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ITC John 11. Dunigan, USA I- pages.
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I. INTRODUCT ION

Since the end of WVIl, the United States has follow:d a

strategy of forward defense which has been adjusted to greater or

lesser degrees by each administration since that of Pr& dent

Truman. The most ambitious enhancement has been the

pr-(-!ooosi t ion ing of equipment in Central F.urnne in thF, i.) T-0

60' . VqWhat began as a modes t two-d ivjs-;ion corn:;I emen ',

equipment has, tcxay, grown to a six-division set. The raticn.i,

for this facet of our strategy was that prepositioned ecuirmnt

would facilitate a rapid reinforcement of forward deplcye'l unil

by follow-on forces from the Continental United Stites (GJNUD).

The next challenge was to determine how th:se force.; w.. r r , t)

be resupplied. The problem of supporting a large army is a verv

difficult one.[2:141] This issue was partially answerdI by

expandlng our war re-serves, both at the theater and lov.pi, I('w2].

The objoct of this expansion was to create a mininium of 60 i.v

of supply for all potential t h - a t ers nf w-r th-m--

Propoitioning of Materiel Configured to Unit. , . ...

other forms- of propositioning, and increased sca' ~

fJS de-pots of all classes of supply. In sonme ca.se. w, x:-o, .. '

that re<uirement; and continue to) work those that have not rt.ti.

the objective. The United State,-- now has s everal the, t.ry. w.

prfparvwi for a 60-day war. The assumpt ion rinde, Ivit tn i<

thIt the country will be able to mobilize in t.h,-t, t- . , ,

,btain the mol lit re iffirce thehe



The Army's war-fighting doctrine, as described in FM 100--5),

CQerations, as_-erts that operations in the foreseeable future,

will be fought in one of two basic environments. One environment

may be an anticipated theater of war with an existing sup ' w

structure of cnmmunications, air defense, logi tics facilitiesL,

and ports. The other may be a relatively immature thea-ter whl-er -

Army leaders within a joint or combined context wi I hav" to

choose betwe-en creating such a support base. in tho t r-,ttr i.r

fighting with only external support.22:21 Future conflicts wilj

most likely be at some distance from the Unite<i Star:e- _ r)

defend these areas and to honor our obligations, we must hf. ablc.

to get to these theaters quickly with sufficient force tn d ter

our enemies, or to fight them if need be. We must al!Fso have the

ability to remain there long enough to complete the ta,_k, even if

it exceeds the short war scenario.

The United States has made an enormous inve.stmnl. in ,>nt-,

Europe to shorten the deployment time for early C!.W bi-~, ,

forces. Unfortunately, our strategoy demands that we mu. t iIr

prepared to do the same in other theaters c-ncirrent.I; ,and! t

support such forces for a prolonged period shoulld nlur .-<_ ,irt war

aspirations fail.. This requirement is based on the premi.se thit

our prepositioned war reserves are configured to br ido the

d i f ference in time necesary to bring the Unitei Stt_-;

industrial base to wartime proiuction levels and mcive the,,;(-

2



newly-produced s upplies to the comatrant theater. FoCr plannin,

this perixi is normally assumed to be C0 day!7. Fhe Commi :3ion (n

Merchant arine and De fen-e ha.s t ima te i d nir Mi I itary ;] .!

dome-stic needs at the outbreak of war to require 20.3 milliori

tons of cargo and equipment shipping. By the year 2000 +he

Commission estimattes. that the requirorment will be, 24

tons .[32:19-21]

Por these reason i t is essential ta t w" r rn '. -

evaluate our ability to move strat-gic forces tr 'Ai; f i.

zones and, if nee-d be, to rema in there until th- cev:.'_ irn I,,;

btcr-t ities. We must answer this que.7tion: Dou., the in.

States currently have the assets to provide the stf.rtegifr , :i ,

sea lift required to deploy and sustain its forces, in orcer t

protect its treaty obligations and interest-s? Th is papfr c,, -

information relevant to answer this question and su t.- wher,, w-.

can improve our deployment and resupply capabiliti-e-.

N"obility" for this work means a combinatioi of se,-lit .,',rU

airlift. I have defined "conflict" to be operations in ex'e,' t

60 days and have not considered the effects5 of any enemy ,t. on

on our mobility or any normal degradation of the-e fleet.s !uo ,e

equipment failure. What I have included in my estimtes of iur-

strategic mobility is a projected stats; of th if, nz- t. i on C, .

maritime fleet and, to the extent available, our airlift flcet.

,Specific detail- of prepoitIoned war re.erves are bevond t .-

3



.;'ope ot th11i's_ pa pe r. Also exclud-d from this iusona

rece pt i ()n p)o rts and a ir f ields- and their ability to roeceive 1!1d

c I 'lr Cargo, eq u i pmenrt, or troonps. Th is pap< r -51lh Ts'

Def ense (i u ida n e cof a glonbaI, cnentional throe-tho'1a t~fr

Theoriy and h istory will b*- examino-d to providt- us-- with ri.

thle jOg ic for s-trategic mobility roqu irernents- and to.() 'r

c)er tjn1In f Why suIch Mob iI L ty is soC v tz I it S

~~y tie study also examintes the -,ur ro un tsn

S iAiS ~ 'W .' ~ W'mub i t aszt' and, ~.t .Lr pr-o Th I'_-_

tllrn T ouf the cen tury. The 2f fL-c t!, of p2 --r,Armt~ o! ,n

w iha amer:E w nIon e rpv iewcd. The(- pape(-rcoeIa

t'Lf a n'IY's is o f t-he- pros a3 nd corl: of various ol w .. t

strategic; mobility shortfall.

