that
US forces be prepared to encounter the full range of military EW technology.

Soviet Capabilities. Soviet REC is an established military doctrine that is aimed
at disrupting vital electronic command and control at critical moments in a conflict. It
integrates the use of firepower, jamming, and deception. The Soviets have fielded many
simple, reliable, and effective REC systems. Their ECM capabilities allow them to inter-
fere with various Western military and commercial space systems and ground terminals
as well as jam tactical communications, weapon control radars, and navigation and
terrain-avoidance radars. Soviet air defenses use combinations of ECCM techniques and
equipment to reduce their vulnerability, and Soviet forces have extensive communica-
tions and electronic intelligence collection capabilities to meet ESM needs.

Advances in computer processing and receiver system technology should improve the
Soviet capability to receive, identify, and exploit certain types of US communications.
However, the Soviets have had difficulties integrating the modern technologies required
to process large amounts of data. The lack of capable microprocessors and design limita-
tions inhibit flexibility and the ability to handle multiple tasks, process information, and
sort signals in a dense battlefield environment.

Third World EW Capabilities. The Soviets have exported REC doctrine and EW
equipment to many Third World nations; however, acceptance of REC doctrine by pur-
Chasers varies. Employment of Soviet REC in a Third World country’s integrated air
defense system depends on the amount of Western technology in use and the degree of
integration of two different approaches to EW.

Generally, Third World nations possess neither the technology base nor the produc-
tion means to improve their capabilities. Because they depend on outside sources, Third
World nations are not expected to improve greatly in the foreseeable future. However,
controlling the proliferation of Western technology is becoming increasingly difficult.
Future low-intensity contingencies may not actually be very ‘‘low’” in EW intensity.

US EW Capabilities
The United States has a full range of effective ECM, ECCM, and ESM capabilities,

yet deficiencies exist. In ECM capabilities, most US aircraft have self-protection
jamming assets to counter SAMs, air-to-air missiles, and tracking and guidance radars.
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ECM assets include air- and surface-launched chaff and flares that provide false targets.
US surface combatants have ECM equipment designed to counter antiship missiles.
Support aircraft provide the United States with an ECCM capability to jam a variety of
hostile radars. US forces have the capability to jam both communication and radar
signals through a broad spectrum. In ESM capabilities, the United States has extensive
EW systems that can intercept, locate, and identify communications, radar, and other
electromagnetic systems in support of both strategic and tactical operations. Deficiencies
of various systems are systematically identified and technological improvements identi-
fied consistent with the threat.

Trends and Deficiencies

There is the probability that a declining US industrial base will cause applied US
technology to lag behind the Soviets in certain critical areas. This can be rectified in part
by identification of critical EW technologies and assistance to those US sectors involved
in developing those technologies.

Depending upon the particular threat country’s equipment, integration, doctrine, and
training, the United States has a fair to very good stand-off jamming capability against
air defense systems. The threats cover the full spectrum and must be addressed on an
individual basis.

Assessment

Major planned improvements in US EW capabilities include all aspects of ECM,
ECCM, and ESM. The introduction of unmanned aerial vehicles is expected to comple-
ment existing manned platforms for many missions. Destructive EW weapons and
expendable payloads are also areas which will improve EW support to warfighting.
There are scheduled improvements to the integration of EW systems for warning and
self-protection on all front-line attack aircraft, most strategic bombers, and fighters as
well as some transport aircraft. Joint initiatives will ensure interoperability and modular
design to satisfy Service-unique applications for similar equipment.

CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL WARFARE
US CBW Capabilities
While somewhat improved in selected areas, US CBW defensive capabilities continue
to be an area of concern. The United States has no offensive BW capabilities, and defen-
sive BW capabilities include personal protective equipment and a strong medical system.
US offensive CW capability has improved with the production and storage of binary

chemical artillery projectiles. Binary technology provides advantages in weapon safety
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and ease of transportation. However, the United States halted production of binary
chemical weapons and now is in the process of an orderly drawdown of binary produc-
tion capability. US defensive CW capabilities are effective but limited. Defensive
equipment should be further modernized to increase efficiency and reduce the heat
burden to users.

Other CBW-Capable Countries

Soviet Union. The Soviet Union continues to maintain the most extensive CW
capability in the world. The Soviets have an enormous stockpile of chemical munitions
that can be delivered by a variety of means. Their forces are well-trained and equipped
in protection and decontamination techniques and have a large number of specially
trained chemical personnel. The Soviets also have a BW R&D program and are believed
to have the capability to produce biological weapons.

Proliferation. Approximately 20 countries have confirmed or suspected offensive
CW programs and a slightly smaller number have confirmed or suspected offensive BW
programs. These numbers are projected to increase over the next decade.

Effects of Arms Control on CBW Capabilities

Refer to the following section on Arms Control. The bilateral CW destruction agree-
ment reached with the Soviet Union will limit US offensive CW capabilities. The United
States will retain a smaller CW stockpile consisting of a mix of binary and unitary CW.
Efforts to achieve a global CW ban continue and may eventually affect US CW
capabilities.

Assessment

Until a verifiable, global CW ban is concluded, we must maintain a modest retalia-
tory CW capability and a robust CW defensive program in the Defense Program to deny
a significant military advantage to any aggressor.

ARMS CONTROL
General

The primary US arms control objective is to enhance national security and global
stability through effective, verifiable, and stabilizing arms agreements leading to reduc-
tions in nuclear, chemical, and conventional arms. Arms control efforts are in the best
interests of the United States if they stabilize the strategic environment, enhance stability,
and foster other cooperative efforts. Verifiable arms control agreements are essential as
the United States reduces the size of its armed forces. Effective arms control agreements
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permit force reductions while still retaining the military capability required to deter
aggression and achieve military objectives. They also help to channel the development
and deployment of military capabilities along predictable lines.

Existing Major Arms Control Treaties and Agreements

Refer to Table 11-4. Most arms control treaties to which the United States is a signa-
tory deal with weapons of mass destruction.

