


























































































































































































































































































































ans are predicated on a cohesive force. But two years ago, that's just where th

e US Army was--locked in a bitter and embarrassingly public feud among its acti
ve-duty component, Reserve, and National Guard forces that placed the Service's
plans to fight as a "seamless" force in jeopardy. So serious was the divide th

at Defense Secretary William Cohen two years ago this month intervened by issui
ng guidance to the service secretaries directing more comprehensive integration
of part-time soldiers with the full-time force. Soon thereafter, the Pentagon'

s second-in-command, John Hamre, stepped in to mediate discussions between the
Army leadership and heads of the Reserve and National Guard.

<P>  Since then, the Army leadership has mended fences with its reserve com
ponent counterparts and kicked off initiatives that promise to have the active

and reserve components working more closely than they have in the recent past.
At the same time, the Defense Department has explored new missions for the rese
rve component. And the Army's new Chief of Staff, General Eric Shinseki, has an
nounced that fully integrating the reserve components with the active force wil

| be a top priority during his tenure.

<P> "Things have been moving extraordinarily fast over the past two years ¢
ompared to the pace that they moved before," Terrance O'Connell, the chairman o
f the Reserves Forces Policy Board, a congressionally appointed advisory panel,
told AFJI.

<P>  That's the good news. The not-so-good news is that the Army is now wei
ghing how to implement the remainder of the controversial force structure reduc
tions recommended by the 1997 Quadrennial Defense Review (June 1997, February |
998 AFJI). The QDR recommendation to reduce the size of the Army's National Gua
rd force structure by 38,000 was the very issue that sparked the dispute betwee

n the Army and its reserve components and ended up being postponed--until now.
Also, plans to convert combat units of the National Guard to combat service and
combat service support remain on the books--but the Army has not earmarked res
ources to pay for these transformations.

<P>  This year the Army completed drawing down its forces to the smallest s
ize that the Service has been since the early days of the Cold War. At the same
time, the number of deployments has steadily increased since the fall of the B
erlin Wall, greatly increasing the operational tempo of the force. Given the re
duced size of the active-duty force, the Army is more dependent than ever on su
pport from Reservists and National Guardsmen to carry out the national military
strategy, especially in missions such as the Bosnia peacekeeping operation and
, now, the follow-on mission in Kosovo.

<P>  "We simply cannot undertake sustained operations anywhere in the world
without the Guard and Reserve--we really depend on them to help us meet the go
als of the national military strategy," said Acting Assistant Secretary of Defe

nse for Reserve Affairs Charles Cragin in June.

<B><P> Closer Missions









<P>  The study's recommendations are all aimed at fostering better integrat

ion of the different components. Among these are proposals to: develop post-mob
ilization training requirements for Army National Guard divisions; create a 400
-person joint Reserve "virtual organization" for information operations; and de
termine the optimum ways for the reserve components to participate in managing
the consequences of an attack using weapons of mass destruction. The study also
calls for National Guardsmen and Reservists to play a role in manning a nation
al missile defense system, should the US successfully develop and deploy such a
capability. The study also calls for the Joint Staff to examine rotational req
uirements currently stipulated by regional commanders-in-chief to determine whe
ther shortening tours for reserve personnel might allow for their more effectiv

e utilization in operations other than war.

<P>  "The study was truly a catalyst for cooperation within the Department
of Defense, and particularly between the active and reserve components,” said a
ssistant defense secretary Cragin.

<B><P>  Two-, Three-Stars

</B><P>  During the last year, as the Pentagon leadership crafted its moder
nization budget, the National Guard and Army Reserve had more visibility and ac
cess to the Joint Staff than ever before. In response to congressional directio

n, two new positions for major generals from the Reserves and the National Guar
d were established on the Joint Staff to serve as permanent advisors to the Cha
irman of the Joint Chiefs. While this gives the Guard and Reserve components a
direct line to the military's top office, it doesn't necessarily give them a se

at at the table when major resource decisions are being made--in the Pentagon,
those most often occur at the three-star level.

<P>  National Guard proponents in the Senate have, accordingly, proposed bo
osting the chief of the National Guard Bureau to three-star rank, a move that w
ould improve the Guard's footing in the Pentagon and bestow recognition on the
importance of some of the reserve commands. The House made no

<P>  similar provision in its mark-up of the FY 2000 defense bill, leaving t
he final decision open to negotiation in congressional conference this month.

<B><P>  The Difficult Stuff

</B><P> In 1997, the National Defense Panel called for a more "active" res
erve component, and subsequent integration and deployment plans have all the ma
rkings of new activity. What the reserve component does, however, is closely li
nked to the composition of its force structure. And, for the last two years, th

e Army set the controversial QDR-recommended cuts in abeyance.