IT. STRATFGIC MOH131ITY

Fpm he A me r ian pcerspec:t iv(,, stra te-gic- m()"i I

Movcm INn fo)t hud jet of fojrc~s and their s: istaiin- ng pr'1 i- frftr

the Ut ci e .I in i ted S ta tes to any o f ou)tr wair- f 1, i ri,,-

theateFrs. Flperat ioana I mo ili ty i-s; the distribution of thco-

fo(r r-(!; an ;riI 11pp Ilies! f rom the port of debar ka t. in to the hat Vlf

elr- ") T,) c t -A I M() i i i ty fis- the mojv :Merl t ()f ti e tr

''p!:. fSri o)r in l~ proximity to 1.he 1 -ttlo ra
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Strategic mobility is an unquestioned requirement for the

Unitcd States because of its wide variety of Qlobal

responsibilities.

Our global support and mobility capabilitte-s,
including airlift, sealift and prepositioning
are essential to allow us to meet military
challenges around the periphery of the Eurasian
continent, which remains the primary locus of
Soviet expansionist interests. Prepositioning
ashore or at sea sharply reduces our response
time. Airlift, the most flexiLle ot our mobile
assets, would deliver initial reinforcements in
most contingencies with -ealjft carrying the
bulk of our reinforce-ments and resupply.[29 :9'

Theorists and field commanders have, for centuries, clearly

understood the need to move armies and their equipment.

Prssession of the means of conveying supplies with or after the

army is indispensable in the conduct of war and constitutes one

of war's greatest difficulties, particularly during rapid

expeditions.[2:144] This need is greater today than in the ti-nc-

which Jomini wrote. Our wars will be fought at a fast(er temce,

will consume much more and will be conducted in ovrseas aroa-..

The rules of all forms of warfare also impose restraint-s upo n

combatantf-; today that 150 years ago were of less concer-n. The

Large armies t>, t invaded Belgium and G(ra-ny sometimes lived in

the houses of the people, sometimes by requif-itions laid upon Lho

cunitry, and often by pluidtir and pillage.[2:1421 Thi-3 would

51



not be tolerated today by any civilized government and, more to

the point, would not provide the types nor the quantitief- of

supplies ne-essary for a modern mechanized or armored:1 force.

IThe nuts and bolts of replenishment unr ;t s7till v'

accomplished for any force to be effective.

Before a commander can even start thinking of
maneuvering or giving battle. . , in short of
putting inLo practice the whole rigmarole of
strategy, he has or ought to make sure of his
ability to supply his soldiers with those 3000
calories a day without which they will very soon
cease to be of any use as soldiers.[8:ll

The reference to calories is only illustrative - the point i !

that preparation for war is very much more than ident fyi n-

objectives and the forces necessary to secure them. There is -:i

vital need to ensure that the material for war and the mein.; to

move it are as well planned as the movements and maneuv- r -I

combat units. Napoleon, one of history's great .zsohliers, i.-

norm lIy remembered as a poor logistician because of hzi;:

inability to sustain his 1812 campaign in Ru.ssia. i xiomn-,

offers a les-son that sustainment plans, no matter how det:ailr',

can still fail upon execution.

'"apoleon's march into Rusi sa was well plannei
and prepared for with supplies and men, far In
excess to anything done previously. Napoleon
knew full well of the difficulty of war in

!tssia from both h istory and h i ownI
'~cerienct. in Poland."18:62]
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Napoleon accumulited vast quantities of supplies for his army on

its Russian campaign. Concurrently, he assembled the necu.=sary

transportation foi this s+-ckpile. His service train wa, vastly

expanded until it numbered no le s than 26 battalienf-;, 8 of

which wore -quipped witb 600 light and medium vehicies each.

The re-t had 252 four-horse wagons, each capable of carrying 1.5

tons.[8.63] This was a far-sighted move to prepar-e a l.-rgs

force in every conceivable way for the campaign.

The notion that this was a lost campaign for lack of effort

in preparation is false. The Russian campaign wa.s except lerna ly

well-prepared for in terms of stockpiling !supp i0 anid

assembling transportation for what, in that day, was con-sider<!

a move of strategic distances in support of his objective!-.

However, even though he had prepared extensively, his efforts

were not sufficient. In short Napoleon was a soldier competent

enough to see the need for strategic mobility; but the realiti4s

of early nineteenth century mobility means ultimately

contributed to his defeat, despite his prligious efforts.

The staff that planned Operation "OVERLORD" al:;o recngni:.e-j

the significance of strategic mobility; but unlike Napoloon,

they had much more capable means at their disposal. The-;e men

were well aware that the success9 of the Allied inva,5idn nf

Europe would depend to a large extent on their ability to cnmmit

tz oops and equipment at a higher rate than t.Le ,,nom

(obil lI.18:2061 thile -many of the material condit inns of war Kkrf,

7



changed between Napoleon's time and 1944, including

industrialization and speed of transportation, the requirement

fur movement at all levels of war, had not. De pite the

logistical debacle of the summer following OVERLORD, strategic

lift assets had placed enormous quantities of supplies on or

near the seaports. The strategic success and nuerational

failure along with the realization that the industrial capacity

of a countr-y had c ome to be a full nartner in the art of war,

are the chief lessons of the Normandy invasion.