Nuclear Weapons Treaties. The Limited Test Ban Treaty was the first effort at
controlling nuclear weapon testing and its effects on the environment. This treaty was
enhanced by the development of the Threshold Test Ban Treaty, which set a threshold of
150 kilotons for nuclear weapon testing and limits testing to designated sites, and the
Peaceful Nuclear Explosion Treaty, which governs nuclear explosion tests for peaceful
purposes. The Non-Proliferation Treaty is intended to stem nuclear weapon prolifera-
tion. The INF treaty leaves the United States with no ground-launched INF systems;
however, this reduction has no significant net impact on US military capabilities because
of the simultaneous elimination of corresponding Soviet systems, the reduced likelihood
of a conflict in Europe, and the low requirement for these weapons in other theaters.

CW Agreements. A bilateral destruction and non-production agreement between
the United States and the Soviet Union was signed in June 1990. When approved by
Congress, this agreement will require the two countries to reduce their present CW stock-
piles to a lower and equal level, cooperate in inspection procedures, and share destruction
technology. Additionally, this agreement calls for a cessation of CW production by both
sides.

Other Treaties. The CFE Treaty was signed on 19 November 1990. Once it is
ratified and enters into force, CFE will have a profound impact upon the United States
and NATO. When the Soviet Union and its former Warsaw Pact allies reduce forces to
CEFE levels, a massive attack by the Soviet Union, with or without the East European
nations’ support, would not be possible without an extensive and lengthy mobilization.
Unfortunately, serious problems related to Soviet interpretation of treaty elements and
provision of data have arisen, calling into doubt the prospects of ratification. These data
and counting problems, along with withdrawal of Treaty-limited equipment prior to
signature, need to be resolved.

Major Arms Control Negotiations

Refer to Table 11-5 on page 11-18. Progress has been made within the last year in
the development of some major arms control treaties.

The ongoing START negotiations should result in an agreement that increases stabil-
ity. START will reduce and limit the strategic nuclear systems posing the greatest danger
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Table 11-4. Major Existing Arms Control Treaties

ENTRY
INTO TREATY
TREATY FORCE TREATY HIGHLIGHTS MEMBERS REMARKS
Limited Test 10 Oct 63 | Bans nuclear weapons Most countries. | A Jan 91 Review
Ban Treaty tests or nuclear explo- Key exceptions: | Conference pro-
sions in the atmosphere, | France and posal to change the
space, or underwater. China LTBT to a CTB was
unsuccessful.
Non- 5Mar 70 | Cornerstone of interna- | Currently 141 Comes up for
Proliferation tional efforts to prevent | participants. extension of a
Treaty further spread of nuclear | Key exceptions: | specific period of
weapons. France and years or indefinitely
China in 95.

Antiballistic 30ct72 |Limits ABM deployment | United States US R&D continues
Missile Treaty areas to one, thus ensur- | and Soviet within treaty limits.
ing penetration of other | Union

nations' retaliatory
nuclear missiles.
Biological 26 Mar 75 | Parties pledge not to Most countries. | No provisions made
Weapons develop, produce, stock- | Key exceptions: | for verification
Convention pile, or acquire biological | France and procedures.
agents or toxins other China
than limited quantities for
defensive or peaceful
research.
Intermediate- 1Jun 88 | Eliminates ground- United States All treaty-directed
Range Nuclear launched missiles with and Soviet items eliminated by
Forces Treaty ranges between 500 and | Union 31 May 91. On-site
5,500 km, launchers, and inspections and
support structure. portal operations to
continue until 31
May 01.

Bilateral Projected for | Reduces CW stockpiles | United States | Signed on 1 Jun
Chemical NLT 30 Jun |to lower, equal levels, and Soviet 90, subject to
Weapons 91 shares destruction tech- | Union congressional

Destruction nology, and commits to approval. Destruc-
Agreement an end of CW production. tion protocol in
work.
Conventional | Projected for | Reduces and sets limits | NATO and Ratification called
Forces in late 91 for conventional armed | Warsaw Pact into question by
Europe forces equipment in countries Soviet interpreta-

Europe.

tion of treaty ele-
ments and provi-
sion of data issues.
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Table 11-5. Major Arms Control Negotiations

MAJOR ISSUES

MAJOR ISSUES

TREATY SIGNING PURPOSE SETTLED REMAINING
Strategic Arms | Projected for | To reduce strategic Limitations Suspect site
Reduction early 91 nuclear force levels of | Duration inspection
Talks the United States and | Draft text New types
the Soviet Union. General inspection | definitions
and verification Data denial
Noncircumvention | Downloading
Draw-down Stage dimensions
schedule Warhead counting
Third-country for future types
basing Size criteria for
ABM linkage Treaty-limited
items
Inspection quotas
Site diagrams
Air-launched
ICBMs and
SLBMs
Confidence Set of To reduce misunder- | New measures Infrastructure
and Security- measures | standing, miscalcula- | Unusual military upgrading
Building signed 19 | tion, and chance of activities Increased access
Measures Nov 90; armed conflict in Improvements to for accredited
Negotiations additional | Europe. Stockholm 1986 military personnel
measures Accords Further improve-
under Information ments to
negotiation. exchange Stockholm
Accords
Chemical undetermined| To globally ban the Duration of treaty | Verification
Weapons production, storage, | Pre-draft status Retaliation
Convention or use of chemical Sanctions
weapons. Disputes
Assistance

of sudden nuclear attack — offensive ballistic missiles, particularly heavy ICBMs. When
coupled with strategic modernization, START could add to US national security by

lowering the large Soviet ballistic missile weapon inventories by capping future strategic
growth, thereby helping to prevent a potential strategic imbalance.

International efforts have been ongoing for many years to achieve a global CW con-
vention that bans the development, production, stockpiling, transfer, and use of these
weapons. Progress has advanced to the pre-draft status, but significant unresolved issues
remain. At the heart of the issue is the need for effective verification of such a treaty.
Although the prospects for signing a global CW agreement within the next five years are
good, the prospects for an early entry into force are doubtful. In addition to doubts about
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verification, not all CW-capable nations — for example, Iran and Irag — have agreed to a
CW ban. A global CW ban treaty, if effective, would be in the best interests of the United
States; however, improved technology is required to ensure compliance verification.

