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MESSAGE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

Historians looking back at the Tatter halt of the 20th century will conclude
thatin the years since World War 11 nothing has had as big an impact on our
national securnity requirements as the disappearance of the Soviet threat: not the
Korcun war, not Vietnam, nothing.

The collapse of the Seviet Union ended more than four decades of Cold War
struggle. The foreign policy that the United States had consistently followed for
nmore than tour decades — the policy of containment — had succeeded. We are
now constructing a replacement for containment as an overarching foreign
policy that protects our national interests,

Broadly speaking, we're in a position today that is similar to the one in which
we tound ourselves after World War II. We knew we had a new world. With
the Axis powers variished, we tricd t analyze the new dangers o Amcerica’s
national security in order to formulate a broad policy that would protect our
interests. It was some years heforc a consensus developed behind conainment.
This post-World War II period holds an important fesson for us.

When we experience as profound a change in the world order as we did after
World War 11, or as we are experiencing atter the Cold War, it can take years for
a cleas picture of the new world to emerge. There is a special problem with
defense. Ordinarily defense policy is a derivative of larger foreign and national
security policies. But President Chinion s charged with protecting and
detending the national sccutity of the United States now, not several year trom
now when the picces of the post-Cold War order may have seuled into place,

We no longer have the Soviet threat against which o measure our defense. It

1s hard today to overesumate how completely the Soviet threat dominated our
force structure, our strategy and doctring, even the design of our weapons. Now,
itis gone. What duo we need a defense for? For decades we had no reason to
ask such fundamental questions ahout defense. The Soviet threat had supplied
the answers. Now we are asking fundamental questions and are still shaping the
overarching policy to guide the answrs,

To deal with the defense picee of this process, we at the Department of Detense
launched the Bottom-Up Review of our defense 1equirements. This involved a
broad and deep collaboration with the Scervices, the wartighting commandets-
in-chict around the world, and the staft of the Joint Chiets of Stalt and the
Chairman of the Jomt Chiets. We went back to basics. We asked. with the
Soviet Union gone, waat did we need a military tor? What sull threatened the
United States? We undertook a dispassionate analysis of the threats we faced
i this new world. We camie up with four that demanded a response.

xiii



Firstis the new nuclear danger. The old danger stemmed from the pessibility
of a strategic exchange with the Soviet Union. That former Soviet arsenal sull g
cxists, but the new danger is the proliferation of a handful of weapons to a '
roguc state or a terrorist group, perhaps delivered by unconvenuonal means.

Second 1s regional aggression. Hostile regional powers do not threaten the
United States directly, but they threaten U.S. interests and ULS. allies. Trayg's
invasion of Kuwait demonstrated this danger clearly. and there are other
potental aggressors.

These two are traditional national sceurity threats. As we thought through the L
threats that faced us, we found that the coneept of national security should be
broader 1n this new cra than it was in the Cold War.

The third danger shows this broader approach. It is the risk that democrate
retorms may faiter in the former Soviet Union and elsewhere. It reform fails,
it means more turmoil in the world. It means less cooperation and cven :
opposition in such things as diplomacy, peacckeeping, and votes i the Unite g
Nations. And it could mean bigger defense budgets. Failure of democratic "
reform is a real danger.

The fourth danger moves even farther aficld from traditional security concerns.
i1y an cconounie danger. The President has nghily made cconong revival ow
national priority. In the short run, our national secunity depends on a strong
military. In the long run, our national security depends on a strong cconomy.

We have designed our strategy and defense program to mect these four dangers. .
The Bottom-Up Review provided a good answer to the question of what kind of
defense we need in this period of uncertainty following the end of the Cold War
and the demise of the Soviet Union. As this report explains, we have found
that the size of our forces in this new cra is largely determined by our judgment
that we must be prepared to fight and win two major regional contlicts nearly
simultancously. This force will mecet the regional dangers and give us a strong ;
capability to exceute other missions as well.

I believe that our basic threat analysis has proven persuasive. We thus have a
generally accepted basis tor planning a defense in this immediate post-Cold War
period, and we have used it to produce the Bottom-Up Foree.