The two preceding illustrations offer cases where the

importance of preparation for war and of strategic lift, were

understood and acted upon, though with different results. WWI

offers a sig-nificant contrast:

The United States was virtually without a
merchant marine. At the beginning of WWI,
American cargo was left stranded on piers for
lack of transport, and we were chargei
exorbitant fees by foreign ship operators to
carry United States soldiers to Europe to
fight for the Allied cause. We could not
build merchant ships quickly enough to serve,
and the remains of many of the hundreds of
emergency-built merchant ships delivered too
late for service in the "Great ar," still
litter the mud flats of the lower Potomac
River, in mute testimony to the folly and the
cost of failing to sustain in peace the
assets required to defend freedom in time of
war. [36:6)
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This was a national disgrace and an appalling waste of

resources. The United States had to contract with fore-ign

governments and commercial firms for the mean,5 of transport to a

war fought to preserve those states. The experien,:e apparently

served little purposze, since this country remained unpreparucd to

mobilize and r6,peated the same mistakes at the beginning of

W II. It is; ironic that, despite the experience of two world

wars: and two major combat actions in the Far East, we are only

slightly better off today. The United States, to some degree,

still relies on foreign governments for much of its strate(IC

mobility. Moreover, this reliance on friendly foreiig-n

governments does not come without a price. We are contracted to

pay for the right to defend allied nations' homelands if we ui;e

their vessels. The conditions and consequences of thi-7

arrangement will be examined in more detail further on.

The problem of force deployment today is dif ferent than that.

of WII and other wars this country has fought. The

intercontinental missile, a well prepared set of adverr;arm---,

global communications, economic interdependence, and nur

doctrine all demand rapid mobilization and deployment, Ocnce tfic

nece.ssary political decisions are made. The fmdarmonti Ii,

howevj- -. appi' l4 much toiday at. they did i50 yeuarm ago:

As an army advances and removes farther from
its base, it becomes the more neces,:;sary to hav
a good line of operations and of depot.s which
may keep up the connection of the army with it.
base.L2z2621

9



it appears that wherever an army must fight or be positioned, it

will always be tethered tc -t zourcc c-' ;-ipply. The obligation,

then, of the combatant nation is to develop and maintain a mejnf;

of moving supplies and other materials where they are neood in

time to be effective.

This mission for the United States today is to move nur

forces by a combined means:

U.S. military strategy requires the capability
to deploy forces rapidly and then sustain them.
Air, sea, and land mobility forces must be ab]e
to deliver where they are needed in time to
make a difference. Strategic and theater air-
lift will generally transport deploying forces
during the early days of a crisis until surge
sealift arrives with the bulk of the deploying
units equipment. Sealift delivers follow-on
forces and provides the sustaining power for
deployed forces .38:75]

To provide a comparison of the two modes in major overse .a

deployments, sealift will deliver about 95 percent of all dry

cargo and 99 percent of all petroleum products. [35:76] Thb N

remainder will be delivered by airlift. To achieve our national

defense aims both forms of mobility are essential. Ve rmusit be

able to deploy to overseas theaters quickly with a credible force

and be robust enough to remain there until completion. Airlift

provides the nation the ability to move force; or materiel very

rapidly to diverse regions of the world to show our r~ove or to

honor a commitment. It is occasionally us d for non-military

10



purposes. The most famous of these and the first larg, sca le

demonstration of the value of airlift is the Berlin Airlift. It

may be arglied whether Lhis was a tactical or fstrategic use of

airlift, but its purpose was clearly strategic. This operation

involved a contest of wills between the Allie!s and the Soviets.

It provides us with an excellent example of the flexibility an:id

re ponsiveness of airlift.

A series of moves and countermoves by the Allies and thI

Soviets officially over the form of currency to be used in 13erlin

led to the closing of Berlin to all ground traffic on 24 ju:ir

1948. Air access to the city was not lost becau:-e it w.;

provided for by treaty. The other two means, road and rail, were

not. What was at stake was not a contest over legal rights, but

a struggle over Germany and Europe.6:61

The reaction of Ge*neral Lucius Clay, the American m ilitarv

governor, was to propose forcing an armed convoy thrnui-:!i tf

blockade of the autobahn. This proposal met with an unfavora;bbI

response from the other Allies who supported an airlift ti) .-iip iy

the city. General Clay was skeptical of this solution iiause ,f

previous failures during WII over long periods of tim-, in ths.

face of much American opposition and with little guidanc'e from

Washing-ton, General Clay began the airlift against. his (wn better

instinctf!. He had few resources, 102 airplanes with a (ntpacity

of 700 tons per (lay, and a requirement for 13,000 tcnf of o5:, )piy

11



per day. President Truman, rejecting the advice of his cabirnt

to abandon Berlin, proceeded with the airlift. He also overruled

the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), whu were fearful that providing

all available cargo planes for the airlift, placed them at i:,no

-rea t a risk. General Clay thus received the pla-e,- h

requested. Eventually, the remaining obstacles were overcome ,n,!

the project received expert management and administration until

the Soviets finally agreed to once again grant access or) nu.

routes to Berlin.[21:81

This operation demonstrates a number of point- r-, ardln .h

u_:e3 of strategic airlift, but flexibility gained hrough

timeliness and speed are the ones observed most often. T ,-.e'r,

also showed that airlift is more resilient than mo-t exeTer-Q-;

believed. Two years later the Korean war made logist.icianc

consider what would have happened if a .sec.nd cri..s hid

developed at the time of the airlift. Al ]though the Ber"-" [In

Airlift was a very s uccessful demnstration of the virtue:; (f air

transport, it was also a demonstration o" the vulner-ab.itie,; of

this mode of resupply.

III. SA.IFT

The backbone of ,stratogic mobility is f.-ealift. Th<e .-) i r

c(,opo,iefnt provilde., the pee.i nece-sary to get to our Cbj,'tiv.
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It is sealift, however, that allows us to stay there. Secondly,

while it isn't as fast as air, the time cost of ocean mobility

can be reduced with current technology. This will be discu!:3!E;*ed

further on in the paper. In his work on The Caust es of Wnri7- and

Other Essays, Michael Howard states that "what proved to bo of

the greatest importance was the capacity to bring the largest -,nd

best-equipped forces into the operational theater and to Mnintain

them there.[3:103] The key here is the verb to bring. Howarti's

observaLion refers to the ability of the North to br in7 i uL.

tremendous industrial might to bear on the South during the Civil

War. Since we cannot move our resupply into overseas th-ater :y

land, we must use more appropriate means. The task, however -,

still the same, and our intention is for the outcome to be a]ls.o

the same.