Other treaties that are being negotiated include the Open Skies treaty — to ‘challenge
the participants to greater openness and transparency through the use of unarmed aerial
surveillance of national territories’’— and the ongoing Vienna talks on CSBMs — intended
to improve military contacts between nations, lower the threshold for mutual notification
of large-scale military activities, and make certain military activities more accessible. At
the November 1990 Paris Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe, a politically
binding CSBM agreement was signed which improved and expanded the 1986 Stockholm
document. Some new issues are still being worked.

Trends

Future arms control negotiations will likely focus on weapons capability and national
production means. Such measures should restrict the ability of nations to sustain combat
because of production limitations. To ensure compliance in production constraints,
future negotiations will probably feature intrusive verification provisions.

Assessment

Existing treaties will continue to provide the results for which they were intended.
The achievement of START and CFE in the near future may lead to follow-on treaties
that will further reduce strategic nuclear and conventional force levels. Such actions
would be in the interest of the United States if they permit further US force reductions
and lead to strategic stability. However, these arms control agreements will not reduce
the threat in theaters outside of Europe, most notably SWA and South America.

SECURITY ASSISTANCE
General

Security assistance is an instrument of US national security policy designed to pro-
mote our national interests by supporting formal agreements, other nations that confront
threats, other nations to which access would enhance the global mobility of US forces,

and other nations where prudent investment can prevent subversion or other broad
problems.

International Defense Cooperation

General. Defense cooperation is a generic term for the range of activity undertaken
by the Department of Defense with its allies and other friendly countries to promote
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international security. Such activity includes, but nced not be confined to, security assis-
tance, industrial cooperation, armaments cooperation, foreign military sales, training,
logistics cooperation, cooperative R&D, foreign comparative testing, and host-nation
support.

International cooperative programs with allied and other friendly nations constitute
an increasingly important element of US national security and defense acquisition stra-
tegy in the post-Cold War era. These programs also seek to recognize two new realities:
that we could benefit from access to allied military technology and systems that could
enhance the buying power of scarce R&D dollars; and that we could address growing
concerns about the health of US defense and civilian technology and industrial bases.

Objectives. DOD participation in international cooperative programs with allied
and friendly nations should be designed to achieve the following objectives:

(@ Reciprocal access to, use of, and protection of the best technology, goods, and
services developed by the United States and its allies and friends.

(d Adoption by allied or friendly nations of standardized or interoperable equipment,
uniform or compatible logistics support arrangements, and common operational
concepts, doctrine, and tactics.

(4 Making the most efficient use of the scientific, technical, and industrial resources
available to participating nations, leading to a reduction in wasteful duplication of
RDT&E, production, and follow-on support of defense equipment.

(A Greater investment by allied and friendly nations in modern conventional defense
equipment.

(& Creation of additional overseas sources of supply to improve offshore logistic
responsiveness and the in-country mobilization base.

A A more efficient market for trade in defense technologies, goods, and services
among the United States and allied and friendly nations by reducing buy-national
restrictions, exploiting economies of scale, and improving industry-to-industry
collaboration.

Trends and Deficiencies

During the years of aggressive Soviet support for Middle Eastern countries and Marx-
ist regimes worldwide, the United States entered into major long-term security assistance
agreements with such frontline or basing-rights nations as Turkey, Israel, Egypt, Portugal,
the Philippines, and Pakistan. The security assistance program in the early to mid-1980s
was structured to support these commitments. These commitments continue, even though
security assistance funding has been reduced annually by Congress, resulting in a decreas-
ing number of countries receiving an increasing portion of available funds. Figure 11-2
shows the top security assistance recipients since 1986, while Figure 11-3 shows the
trend in total security assistance expenditures for the same period. Funding beyond the

11-20




1991 JMNA

Israel
$10,715

Pakistan D

////x// _4/.//////””\(\\‘ '

$1,333

T —

Turkey Egypt

$2,164

NOTE: Top recipients since 1986 in millions of dollars.

Figure 11-2. Cumulative Security Assistance Receipts
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top recipients has been largely allocated to CI and CN efforts in Latin America, with
only minimal amounts available to sustain foreign military sales programs elsewhere.

Assessment

This trend is unlikely to change in the near term, because the security assistance bud-
get is expected to decrease. While the current crisis in SWA will lead to a reassessment
of global mobility, access, and regional balances, it is likely that many of the current
major recipients will retain priority — or be allocated an even greater share. The CN
effort will continue with preset minimum funding levels. Program flexibility will be
gained at the expense of already decreasing funding for counterinsurgency efforts and the

minimal ongoing sustainment programs for other nations.
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COUNTERNARCOTICS OPERATIONS
General

The affliction of illegal drugs strikes at the heart of the nation’s values. As a result,
one of our principal foreign policy objectives is to eliminate the flow of illegal drug sub-
stances into the United States. DOD efforts in CN operations complement those of the
Department of State, US law enforcement agencies, and cooperating foreign countries.
An effective attack on the flow of illegal drugs depends upon action at every phase of the
flow: in the countries that are the sources of the drugs; in transit from the source countries
to the United States; and during distribution in the United States. The US Armed Forces
support each of these phases.

Principal CN Roles and Functions

CN Support at the Source. USSOUTHCOM, in conjunction with USLANTCOM,
USPACOM, DIA, country teams, cooperating host nations, and other US agencies, pro-
vides CN support in its area of responsibility by strengthening the internal security,
political will, and institutional capabilities of cooperating host nations; combating the
production and trafficking of drugs through operational support to host nations; and
increasing the effectiveness of US and host-nation law enforcement agencies. Tactical
radars and advanced communications equipment have been deployed to detect and
monitor drug traffic; tactical analysis teams have been established to fuse and dissemi-
nate real-time intelligence information and develop target packages; and training and
equipment have been provided by various programs to improve host-nation capability to
fight well-armed drug traffickers.

CN Support in Drug Transit. The Department of Defense is the lead agency for
the detection and monitoring of aerial and maritime transportation of illegal drugs to the
United States. These operations are conducted by USSOUTHCOM, USLANTCOM,
NORAD, USPACOM, and FORSCOM, focusing on the Caribbean, Gulf of Mexico, and
routes leading to the US southwest border.