We have designed such a force and are implementing that design in our
proposed budget plan. We have a strong starting point for that torce — the N
finest group of men and women cver to serve. Our soldiers, sailors, airnien, and N
Marines arc the best trained, best equipped, and most ready our nation has cver -
had. We are proud of their service in the past vear and are dedicated to retaining :
therr quality and readiness in the future.

In the Bottom-Up Review, we determined the resources necessary o support
this proposed torce. Forees and resources must match. As the President said in

Xiv




his State of the Union specch, there are pressures to cut the defense budget plan
we proposed last year. If we do not maintain a match between forees and
resources, we will wind up with a hollow force; a force that looks sound from
the outside, but which is afflicted wiath dry rot on the inside. To avoid this, we
are making rcadiness our first priority and, again as President Clinton said, we
must hold the line against further cuts,

Our defense plan meets the new nuclear danger. The spread of nuclear and
other weapons of mass destruction, coupled 1in some instances with ballistic
missile technology, represents perhaps the most urgent threat to America, 118
forces in the ficld and its allics. We have launched the Defense
Counterproliferation Initiative to help deal with this problem. As explained 1n
subsequent chapters, ihe initiative redirects Department of Defense efforts on
proliferation to deal with it as a rcal and present military threat, as well as a
problem to be dealt with by international negotiation and control regimes. We
have also redirected our missile defense efforts to mecet present, real regional
threats. Those citforts are now focused on theater missile defense, not
continental defense against massive attack. As part ol a larger Clinton
Administration effort better to understand the rolc of nuclear weapons in this
cra, we have initiated a Nuclear Posture Review, perhaps the broadest cver
undertaken in the Department of Defense.

'1o help strengthen democracy and reform in the formcer Soviet Union, we have
instituted a series of ongoing, cooperative contacts with the Russian military
demonstrating how militaries interact with civilian governments in democratic
nations.

To do our part in dealing with the economic dangcer, the Department of Detfensc
investment in research and development is putting significant resources behind
dual-use technologics, those technologics with both civilian and military uscs.
And we have begun to examine our policies to deai with industrial base
conscquences ' the large reduction in forces we are managing.

Beyond the Bottom-Up Review, the past year also required us to deal with tough
social 1ssues in @ way that allows us to mainain forces ready to tight. One of
those issucs was scrvice by homoscxuals. The policy we shaped reversed the
former practice of aggressive investigation to discover homosexuality. Where
before a homosexual who wanted to serve in the armed forees had to work hard
to avoid discovery, now a homosexual has o, in eftect, work hard to be
discovzred, and he or she can honorably serve ther counury.

Another issue with far-reaching social implications was that of women in
combat. Over the past ycar, we have taken policy decisions that open combat
aviation and Navy surface warships to women. Women remain excluded from
direct ground combat, but thousands ot others billets have been opencd to allow
the Department of Derensce o make the best use ol all the talents avarlable 1o
provide a ready force. These decisions expanding opportunitics for women
were both the right thing and the smart thing to do.
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These social issucs could have been explosive if not handled propetly.
Continuing controversy would have harmed morale and hurt readiness.
Therefore, one test of how suceesstul these policies are must be whether they
have putan end to widespread controversy and have been generally accepted.
They have.

The year 1993 was largely devoted o understanding our external environnment,
the threats it posed to America and American interests, and the forees they
required as shown in the Boutom-Up Review. The year 1994 will be largely
devoted to taking acdon to improve DoD’s internal processes. We'll have to
do business better if we are to atford the forces we have projected.