The United States currently has under its direct contro1l 445

vesIels o f various types and purposes-. The thre e b,):- ic

categories of these vessels are bulk cargo, petrolem tanker'.

and other-.[33:2l These vessels are also active, eanhqtig that

they require little time to prepare for service. This; analvi

does not assume that they are in position tn ht- immed i.' ,tiv

useful. These vessels translate to a rhipping cpacit.y nt ' 20.-5

million tons.133:131 When a stricter criterion of military

usefulness is applied, these numbers are reduced to 367 ve-

and 12.1 million tons, respectively.[33:16-17]
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The term "militarily useful" is derived from the Joint Chlitfb

of Staff. It specifies a desired cargo capacity, upper and lower

size limit-, and an implied draft depth that allows thence vet-sels

to enter the greatest number of ports in lIlely the.ter -.

Fur-her compounding the problem of military utility i-s the

technique of containerization. Container shipping is useful for

bulk cargo, but of little value in shipping unit equipment.

There are other sources of military useful shipping avaiilabio

to the United States. These are from three differ. nt sr,.ure-e:

the Inactive Fleet, allied shipping, and the Fffectiv" US

Controlled Fleet. The Inactive Fleet is a reserve of shirli- fn

anchor around the country and requiring differing activatInn

times. Allied shipping refers to vessels which are + be

provided for our use by NATO nations to conduct our reinforce-mc"-t

and sustaiament of Europe. Etffej-+P-.eUS-Controlled :h-,i , '-;

owned by T71_ companies but, for commercial reas)ons, are flageld in

other countries. These sources provide, reE;pec tive ty, 2.0

vet3.el[s, 458 vessels, and 123 vessels.[3 3:14-1.5] This amount.!3 to

1178 vessels for the United States roughly within the firrt 60

days of conflict. Total tonnages are not available as the allid!

vessels are only guaranteed by quantity and ty-pe, not. (2aoacit.v.

The remainder would add thrF-e million dry tons and 400,000 tnn.-

of petroleum to the total of military useful cargo.C3:16-17]
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A variety of factors must be kept in mind when considering

the use of this source of strategic lift in time of war. First,

the types of ships reprFented are predominantly for dry carcgo

and petroleum products. Certainly, that is what is most nec- ed

for war, but there are almost no passenger (troop) F;s i ..

Present mobilization plans call for replacement perso)nnel to be

transported exclusively by airlift. This becomes an unre.i:, .

choice if our enemies wage an extensive air cmpaiin or ur ny

airfields as ports of debarkation. The active prtion (if

fleet is expected to decline to 9)3 cargo vessels and 74 tanker-

by the year 2000. 133:14-151 This reduces shipping capacity tr

only five million tons. The inactive fleet will not declin

because the vessels that leave the active fleet are placed in the

National Defense Reserve Fleet (NDRF), provided they meet certain

age criteria. The KDRF could increase_ with thes, add i tii cnF-..

Unfortunately, the Maritime Administration has no plan- nor fir1,-

to acquire additional ships for the NDRF. [32:33] Ac:ordingi z e

the President's Commission on Merchant arine! and D, .f,-,n -e, thw

allied contribution to our maritime needs will rmain cun:tt

through the year 2000. The Commi sion' "; asumption iP; ea-;i y

assailable since our allies will probably be unable to pre)vide(

the agreed to number of ships in the future. Ouhr Fur(]p'in

allies' maritime trends are similar to nir own sever(e down tr,.nd

for the next 11 years.32:301
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The re are some difficulties with depending on allied shlipping

for our national requirements and to a les-er degree for airlift

reinforcements. First, this reliance a!ssumes timelv ali -i

govern-ment decisions, which will allow the US speedy acce!m;!: t.o

these vessel. Next, it is difficult to predict the loction of

these vessels when they are needed. A Belgian ship in Sini-.Tpnr-"

fully loaded with commercial cargo is not of much us . e to our

defense establishment when it's needed in Houston. Chir national

defense strategy expresses a capability of deterrence; figntin .

if necessary; and ending the war on favorable terms. Impi ic-t 4!!

this is a multi-theater capability despite the fact that shippiring

reinforcements from our allies are permitted to go only to i-)nic

theater, Europe. Finally, this program is not without ccst;.

Just as this country went to WWI begging for strategic shirins,.

and ended up paying our allies for this ,-service, we rely rir

similar arrangements today.

The next source of shipping available tn u-- is ,nnwn ,nr,

EUJSC (Effective United States Control) vsel.. These a s .n a.>

that are owned by United States cor-xrations but .r- "fLa, .i" ay

fore ign countries and normally crewed by non-Ameri ,1 rA f,

bus-iness reasons, primarily cost. The dominant countr-.'.:. zc

flagging are Panama, Honduras, Liberia, and the- Bahamas. Th&,y

represent 30 per-cent of the available military useful ankr

fleet. Since thre v..s-1l are like the allied ves:;el:; in i 'rnns
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of the ir availability, they, too, are of question-ble

reliability. Many of our deployment plans rely on these vesc e-.

for necessary force sustainment. Like our nwn floet, thl:-;

source will also decline by the year 2000 by an 2n:ta ted 22

percent. [33:15]

It would be naive to think that the only need for .... t0'- "

.-h ips is what the nation rc-quires for pure milI .tiy pUr.r,..