<P> At the same time that progress has been made in integration, the leade
rship of the Army is now contemplating making decisions on what to do with thos
e 1997 QDR-recommended force-structure reductions, which called for eliminating
38,000 National Guard positions, 15,000 from the active component, and 7,000 r
eservists. Following the QDR, the Guard agreed to cut 17,000 slots by Fiscal Ye

ar 2000, and the Reserves pledged to trim its ranks by 3,000 by the same date.

<P> A decision on how to implement the remaining 25,000 reserve component
reductions has now come due. This spring the Army began looking for ways to imp
lement these reductions. That action prompted friends of the reserve components
to line up support on Capitol Hill against the cuts.

<P>  Senate Majority Leader Trent Lott (R-MS) has cast his lot in support o

f the National Guard. "Considering our current military commitments worldwide,
I am against any additional cuts to our military," Lott wrote to Defense Secret
ary William Cohen in March. "We are already stretched too thin, and recruiting,
retention, and readiness are suffering as a result. We need to stand firm on t

he Army's current force structure levels until the number of contingencies decr
eases, particularly the Guard's force structure level of 385,000."

<P>  The QDR analysis on which the force-structure cuts were predicated was
completed before the Clinton Administration acknowledged that the Bosnia missi
on would, effectively, be open-ended, and before the mission to Kosovo. The cos
t of not making a decision, and leaving the matter of force-structure cuts to b

e decided in the next Quadrennial Defense Review, would be millions of dollars
a year--a price the Army might consider a reasonable investment for maintaining
internal peace.

<P>  Those costs, however, would come in addition to the cost of converting
45,000 National Guard combat slots into combat service and combat service supp
ort positions. The active component has vowed to see this conversion through to
completion, but in March the GAO reported that the Army has not adequately fun
ded the conversion in its long-term spending plans. And the National Guard want
s to see the Army match with dollars its enthusiasm for restructuring the Guard
into combat support and combat service support units.

<P>  During testimony before the Senate Armed Services Airland Forces Subco
mmittee this spring, Maj. Gen. Roger Schultz, the director of the Army National
Guard, embraced General Reimer's vision for a seamless force, but made clear t
hat that vision required funds to back it up. "We have a long road to travel be

fore we can achieve the degree of parity in combat, combat support, and combat
service support systems required to fully support the Army Modernization Plan a
nd, by extension, the national military strategy. ... While we have great expect
ations for each of the [integration] initiatives, none will be fully realized w

ithout necessary equipment modernization."

<P>  Cooperation between the active Army leadership and the reserve compone











































































<P>The confluence of these events has shifted the administration's focus from E
urope to the Far East, but experts see little coherent strategy or purpose behi
nd U.S. policy in Asia. </P>

<P>"It's in-box diplomacy at its finest," said Robert A. Manning, senior fellow
and director of Asian Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations. "It's prett
y much putting out fires." </P>

<B><P>China First </P>

</B><P>Key lawmakers and foreign policy experts such as Zbigniew Brzezinski, th
e national security adviser to President Jimmy Carter, say China should be at t

he top of the administration's agenda because its dominance in Asia makes it cr
itical to the region's security. </P>

<P>U.S.-China relations have been on the mend in recent weeks, with both sides
increasing informal conversations, sometimes over meals between formal negotiat
ions. Clinton has gone out of his way to reinforce support for the "one China"
policy -- acknowledging that China and Taiwan are part of one country without s
aying which should dominate -- helping to ease Beijing's fears that the United
States would back Taiwanese independence. (CQ Weekly, p. 1743) </P>

<P>On Sept. 15, the United States broke its longstanding silence on whether it
would support Taiwan's admission to the United Nations, telling a U.N. committe
e it opposed putting the issue of Taiwanese membership on the General Assembly'
s agenda, to avoid conflict with the one-China policy. </P>

<P>Meanwhile, U.S. and Chinese negotiators have been trying to close the WTO de
al before a November ministerial summit in Seattle. Some lawmakers hope Congres
s can find time to vote on permanent normal trade relations with China. But Sen

ate Majority Leader Trent Lott, R-Miss., told Reuters it was unlikely Congress
would act, given its busy schedule. </P>

<P>Congressional inaction this year could push the debate into the 2000 electio
n season, where it might be a prime target for critics of China. </P>

<P>On the Taiwan issue, Senate Foreign Relations Committee Chairman Jesse Helms
, R-N.C., and House International Relations Committee Chairman Benjamin A. Gilm
an, R-N.Y., have offered rhetorical support for the island, but they have held

off moving legislation designed to bolster Taiwan's defenses at a time when it

has called for essentially discarding the one-China policy. </P>

<P>Rep. Doug Bereuter, R-Neb., who heads the House International Relations Comm
ittee's Asia and the Pacific Subcommittee, has pressed the issue by holding hea
rings on legislation (HR1838) that would bolster U.S. sales of defensive weapon