A variety of forces assist in the detection and monitoring of suspect aircraft and sur-
face vessels. This process of ‘‘sorting’” suspect traffic gives law enforcement agencies
time to react and to position interdiction and apprehension assets. Air assets include
radar platforms and interceptors. Land-based radars and aerostats have created choke-
points through which smuggling aircraft must operate. Mobile radar platforms, such as
ships with three-dimensional radar operating in the southern Caribbean and eastern
Pacific, fill gaps in radar coverage. Airborne early warning aircraft further narrow the
gaps and respond to cued intelligence. Interceptor aircraft sort and identify air contacts.
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CN Support within the United States. FORSCOM, in conjunction with
USLANTCOM, USPACOM, NORAD, and other supporting CINCs, supports law
enforcement agencies at all levels of the government. The Department of Defense assists
with training, reconnaissance, command and control, planning, and logistics for CN
operations. In appropriate cases, DOD personnel and equipment will be detailed directly
to law enforcement agencies.

Command and Control. All involved commands perform C*I functions to coor-
dinate the transition from aerial detection and monitoring to interdiction and apprehen-
sion; perform intelligence exchange and coordination with law enforcement agencies and
cooperating countries; coordinate handoffs for host-nation interdiction efforts with the
appropriate commands and agencies; and coordinate integration of the regional C°I net-
work with all agencies.

Assessment

The CN environment has changed since the early efforts of the US Customs Service and
US Coast Guard to push drug traffickers off the Florida coast. Drug smuggling opera-
tions have increased along the southwest border of the United States; because of increased
detection and monitoring, drug smugglers have switched to new aerial trafficking routes.
New methods and means of operation by US CN organizations are required to success-
fully interdict these new routes.

Although the CN share has grown in these times of shrinking budgets, DOD missions
and involvement continue to grow even faster. The US Armed Forces will be heavily
involved in the ongoing and growing CN efforts for the foreseeable future.

MOBILITY
General

As a country with extensive political, military, and economic obligations and interests
throughout the world, the United States must possess a concomitant ability to move forces
and their sustaining supplies rapidly from CONUS to and within potential or actual war-
fighting theaters. Operations JUST CAUSE and DESERT SHIELD amply demonstrate
the importance of adequate mobility. Indeed, mobility undergirds several elements of
our central military strategy concepts, such as forward presence, crisis response, and
reconstitution.

Mobility is divided into intratheater (within CONUS or a theater) movement and
intertheater (between CONUS and a theater or between theaters) movement. As a matter
of national policy, the United States relies on civil sector mobility capability. Refer to
Figure 11-4 on the following page.
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NOTE: The percentages, which combine a number of dissimilar assets, are approximate. The military portion
of CONUS land assets includes military-owned helicopters, heavy equipment transporters, and flatcars. The
military portion of airlift includes all strategic assets. CRAF through Stage Ill is included in the civil airlift
capability. The military portion of sealift includes the FSSs, hospital ships, aviation support ships, andthe RRF.

Figure 11-4. Current Reliance on Civil Sector and Military Assets

Intratheater Mobility

The CONUS intratheater capability is mostly adequate. Studies of OPLAN require-
ments, compared with commercial assets and empirical data from Operation DESERT
SHIELD, show commercial industry able to support DOD movement requirements.
Although the overall capability of the commercial industry is excellent, it does require
warning time to gather assets where they are needed, especially for high-volume move-
ments. A future shortfall will be the availability of heavy-lift railcars capable of carrying
over-size vehicles like the M1 tank and M88 tank retriever. Because these aging cars are
not highly profitable in the commercial sector, they are not likely to be replaced in kind.

In contrast to the United States, intratheater support infrastructure varies from region
to region. In Europe, Korea, and Saudi Arabia, the infrastructure is adequate. In other
theaters, such as in Latin America, it is far from adequate. Many of these regions’ aerial
and sea ports are austere. Shortages in materiel handling equipment and aerial port
manning limit planned cargo flow.

Intertheater Mobility

Intertheater movement consists of the elements of the strategic mobility
triad — pre-positioning (ashore and afloat), airlift, and sealift. The United States is
dependent upon all elements of the strategic mobility triad for power projection. Pre-
positioning, either afloat or ashore, offers reduced lift requirements, but entails risks
(such as being in the wrong location), presents storage problems, and necessitates dual-

11-24




1991 JMNA

equipping of units. Airlift offers speed and flexibility but is airfield-dependent and expen-
sive. Sealift can deliver massive amounts of materiel but is seaport-dependent and may
require several weeks en route. Additional intertheater movement of forces is provided
by amphibious lift assets that, unlike conventional sealift, provide a forcible-entry capa-
bility that does not require conventional seaports or a benign environment.

The preferred mix of these interdependent elements depends on scenario factors such
as threat force; size of the deploying force; amount of warning time; distance from
CONUS to crisis location; conditions at destination airfields, seaports, and beachheads;
and political, economic, and fiscal considerations. Figure 11-5 provides a notional
profile of cumulative lift over time for the strategic mobility triad.

| | ||||||| IIIIIII

/////////// 2220 2220, ////
Closure after C-Day

[ ] Conventional Sealift Pre-positioned
E= Fast Sealift Forward Deployed
I A

Figure 11-5. Cumulative Lift over Time (Notional)

Mobility Improvements

Although many improvements in strategic mobility have occurred during the last
decade, some significant shortfalls and deficiencies remain. Many of these have been
discussed in some detail in earlier chapters of this document. In order to obtain a broader
view, overall strategic mobility capabilities were examined in comparison to the mobility
goals established in DG FY 90-94. We recognize that the scenarios on which these DG
goals were established are no longer valid; these goals currently are being reevaluated by
the ongoing congressionally mandated Mobility Requirements Study. This study will
examine new options for airlift, sealift, amphibious lift, and pre-positioning in the new
environment, as well as include a mobility analysis of Operation DESERT SHIELD.
Thus it must be stressed that the use of the DG goals is for illustrative purposes only to
provide a rough order of magnitude comparison.
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Pre-positioning. Pre-positioning of equipment and materiels has demonstrated its
value, particularly deterrence, in several areas of the world. Key examples of the contribu-
tion of pre-positioning to deterrence are the Army POMCUS sets in Europe; the Marine
Corps’ MPS program; and the Army, Navy, and Air Force APF ships in the Indian Ocean
for Operation DESERT SHIELD. Table 9-2 in Chapter 9 provides information on current
pre-positioning. Although some elements of pre-positioning are being reevaluated,
current pre-positioning programs generally are being retained.