What has yet to be mentioned is the continued re uirer.enL <r

maint'in our domestic economy at wartime produtct.on - ,'-,

that it can support the war effort and the domestic potmiuaticF,

t if- difficult to provide an accurate number of ship!; rE r

fur this purpose. Dome of this requirement can be 1 v

foreign flagged vessels and those ships that don't fall into the

military useful categories. Bulk tankers are the bet.. avaiLA.,4

ex-mple of competition for like ve!_:sels:

The 193 tankers needed for doMEtic onnomIir-
s-5upport would include 134 HSTE of military
useful tankers, or about 3.7 million dead
weight tons. The remaining portion of the
domestic; tanker requirement could be met by
tankeris over 100,000 deadweight ton .12:211

Handy Sized Tanker Uquivalents (HRET) if; a t-hniqu- 'N 'fl

provide a ba.sis for standardizing bulk tankers for !ni I itA iry

planning purpo.seis. It ha-% a s~xcified weight and carrief 200.0O0

barre:L:; (f liquid.
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Cargo needs for internatiorial trade at the Inittation of

hosti lities are estimated at 9.8 million tons.[32:21 An

unsp.c if ied amount of this will compete with mil itarv

requtrements. Ac; stated previously, many domestic need.s; can 1.e

satisfied with a combination of foreign flagged vessel; and th-:ie

ships of little or no military value.

The state of readiness of the shipping indus.try ha ', T~w

components: shipping and the labor or crew.; necesFsary t.o .ii 1

the shipr;. Sailing as a profession has seen a sitnific'ant

decline in recent years, particularly among Amiericn rrin,,r-..

Lung cruises, competition from foreign sai]or-7., higher wagfu

demands for union sailors, and automation have all contrilbited tn

this decline. Current estimates are that this work force has

declined by 70 percent since 1970.132:33] Supporting a globar1

war would require a minimum of 27.500 seaman.[32:221 This number

(-ould change because of the type.s of ves.;e Is and their harirter

iut ' t . So little of the merchant fleet is Atandardized thOt a

finite number of crewmen or skills is, difficult to deter-mine.

Mxint-iining the nation's economy i- estimated to n*ted an

add it itina 1 7100 ,:ea-men.[32:221 Contributinir to the.ae -nnw,-r

requirements are the needs; to man older WWII cargo .Lhip.s which

u.,e cargo handling and propulsion s;yftem- that arc unfamili-jr tn

tcx1ay's merchant marine. Activating the Rea(dy Rt:ter-ve Fl-et

wo lId r""u ir- l'atb Ir that is not n - . -ir'ily f,.imniiar- wifth I,
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machinery and that is not in employment today. To overcome the-e

problems, a training period wonld be necessary to activate this

fleet which is not provided for in its activation schedule---the

5, 10, or 20 day recall period of the ready reserve. This -:ery

ambitious schedule is of questionable credibility.

Just as the numbger of seamen has declined since 1Y0, the

prosp-ects for the future are not any better. Our current known

' hor tfall is 1437 mariners.133:421 By the year 2000 that number

is; projected to climb to 12,000.(33:43' Here again the n.Lober of

qual-ified fseamen is declining for a variety of reason-.; that jr-e

not likely to be reversed soon. The work force is- aging and is

not being replaced by American seamen. The danger oi!1n r

non-kmerican crews is that their reliability in warti me i.,

questionable.

Sealift, as seen here, provides us with the bulk for Iingthv

ojrration. Unfortunately, it is deteriorating so much of hct{I

equipment and work force, that it is no longer credible as ,3 war

fighting toool. A bLighter picture is that of the other leLj of

mobility, airlift.

IV. A IRL FT

The 'sec(nd component of s.tratgic mcbility is ciirlit't. Fh is

typr, of mo~bility provides the speed and agility n-.fr to
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respond to a great number of conditions worldwide and to pro:|ct

quickly power beyond a port an< farther inland if required. To

accomplish this the Department of Defense, together with the

services, has a stated requirement of 66 million ton miles xer

cay.[38:751 This figure is a fiscal trade off directed by

Congress as a result of the Congres-r1ona ly Mandated Mobility

Study (C1M4S) completed in 1981. While this figure is very

difficult to define in precise terms of what it repre.sents in

exact cargo capacity, its value is that is clearly states i

capability goal. That goal is constantly being reviewed by the

Congres.s and the DOD. The term 66 MTM/D merits an explanation.

The easiest way to explain what it represents is in negative

terms. It does not mean that the Air Force has the capability to

move 66 million tons of cargo daily. It simply means that the

Air Force has the theoretical capability of moving one toi 66

million miles in a given day. There isn't much utility in that

kind of number, but it does establish a goal. For examnio, tht,

cargo capacity of a C-5 aircraft for one 2500-mile trip is, 32.3

tons. That, multiplied by the 81 C-5 aircraft on hand, wouLd

provide ju!:;t slightly over 6700 tons daily, assuming they were

all available for that mission.127:2-10] The 66 KTM!D goal is

not expected to be achieved until the end o-f this

century.[38:751 The mere existence of a recognized requiremPTnt,

hoiwever, is a siignificant contrast to the sealif ._,gment if

mobility which has: no 5tated objective.
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The value of the figure for the Air Force is that it can be

translated into a precise requirement for air framet3 and that it

helps to establish a schedule for procuring these frame-s. flne

must also understand that 66 XT/D is not our actual n.d for

worldwide mobility, but only expresses an amount of airlift that

can be purchased within the congressionally rmndatoed

timetables. It trades off military risk and total requiren,:lnt.

for affordability. The true needs of the services are !:ldcum

expre:Eed because, as estimators struggle to find that n(Ni, any

change in scenario assumptions will drive that numbe, r in

different directions. The least demanding scenario used in th_,

Congressionally Mandated Mobility Study required 83 MTNJ'TD to

meet stated delivery dates of needed combat forces.5:373]

One of the difficult aspects of discussing air-
lift needs, shortfalls, and problem areas, is
obtaining concensus on what the airlift
requirement really is during war-time. K)r-e
than 150 stutdies in the past 15 yearns have pre-
claimed shortfalls in both inter-theater and
intratheater airlift and most people now rcxog-
nize that we don't have enough airlift
capability to deploy, employ, and resupply the
combat forces this country pos-ssses. and
the C--5/Boeing 747 controversy in the Ccngres -
reconfirmed a lack of accord on either airlift
capabilities or requirements.5:371]

Today the Air Force has a capability of 47 RTM/I). "haft

capability comes from a variety of different air frames!-. The C '

fleet provid(!. 19 MTY/D, assuming full availability. Th, C-14,
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with the largest number of air frames, provides approximately 12

NTM/D.[38:761 These two workhorses are augmented in a number of

ways by other types of Air Force aircraft and certain enhancement

programs that come from the civilian airline industry. The.se

add-ons, called the Civil Reserve Air Fleet (CRAF), provide an

additional 12 XT/D.38:76]

The CRAF program has a number of advantages7. First, it if.

relatively easy to activate. The first two phases require only a

decision of the Secretary of Defense. Next, the enhancement,

comes with some financial incentive- to the air carrier to

continue in the program. While this incentive is not sufficient

to keep a marginal operator in business, it is a more ,iubstantial

reward than that given to the maritime industry; and it does, to

a degree, ensure that this fleet will be there when called upon.

The airlift leg is also supplemented by American allies. Again,

the capacity of this contribution is expressced in number. of

aircraft, not cargo capacity. Currently, 11 nations have

committed a total of 28 cargo, 53 passenger, and 12 ci)mbination

aircraft.30:251 The Korean Government is also a participant in

this program with nine unspecified aircraft thuts far.30:25]

Also like the supplement of shipping, these. aircraft cannot be

u.ed exce-pt in their theater of origin. They are also sub.t-ct to

the same pitfalls and restrictions that affect our shipping

augmentation: reliance on timply political decisioUns, nii control

of initial location, etc.
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To illustrate the impact of airlift capability for Army

pu-poses, a study showed that moving the 4th Infantry Division

from Ft.. Carson, Colorado to Europe under ideal conditioaF.

requires 227 sortie-s of C-5's, 823 C-141's, and 77 large-hridv

aircraft under CRAP stage III conditions.r28:31 This support

would give the division a closure time of 10.5 days. ft woul],

also occupy every air-plane in the inventory.[28:381 The s tudy

gave no crew costs.

Other options to deploy the vision using more ef-numic.-j!

mude in combination, sealift and airlift, were ah]o examined

They required mitre time to close on the destination. This

balanced deployment, using a combination of airlift and Eealift,

-cends the closing time of the division, to 17 days.[28:44]

This includes all home station loading times, transit to port.,

crossing times, and port clearing. It does not allow for any:

preparation time of equipment at the receiving port. or oifI,

pre-combat checks. While the study concluded that it is pos-ible

to conduct this type of deployment by air, the demand on the

airlift system is so great that:

This method would deny these premium airlift
assets to any other unit deployment or logis-
tical support requirement for the duration of
the deployment .128:591

Tlis is a kind way of saying that thif; methtxi of deco(r-no'n

i s not the preferrdi co-urse of action. The study .u gg. ;. ; thait
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other mean.: would provide closing times adequate to the task and

would improve the chances of getting complete units to their

de -tinations. A mixed approach woul,1 al.s-;o- improve thee likelihond

that these aircraft would be available for other missions7i durin-

the deployment.

earlier, and all the other contemporary work!- that examin the-

status of this nation's strategic mobility, generally .-sp,-:a! we,4

of the value of airlift. They alh;o caution in the end that 'Th'i

far the must expnsive form of mobility is airlift." Twert--f-;'

million ton miles per day of outsized austere airfield ca.abi it,

would cost in a range of 33.7 to 41.7 billion in I InP.

dollars."[31:201 This is in contrast to a "ver-y fast :ealift

.s;hip with 100,000 ton capacity which would cost $9.6 to $ 3..6

billion and has a crossing time of three days to Eurcpe."[31:20i

The cost r-anges are caused by the different typt-s _ of npt inns, th-

are ;vailable within each form of transport.

These values muist be weighed in all of their application,-..

Wrhile the airlift option is initially the most expxnsive, it

might be more economical in the long run:

The timely arrival of forces may preclude the
need to deploy many more forces later to for -'
en try and rfecover lst territory and may7
prevent or limit damage to the territory ,nd
population we wis;h to defend.[31:1-71
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The assumptions for this <CMMS) study were all reasonable and

are those that are normally used in these worksi. Unfortunately,

their classification prevents them from being usedi here. The

scenarios used are also frequently seen in much of our planninru

in that they extend to the most planned for theaters, Etrnyxe an(-

Southwest Asia, with variations on the form of the enemy c-1ur _

the difference in each case.

As seen through the eyes of the Commander n-f the Urin i te,

States Transportation Command, General Duane Ca.s idy, th",

resolution of -the airlift goal is the C-I. "The C -17,"

according to General Cassidy, "remains the co.rnerstnne of cur-

plan to attain the 66 MTM.."[30:151 The C-i? ha:s f;ChIz

capabilities that not only answer strategic lift needs of the

services, hut also provide theater-level q~ommanderr. ta(wt icel

mobility heretofore unavailable to them. For all i L-,

technological potential, the C-1? only partially anciwer 7

our constrained airlift requirement for a pric e of 37.5 hill inn

dollars in 1986 money.[10211

This aircraft will round out the TRANSCI)M airlifl. pr-c ;,rar by

carrying one-third of the 66 (TM/D gnal.38:761 Througn the ,oc

of airlift within the next ten years, we can get some f ir

force to a number of thcatcrs very quickly and may prev-nt tao

need for larger numbers of forces to be inserted iter It a

greater coy.t in life and degree of difficulty. Thi,; combinatimn
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of speed and flexibility may be enough, but the facts indicate

that we have already spent, and will continue to spend, an

inordinate amount of money on a five percent solution to nur

mobility requirement. Fur-ther, this mcst expensive option will

provide us with less than full capability for our least de5.min'i

scenario. It is also questionable that this form of mnhilit.y

provides us wiLa any utiiiuy fur Lhe movekeiA- of :reo'.

sized forces unsuppor-te.d by prepusitioned equipment.