Airlift. The status of strategic airlift reflects both capability and deficiencies. As
Operation DESERT SHIELD has demonstrated, existing organic military lift capability
is very responsive, and the CRAF program can provide a substantial number of aircraft
quickly through a small number of carriers. Nevertheless, several serious airlift deficien-
cies persist. Although the latest DOD airlift capability goal is 66 MTM/D for mobility
and sustainment, the current capability of MAC, SAC, and CRAF combined is approxi-
mately 48 MTM/D. With the fielding of the C-17, capability rises to 55 MTM/D, a figure
constrained by the reduced C-17 procurement program (from 210 to 120 aircraft). Asso-
ciated problems are insufficient peacetime agreements for the use of foreign airfields,
host-nation ground support personnel, and the impending obsolescence of the C-141.

Sealift. An examination of this element reflects both capability and deficiencies.
Generally, the US port capacity is adequate to outload military cargo subject to adequate
warning to permit the civil sector to free up port facilities. However, a notable exception
is the lack of a US Government-owned containerized ammunition outload facility on the
US west coast. During the 1980s, the conversion of eight Sealand SL-7 vessels, the
increase in the number of ships in the RRF, and the partially completed development of
the LOTS Program have provided enhanced sealift capability. LOTS techniques provide
flexible options for deployment into less well-developed theaters. On the other hand,
several aspects of the sealift element of the mobility triad are deficient.

First, Figures 11-6 through 11-8 show the declining sealift capability in comparison
to the DG FY 90-94 goal. Figure 11-9 on page 11-28 shows trend data from 1970 and
illustrates the erosion in the number of US militarily useful dry cargo ships.

Second, in response to free market forces, a predominant percentage of commercial
ships and ports today are far less appropriate for most military cargoes. Projections of
future ship inventories show that by 1997 over 80 percent of the US flag fleet will consist
of non-self-sustaining container ships (i.e., ships that require specialized port loading and
unloading equipment for containerized cargo). Few of these container ships have been
modified to promptly accept the seashed and flatrack modifications that would be used to
handle UE. The Navy’s flatrack and seashed program buy, to be completed in FY 1992,
will provide 25 ship sets to convert containerized ships into useful UE ships. The addi-
tional 2 million square feet of available shipping area will add a small increase in UE
capability in FY 1995 and maintain capability in FY 1997. As a concomitant change,
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Figure 11-6. UE Capacity and Goal
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Figure 11-7. Containerized Cargo Capacity and Goal

DG FY 90-94 Goal

1986 1991 1995 1999

Figure 11-8. POL Cargo Capacity and Goal

Note: The DG FY 90-94 goals were
composed for scenarios no longer
considered realistic. Nonetheless, they
provide interim standards against
which capability can be measured.
An ongoing Mobility Requirements
Study will examine capabilities based
on more modern assumptions.

““superports’’ designed for these large containerized ships appear to be the trend. Both
trends significantly decrease the military utility of the US-flag fleet in supporting deploy-

ments to parts of the world with austere port facilities.
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NOTE: These figures include MSC, RRF, US-flag fleet, NDRF, and EUSC ships.

Figure 11-9. Numbers of Militarily Useful US Dry Cargo Ships

Although now adequate, the number of US merchant mariners is declining. By the
end of the decade, a merchant mariner shortage will exist in a full mobilization surge of
sealift capability and in the sustainment phase of a deployment. A critical need exists
now for steam engineers for RRF ships. However, the US Maritime Administration has
plans to implement a Maritime Reserve Program that should mitigate, to some degree,
steam engineer shortfalls.

Last, the US shipbuilding and repair industry is seriously deficient and continues to
decline.

OPERATIONS DESERT SHIELD AND DESERT STORM
General

The crisis in the Middle East provides important lessons on the changing international
politico-military environment, and initial assessment of Operations DESERT SHIELD
and DESERT STORM provides insight into the US ability to mobilize, deploy, employ,
and sustain in a regional crisis. However, two important caveats must be made. First, the
current crisis has not yet been fully resolved. Second, although both operations have been
successful to date — Iraq was deterred from attacking Saudi Arabia and was subsequently
ejected from Kuwait — the current outcome could have been altered had Iraq continued
its attack into Saudi Arabia following the invasion of Kuwait.

Deployment
Operation DESERT SHIELD clearly demonstrated the importance of strategic mobility

to the success of crisis response operations. This deployment — the largest since Vietnam
— was an impressive success for the most part, but it was a lengthy process, with a
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resulting increase in risk. Had Iraqi forces attacked into Saudi Arabia prior to the arrival
of significant US forces and supplies, the defense of the oilfields and key ports would
have been difficult and costly at best.

Sealift. The sealift operations generally were successful, although there were some
problems and some planning factors turned out to be too optimistic. Additionally, several
ships were slowed by mechanical problems. US and foreign ships were chartered because
they provided more capable ships than those remaining in the RRF and at a lower cost.
Finally, the problem was complicated by a request received early in the deployment to
ship allied forces to the theater. Such requests can be expected again during future multi-
lateral actions.

Airlift. Strategic airlift was used primarily to move high-deterrent-value combat
forces, such as tactical fighter squadrons, an MPF MEB, and the 82nd Airborne Division.
Early in the deployment, it became evident that available strategic airlift assets were
insufficient to deliver the required number of troops in the desired amount of time;
CRAF Stage I was activated in response.

Pre-positioning. The value of pre-positioning equipment (MPF and APF) was
demonstrated convincingly. The ability to quickly deploy two MEBs into Saudi Arabia
provided a degree of deterrence. Because of the anticipated need to have a large, mod-
ernized, heavy force in place rapidly to deter and defeat future aggression in the Middle
East, various pre-positioning options for an Army heavy division’s equipment are being
explored.

Employment

Final assessments about the employment of forces in Operation DESERT STORM
cannot be made until the conflict is completely resolved. Nevertheless, some general
observations about US capabilities in potential future conflicts already have been made.

Proliferation of High-Technology Weapons. Operation DESERT STORM
has highlighted the extensive and fairly modern array of high-technology weapons and
weapons of mass destruction that are either under development in Iraq or already in their
arsenal. Probably most publicized has the been the robust Iragi CW program. The reports
on Iraqi weaponry highlight the increasing proliferation of high-technology weaponry in
this region and around the world. Despite Irag's poor use of available assets, we can con-
clude that the United States can no longer expect an overwhelming technological advan-
tage in potential conflicts with some Third World countries.

Command, Control, and Communications. The austere C’ infrastructure in the

Arabian Peninsula required an unprecedented buildup of military, commercial, and allied
capacity in the AOR to support USCENTCOM’s requirements. Basic telecommunications
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services were established with sufficient speed to support deterrence operations. Upgrad-
ings and refinements to these systems are under way that will ameliorate remaining
shortfalls in capacity.

Use of Reserves

RC forces have provided valuable support throughout Operation DESERT SHIELD
through volunteers and units ordered to active duty. However, this operation has raised
questions about the use of round-out brigades for Army combat units — and most RC
combat or CS units — in contingency operations that, by nature, require rapid mobiliza-
tion. Most RC units require additional training time upon activation before deploying.
This is particularly true of large organizations where collective unit skills require more
training time than individual skills. SELRES callup (10 USC §673b) limits the duration
of callup to 180 days, limiting the useful employment of Reserves in crisis response
operations because of the time necessary to mobilize, train, deploy, employ, redeploy,
and draw down

Congress passed special legislation (Section 8132, FY 1991 DOD Appropriations Act)
that permits the President to authorize the activation of RC combat units for up to 360
days. The statute is limited in scope, and applies only to RC combat units (not defined in
the statute) during Operation DESERT SHIELD. This authority was never used. On
18 January 1991, the President authorized activation of up to 1 million members of the
Ready Reserve (including the SELRES) for up to two years under 10 USC §673a.
Reservists who had been called up under 10 USC §673b were continued on active duty
under the provisions of 10 USC §673a.

Assessment

A variety of reasons, including the maintenance of international coalitions and the
need to retain US domestic support, highlight the need to resolve future crises in an
expedient manner. This in turn highlights the requirement for a robust strategic lift capa-
bility and the selective pre-positioning of equipment and sustainment assets, in order that
our forces can be deployed in the appropriate size and mix and within the desired time
frame. The technologically advanced nature of Iraq’s weapons and obstacles foretell the
increased lethality US forces can expect in future conflicts around the world, as well as
the importance of continued modernization. Potential shortfalls identified in logistics
support — even before a shot had been fired — emphasize the continued improvements
and modernization that must be made within the US logistics system to support our
forces in future crises.
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TRENDS IN A NEW WORLD ORDER

The Cold War was a major factor governing
previous US force structure and investment deci-
sions, and, despite many changes, the Soviet
Union remains a formidable adversary with
large, technologically sophisticated forces. Until
recently, the Soviet political leadership had been
willing to allocate resources to their armed
forces and use military force to achieve their
political goals. However, current events in the
Baltic republics indicate that the Soviet transfor-
mation is not yet complete; we cannot abandon
our concern over a reversal of recent trends.

The foregoing discussions
focused on the strategic environ-
ment, the confluence of threats,
national security objectives, and
discrete analyses of the force and
related capabilities. This final
chapter is a synthesis of the pre-
vious work, examining overall
force implications and risks inher-
entin the Defense Program in the
contextofthe changing world and
mandated economies in defense
spending.

Nonetheless, change is in the air. The prospect of a global war is more remote now
than at any time since 1945. Currently, the strife within the Soviet Union suggests that it
lacks both the strength and the coherent political will to threaten US interests. Future
threats to American security interests seem far more likely to arise from regional con-
flicts, instabilities, and terrorism than from the traditional vision of a general war against
the Soviet Union. Achieving stability in a new environment where the threat may take on
a variety of attributes presents different security challenges to the United States.

A qualitative assessment of trends in the current strategic environment is depicted
graphically in Figure 12-1 on the following page. The hollow rectangles represent the
relative positions of an element of national power, interest, or threat over the past 5
years. The shaded rectangles express a macro assessment of the trends expected over the
next 5 to 7 years. Collectively, these trends are mixed. Formal and informal economic
groupings are expected to gain importance as forums for collective policy, while at the
same time, traditional military alliances most likely will wane. There is a high likelihood
that weapons of mass destruction will proliferate and domestic pressures will increas-
ingly press for further economy in spending. On the other hand, the risk of global war is

much lower than it has been in decades.
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Figure 12-1. Trends in the Strategic Environment

IMPLICATIONS FOR FORCES

The Defense Program has been shaped in
the context of the strategic environment; it
meets most of our enduring needs. The program
attempts to minimize risk, preserve options
against uncertainty, and signal intent to retain a
position of leadership. It provides adequate
strategic forces for deterrence stability through
a capable and modernized offensive force but
only marginal resources for R&D to offset
strategic defense deficiencies. The Defense
Program provides conventional forces for
ground, air, and maritime presence in regions

ENDURING DEFENSE NEEDS

@ Strategic Forces
Modernized Triad
Strategic Defense
(& Forward Presence
Atlantic Forces
Pacific Forces
& Reinforcing and Crisis
Response Contingency
Forces

(B Reserve Forces

[ Reconstitution Base

crucial to US interests and RC forces to sup-

port long-term commitments. However, although there are sufficient contingency forces,
they have a marginal reinforcement capability for worldwide response, and there is a

declining reconstitution base that deserves attention.