This type of solution also draws one to a concliu:sion int.

perhaps we are not interested in an operational ,7,oltition to our

mobility shortfall. Rapid mQans of deployment, aircraft, are

usually reserved for those forces that do not need great volt_-m-.-

of sustainment and are not intended to remain in their theater

for long periods. Such forces also will lack mo-t formr of

battlefield mobility which poses questions of their u t ity

beyond a short skirmish. It is outside the ccon o:f . ,-

to asses3 our force mix, but I us.e it ,-As a te.,stmony to + u

continued presumptLon of a short . war.

(ne option to augment the advances in airlift (.apa lY tv U.

the controversial Laurface uffects; fast -;eali ft .ship. T'hi: vf!:;. o

has some very impressive performance Charactfli:Aitl-S;. It ;.

capable of 55 knots, compared to 30 for thoe-3 . fas.t-- :ift .- h it,;

COL-71 currently on hand. It can carry 5000 ton-- ov-cr .) r.)xo Is)f

C500 nautical miles. It is also able too in,-,z, acce.-, to a far
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greater number of parts than other fast sealift because nf it!s

ability to raise and lower itself in the water.( 17:92-94l

Finally, it can be procured for about the same co:t a: twu

C-17's.[17:96] The drawback to this vn:esel i.s its que-stionable

reliability in rough seas. Current estimates iare that it c annot

operate in the North Atlantic for more than 25 percent of thi_

year. That. is not very impressive on the surface; but ottihr

regions of the world, where ueas are normally calmer annd where ',ri,

have a smaller prepositonIng investment, may benefit frwn

FSIGHTS AND CONCLUSIONS

The United States plans to fight itts futurfe war- , in --n

overseas theater. Only one of our unified ommands. ha an

of responsibility for the continental United States, even thlough

the defense of our homeland is our first sta-ited nat i em-i

priority. Therefore, we fully accept the need for nur .-Irmoxl

forces to be prepared to deploy to any of a number of :uimf] c:

likely regions of the world.

There are a number of things necessary to fu if ii] t h i •

requirement: sound s3trategy; well understood dixctrine; forou-;

(;unfigured to the potential mis.sions; and to the. point, nf thi '.
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effort, the capability to move our forces to a des ignated

theater. Movement itself must be fast, in sufficient numb-±rs to

be effective, and capable of sustaining deployed forcef-, to rerjn

there to or beyond conclusion. It is a given that the prepara--

tion for war is an expensive undertaking. In this pursuit we

h ave taken great leaps forward in how we expect to fight and what

we expect to fight with in a number of potential cai -e!;. W(,

continue to revise our doctrine to reflect our national d .....

Our equipment has and is continuing to be modernized, i'v. .

force structure mix receives constant review and adtJi'st' mnt.

What has received scant attention beyond the review and anniy.-i7;

forum is our ability to project our forc. For a number - of

reasons, we fall into a quagmire when we discuss the is.suie of

strategic mobility. First, there is no national transportation

policy in this country that clearly addresses military need -in

either peace or war.

National Transportation policy of the United
States states that we will rely on the private
sector to meet the national requirements for
transportation and the government will inter-
cede only when the private sector can't meet
these needs. For this reason we don't have the
nationalized railroads, airlines or steamship
lines like most of the countries of the world.
[19:4]

This isn't a boost for nationalizing the nation's transportai iri

industry, but the nation must remedy the lack of clear direction
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for the industry and, more specifically, the result of that

condition on our strategic mobility. No competent stuly of

sealift or airlift disputes the fact that there is a shortage nf

mobility assets. The precise volume of this shortfall reoainS irn

question, partially because the assumptions are always

different. To provide some perspective of the overall m gn itidd-e-

of the sealift shortfall, the Commission on Merchant M-arin.r ani

Defense concluded that for a global conventional war:

The current equipment sealift capability is
slightly less than 800,000 short tons, or only
35 percent of the global war requirements.
United State-s ammunition and refupp ly
capability is about 3.5 million short tons.
only about 61 percent of the global war
requirement.132:451

The Commission further stated that allied help woudi rn s.

these totals to the point- that ammunition re!supply wi],

ou arly requireme*nts. It also cautioned, however, that th=:;

estimate was based on a best case analysis without any frictinn.

This condition is not expected to improve over timew. Tlhii nuir.;i-r

of US Flagged cargo tships is projected to (eIc-line by 6h per'M.-,

by the year 2000, again leaving us in a doficit pthzr.[.... /

Tbis projection was also done in very favorable terrr.

G onveroely, airlift is showing signs of progre-:; in A11 :)f

Lt; programs. The Air Force currently believe.:4; that it will m,-t

the Y8- 02 Defense Guidance and have 51.4 NTKD -c ,pah; I I t'
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FY 92.130:151 This keeps them on schedule toward the 66 MTX/D

goal by the year 2000. Vhile this is a positive trend, it is

still far short of our needs. There are also other difficulties

w ith airlift in that we are counting on th is: mode of

transportation to move our light forces worldwide and "large

formations with little mobility are the antithesis of Airland

Battle doctrine."[l0:121 To be effective, strategic mobility is

not a single dimension enterprise, it must use all of its

components to be successful. Airlift will get us there quickly,

but it is "fast sealift that generates strategic mobility more

quickly and efficiently for operational sized unitr than does;

airlift."[O:231

The United States has several options available to remy the

lift shortfall. One is to continue as we are and allow our

strategic fleets to diminish. Fonwever, a very simple fix woul d

be to negotiate with our allies to use their lift asset.s in ottheir

theaters. For example, an Amrican response to a crisis in

Southwest Asia could well be in our European allies' intere.st-;.

The cost of using some of their ships and airplanes-, for whiazh we

currently pay a fee, may be an inexpensive way for- th(rm tt

contribute.

A more difficult option, because it requiLres many ptulitic;i!

and budgetary decisions, is to reduce the number of C-17's.; under

procurement. For the cost of 12 C-17's we could have a !s3econd
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group of eight SL 7-type ships that would provide u.s with a

second division worth of e.qtuipment for any theater.[lO:22i The

C-5 also offerzs financial savings and increa!sed cargo capaci.y.

Granted it dce!s not have the intratheater and ai rf ie d

performance capabilities, the C-17 will, but would Fave $ 31

million per aircraft.[1022] I am not proposing elimination of

the C-17 prcgram. There isE most definitely a place f.fr it i-r

strategic and theater mobility. Reducing C-17 pro urenent doe,

however, offer options to improve our deployment capability in

achieve ccst :.;avings in the process. In asse-ing these option.,

there are t5ome drawbacks. I (-an see no military disadvantage- to

another set of SL 7's. The cost for delivery is most effeo- t ive-.

but these vessels do have a high operating cost which makes thn

commercially of no value. The C-5 for C-1I option would red,_uc;.

the theater commanders' flexibility for intrathea ter t iss; 1 O,

but. at the same time would provide him some pOole:nt iil f,-r

critically needed equipment from the CONMS support base.

Between the Spanish-American War and WWI, we had littl, tI- W

proud of in getting our forces and their sustainment where i'. wA:.

n- deI and on time. W1II was a .s'lightly better b.-inning bci,.'..

we realized it was only a matter of time before our backing ,

the British would have to involve our forces. His;toric,,lly, th,

United State!; has relied tipon its industrial base to prr-vid,, all

of Lhe tools of war after mobilization begins-. W rld !itl,it.iV;
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will riot allow u,,_; the luxury of taking a year or more to gain c

war t ime production capacity just to provide the means (,f

tran:sporttrig c(mnbat forc to a theater oi war not of C)1rm

chooeing. There is no guarantef that the next war will f.--).,

place according to our plans. We have acceptedl otur px_ ition (,of

world leadership with all of its demands, but wi.h 1 ittl

apparent desire to live up to thcoe demuands in every r-i.n't, !r,

little hope of meting our deployment plans.
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GLOSSARY

Breakbulk Ship: A vessel designed to carry -rzakbulk c
capable of loading and un]oading that .... with i: . -
equipment, without resorting to shor h4d- r--rgn x:n -
equipment.

Container Ship: t. vessel designed to carry txnoah-d mo, -
containers, enabling efficient loading, unload i III, ,
transportation of the cargo to and from the vessel
are defined as either "Self-sustaining" (able to load :-,! .
containers using their own cargo haiudling gear), or "Non--
.sustaining" (dependent on shore- ide or ctber off--boar-u Ic '
handling equip:nent).

EU C (Mffectiv US Controlled) Fleet: Those merchint v;-. -,
owned by US citizens or corporations, but registe-red undo.r "flag-
of convenience" (usually defined as those of the Bahamas, PsAnaxki,
Liberia, and Honduras) whose ship registration law. (1(-- nut
interfere with the activities of foreign-owned shie.. The te-Fm
is used to emphasize that, although the EUSC fleet if- not S
flag, it is considered to be effectively under Onited
control by virtue of ownership and could be requisitione, by tIi: -
United States Government in time of war or nationa"l emp-rgcncv.
Also referred to under the acronym USEC (US Effe(ctiv -
Controlled).

TASH CLighter Alx)ard Ship): A specific type of g'' -n- .-Zt -r
vel i intended to transport barges lcoadeid with ca .
barges of about 400 tons capacity, are floated to and frn-n thI,
.;hjp and loaded or unloaded by a heavy--lift, travwl illg - : -o t
the _chip's stern; the crane porsitions the barges aboard .. h

have now been converted to handle containerized cargoc a, we]].

NDRF (National Defense Reierve Fleet): A f*e. of in,-ictiv
m-or-chant vetsselE3 maintained by the Xaritime Admin ;i'"f.ion- W
thre e layup s3te : Jame s River, Virg inia; PFzaumont, TcT'.a;; 1-' d
Su isun 3ay, California. NORF !-sh ps are considord to B,
rc-(activat eable in 60 or more days and are intend to) N, A'
attrition replacement-si or in economic support service.

Ra(Ady R: ;erve F r ce (RRF): A navy- fundod], W: rI t 1 ,
Admnistration--managed program to ma inta in i nac t i w r m,,rchin t
ships in a state of readiness; that would permit their activct.inn
withi-n five, ton, or twenty day!--, after notification.

RoLl -orE/Rnl -off (Rn,-Ru) S hip: (Gpneral cargop dr-;ignd t-( .- Ilw
trucks-i or othe_!r vehinle. to drive on ,nd off with (cor- ,v-. car,,,)

" ~ y ' i i i I I I ril



S-L 7: A Epecw-if ic c I az ; dpsignation f ar a :-rnup of eIght
container ships built during the 1970i- for commercial s-ervice -ind
capable of 33-knot maximum s peed!7. All wero later purchased ',y
the Navy for- M ili ta-ry Sealift Command service and converted vas
veh ic le arid container ca rr ier for rapid-deploym(ent ;up~nr-t. i
Army foe. As navalI sh ips:, they have been given hlw.' rii'.nr4
in the T-MCA sriR Ali;o decribeT-lxd as Fa,-t Sealift Si;(~~
they cire normally maintained in Reducc-xl atigStts(P~J
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