RESOURCING THE FORCE

Although the Defense Program provides significant funding for force structure and
investments, a substantial number of critical programs are underfunded or unfunded.
Even though the Soviet threat has declined, risk in the Defense Program is increasing
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because of key vulnerabilities emerging in the defense industrial base, underfunded
R&D, sustainment shortcomings, strategic mobility shortfalls, and strategic defense
deficiencies. This situation resulted in part from the negative real growth in defense
spending which began in FY 1985 and is projected to continue through FY 1999 at an
accelerated rate.

DIMENSIONS OF RISK

The assessment of risk that follows in this chapter was derived by analyzing the
relationship of the variables shown in Figure 12-2 and assessing their impact on risk. Of
the variables, force capability is the only one that can be directly affected through budget
and program decisions. Warning time, political decisions, and the threat are underlying
assumptions in the analysis and are not directly affected by DOD processes.

Probability of occurrence
Consequences of failure
Decision time
Threat

An increase in these
elements causes a
corresponding
increase in risk...

Risk

A\

...but an increase in

these elements

causes a Risk
corresponding

decrease in risk.

Force capability
> Warning

Figure 12-2. Variables in the Risk Equation

RISK ASSESSMENT
Forward Presence

In peacetime, given the range of threats to US interests throughout the world, the
potential is great for US forward presence forces to become involved in a crisis; the con-
sequences of failing to accomplish US national security objectives vary. The pro-
grammed forces through FY 1999 provide a minimal and declining forward presence to
accomplish US national security objectives. Force reductions planned through FY 1999
will decrease capability, create an image of US global withdrawal, and reduce US influ-
ence. Furthermore, fewer forward-deployed forces limit response options.
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Strategic Forces

US offensive strategic forces provide sufficient capability for deterrence. US strategic
defensive forces have only the marginal capability of early warning of a strategic attack.
Continued Soviet modernization could increase the strategic threat to the United States.

Space Forces

Space forces remain critical to our national strategy. With the exception of kinetic-
energy ASAT and SBWAS programs, most systems are reasonably well-resourced to
meet requirements through FY 1999. Our launch infrastructure requires modernization to
streamline the launch process and improve response time.

Crisis Response

In assessing the risk associated with our capability to respond to various crises, the
scenarios described in Chapters 1 and 9 were developed to represent a range of potential
contingency situations at discrete points along the spectrum of conflict. Although these
scenarios represent the types of situations we believe we must be prepared to face in the
future, they were not the basis for the programs that produced our current capabilities;
their details remain under study, and their implications are only now being incorporated
into the Future Years Defense Program. Thus, this assessment represents a first report of
the transition from planning and programming for global war with the Soviet Union to
planning and programming for the situations we expect to face in the 1990s. As a result,
when current — or even some currently programmed — capabilities are compared to the
assessments of the specific scenarios described here, deficiencies are identified. The
objective is to reduce or eliminate these deficiencies as the scenarios evolve and future
programs are adjusted to their needs.

Figure 12-3 arrays the scenarios on the spectrum based on their probability of
occurrence. In Figure 12-4, the scenarios are arrayed based on the consequence of the
United States failing to meet its objectives. Generally, the two figures show that as the
level of violence increases, the probability of occurrence decreases, and the consequence
of failure increases.

Superimposing these two figures on one set of axes — as shown in Figure 12-5 on
page 12-6 — allows us to visualize the area of most potential risk where the probability
of occurrence and consequences of failure are relatively high. The Defense Program
provides the force capability to meet requirements near the center of the two charts where
risk is relatively high. The requirements of the lower end of the spectrum are largely
subsumed by forces focused on higher intensity conflicts. The requirements at the upper
end of the spectrum, where force structure has traditionally been focused, are less imper-
ative because of lower probabilities of occurrence. At the same time, the global nuclear
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Figure 12-4. Consequences of Failure

war scenario at the far right is most compelling because of the catastrophic consequences
of failure.

In summary form, the relationships of the various components of risk are compared
against the range of scenarios used for analysis. The threat and warning time are speci-
fied by scenario, intensity of conflict is derived from the threat, likelihood of occurrence
is based on trends in the strategic environment, and the consequence of failure is a judg-
ment of implications of not meeting US objectives. Additional aspects of this assessment
are as follows.
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Figure 12-5. Probability of Occurrence and Consequences of Failure

Mobilization. Reserve forces are required in one degree or another in all contingen-
cies. The principal requirement is for additional strategic airlift crews; this requirement
generally has been met with volunteers. Preliminary analysis of Operation DESERT
SHIELD reveals the need for some adjustments to emergency action procedures. This net
assessment, while validating the Total Force Policy, concludes that the responsibility to
respond initially to contingencies with combat forces rests with AC units.

Deployment. Generally, the Defense Program provides minimally sufficient stra-
tegic lift. Strategic lift will become more critical as forces are withdrawn from forward-
deployment locations and sealift declines. Risk in deployment shortfalls could be reduced
by increased amounts of pre-positioned equipment (either ashore or afloat) or by obtain-
ing additional lift assets.

Employment. Excluding all other factors, US forces are capable of defeating the
threats postulated in each of the assessment scenarios. However, shortfalls in other
elements of capability reduce the fighting effectiveness of the force. The requirements
for a quick deployment to a rapidly developing crisis put a strain on insufficient US lift
capability. Our ability to sustain forces in combat at the higher end of the spectrum of
conflict will degrade combat capability.

Sustainment. The United States has deficiencies in sustainment. Sustainment

shortages include preferred munitions, bulk petroleum storage and distribution, selected
secondary end-items, PWRS, CW defense equipment, and aviation maintenance items.
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Force Generation Potential

The risk of failure in this area is moderate and increasing. Vulnerabilities already
exist or are emerging in the industrial base, to include over-reliance on foreign sourcing,
projected closings of critical defense production lines, and obsolescence of defense
facilities. By the end of FY 1997, it is estimated it would take from 2 to 4 years to restore
capacity to FY 1990 levels of production. Additional vulnerabilities are emerging
because of reliance on increasingly scarce resources and the declining capability to apply
innovative technologies. We consider these vulnerabilities significant; at the same time,
longer warning times, the reduced Soviet threat, and a lower potential for conflict keep
the associated risk in the moderate range. Should any of our fundamental assumptions
change, risk could escalate rapidly and the ability to meet our fundamental objectives
would be in jeopardy.

CONCLUSIONS

Given the transitional nature of the strategic environment, the forecast trends, and the
assessed risks, the Defense Program provides minimum capability to accomplish national
security objectives. Vulnerabilities in the current force structure, declining investment
patterns, and the forecast of dramatically reduced funding and force structure result in an
overall assessment of moderately high, but acceptable, risk. However:

[ We are rapidly approaching the point where, if capability is reduced further, the
United States will have to fundamentally alter its position in the world order and
redefine its objectives and policies.

(@ The continued erosion of defense capability, left unchecked, will undermine the
foundations of the US force structure and preclude the fostering of US interests.

We are moving rapidly toward unacceptable risk. How quickly we arrive will depend
on how much of the Defense Program goes underfunded.
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Glossary

- A

ABM antiballistic missile

AC active component

ACR armored cavalry
regiment

ADI Air Defense Initiative

ADP automated data
processing

AFQT Armed Forces
Qualification Test

ALCM air-launched cruise
missile

ANG Air National Guard

AOR area of responsibility

APF Afloat Pre-positioning
Force

ARF Air Reserve Forces

ARG Amphibious Readiness
Group

ARNG Army National Guard

ARPS Army Readiness
Package — South

ASAT antisatellite

ASM air-to-surface missile

ASW antisubmarine warfare

AWACS Airborne Warning and
Control System

—B -
BA budget authority
BW biological warfare;

biological weapon

C3
CI
CA
CBW
CFE
ClI

CINC

CINCMAC

CICS

CN
CONUS

CRAF

CS

CSBM

CSCE

CSS

- —

command, control, and
communications

C? and intelligence

civil affairs

chemical and
biological warfare

Conventional Forces in
Europe

counterinsurgency,
counterintelligence

commander-in-chief;
commander of a
unified or specified
command

Commander-in-Chief,
Military Airlift
Command

Chairman, Joint Chiefs
of Staff

counternarcotics

continental United
States

Civil Reserve Airlift
Fleet

combat support

confidence and
security-building
measure

Conference on Security
and Cooperation in
Europe

combat service support
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CTB Comprehensive Test
Ban

CVBG aircraft carrier
battlegroup

Ccw chemical warfare;

chemical weapon

- T

DCA dual-capable aircraft

DG Defense Guidance

DIA Defense Intelligence
Agency

DLA Defense Logistics
Agency

DOC Department of
Commerce

DOD Department of Defense

DPRK Democratic Peoples’
Republic of Korea
(North Korea)

st | s

ECCM electronic counter-
countermeasures

ECM electronic
countermeasures

EHF extremely high-
frequency

ESM electronic support
measures

EUSC effective US control

EW electronic warfare

- -

FORSCOM Forces Command

FSS fast sealift ship

FY fiscal year

FYDP Future Years Defense
Program

GMR

GPS

HNS

ICBM

INF

ING
IRR

JMNA

LOC
LOTS
LRC

LTBT

MAC

-G —

Graduated Mobilization
Response

global positioning
system

—H -
host-nation support
s [

intercontinental
ballistic missile

Intermediate-Range
Nuclear Forces

InactiveNational Guard

Individual Ready
Reserve

-] -

Joint Military Net
Assessment

-L —

line of communication

Logistics Over-the-
Shore

Lesser Regional
Contingency
(scenario)

Limited Test Ban
Treaty

-_M —

Military Airlift
Command




MAGTF

MARAD

MEB

MEF

MEU(SOC)

MILSATCOM

MILSPEC
MOS

MPF

MPS

MRC-E

MRC-W

MSC

MTM/D

NALMEB

NAPCAP

NATO

NCA

Marine Air-Ground
Task Force

US Maritime
Administration

Marine Expeditionary
Brigade

Marine Expeditionary
Force

Marine Expeditionary
Unit (special
operations-capable)

military satellite
communications

military specification
military occupational
specialty

maritime pre-
positioned force

maritime pre-
positioned squadron

Major Regional
Contingency-East
(scenario)

Major Regional
Contingency-West
(scenario)

Military Sealift
Command

million ton-miles per
day

e I =

Norway Air-Landed
MEB

NATO Allied Pre-
committed Civil
Aviation Program

North Atlantic Treaty
Organization

National Command
Authorities

National Defense
Reserve Fleet

NLT
NORAD

NSNF

O&M
0&S

OPLAN
OPTEMPO

PAX
PB
POL

POMCUS

PPP

PREPO
PSYOPS

PWRS

R&D

RC
RDT&E

REC

ROK
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no later than

North American
Aerospace Defense
Command

nonstrategic nuclear
forces

-0 —

operations and
maintenance
operations and support
operational plan
operational tempo

—-P -

passengers
President’s Budget
petroleum, oils, and
lubricants
pre-positioned
organizational
materiel configured
in unit sets
pre-positioned
procurement package
pre-positioned
psychological
operations
pre-positioned war
reserve stocks

—R -

research and
development
Reserve component
research, development,
test, and evaluation
Radio-Electronic
Combat (Soviet)
Republic of Korea
(South Korea)
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RPV

S&T

SAC

SAM
SATCOM

SBWAS
SDI
SECDEF
SECNAV
SECTRANS

SELRES
SLBM

SLCM

SNF

SOF

SORTS

SPETSNAZ

SRP

SSBN

SSM

SSN

remotely piloted
vehicle
Ready Reserve Force

-8 -

science and
technology
Strategic Air
Command
surface-to-air missile
satellite
communications
Space-based Wide
Area Surveillance
Strategic Defense
Initiative
Secretary of Defense
Secretary of the Navy
Secretary of
Transportation
Selected Reserve
submarine-launched
ballistic missile
sea-launched cruise
missile
short-range nuclear
forces
special operations
forces
Status of Readiness
and Training System
Soviet special
operations forces
Sealift Readiness
Program
nuclear-powered fleet
ballistic missile
submarine
surface-to-surface
missile
nuclear-powered
attack submarine

STON short ton
START Strategic Arms
Reduction Talks
SWA Southwest Asia
s T o
TBM tactical ballistic
missile
TFW tactical fighter wing
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