This internal etfort will tuke two main paths, acquisition reform and financr
management reform. Acquisition reform is urgently needed if the depascent s
o make good on President Clinton’s pledge to maintain the best cquipped toree
in the world. We must make fundamental changes in our wequisition process 1o
get more for our money and get better aceess 1o needed commercial produgts
and technology. The financial management chapter miakes vlain in unusually
stark language that the department has no choice but to getits financial house in
order.

have set the
ces, ready to

In these and other ways, this annual report demg S th
Department of Detense on a path to provide Apficrica the right
fight, in this ncw cra of turbulence and promi

Les Aspin
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MEETING THE CHALLENGES OF THE
NEW SECURITY ERA

Introduction

The secunity environment for the United States has changed dramatically since the end of the
Cold War. The threat that drove the bulk of American defense decisionmaking for four and a
half decades — that determined strategy and tactics, doctrine, the size and shape of forces. the
design of weapons, and the overall size of defense budgets — 1s gone,

This collapsc of the Soviet threat is the result of two revolutions. The first revolution began on
December 7, 1988, when the Soviet President, Mikhail Gorbachev, announced in a speech e the
United Nations (U.N.) that he was ordering the withdrawal of (cns f thousands of Sovier troops
from Eastern Europe and unilaterally reducing the Soviet armed forees by half a mithion troops.
By signaling to the countries of Eastern Europe that Soviet troops on their soil would no longer
enforee Soviet rule, Gorbuchev — deliberately or unwittingly -— paved the way for a cascade
of historic events: the fall of the Berlin Wall, the Targely peacetul democratie revolutions that
swept across Eastern Europe in 1989, the withdrawal of 500,000 Soviet troops and thousands of ;
weapons from Eastern Europe, and ultimately the dissolution of the Warsaw Pactin 1991, By
the end of this firgt revelution, the threat of 4 Sovict-led Warsaw Pact invasion ol Wesiern

Europe had all but disappeared.

The s2cond revolution ook place in the latter half of 1991, The Baltic States had already
declared their independence from the Soviet empire and Gorbachev had begun negotiations
with republican lcaders on the transterence of power to the republics. In reaction to these
cvents, Communist hard-liners in Moscow mounted a coup in an attempt to halt the march ol
reform and reassert their control over Sovict society. The August 1991 coup not only tailed,

it accelerated <range. It empowered the retormers and rallied the Russian people around
democratic evolution. {talso set the stage for the coilapse ol the Cemmunist Party, Gorbachev's
resignation, and the collapsc of the Soviet Union as a national entity and a military foc. In sum,
it sct the stage for a multipolar world; dispersed, regionalized conthicts: an expanded leadership
role tor the United States as the sole remaining superpower; and i host ol hew opportunitios.

The end of the Soviet Union and all that this implics 1s making profouna changes i the way
America views the world, This is a period comparable to the end of World War TL Te was clear
that profound change had wiken place then, but it was unclear what kind ot world would ieplace ,
the vid one. Today, itis not clear what new paradigm will replace East-West rivaliy and a
bipolar world, bat one can see clear threats to America and its nterests. The way the United
States provides tor the security of its people i the 1990s and bevond must chinge cnotmously.
The task, then, 1s to determine what kKind of defense is required tor American the toresecable
futiire, and then provide that defense within America’s means.

Detining the post-Soviet sectrity environment is the critical lirst step in sizmg and shapmg a
new defense, right for the times. This new American torce must be created from the bottom up,
1ot just by subtracting trom the old Cold War structure. Understanding where Americans have
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important interests and how they should be advanced, who might threaten them, and how they
might be threatened are essential o ensuring that Americans have the right strategy and forees
for the challenges ahcad.

A clear understanding of the differences between the old and new threat environments 1s ¢ritical
o providing the right defense for the new era. There is no question that the ncw security
environment for the United States 1s less threatening, While the stiategic nuclear weapons of the
former Sovict Union (FSU) still exist, the United States 1s no longer locked in a struggle for
survival with the Soviet Union. But, as Americans quickly learned on August 2, 1990, the day
Irag invaded Kuwait, the world is sull o dangerous place, and American lives and interests can
be threaened.

The New Security ¥invironment

THE OLD VERSUS THE NEW SECURITY ENVIRONMENT

The new post-Cold War, post-Soviet security environment is more complicated, more
ambiguous, and constantly changing. The old Soviet threat was bigger, but miore manageable.
The new security environment is more difficnit to understand and respond to. A comparison of
the old and new sceurity environments 1s detailed below. The thrust 1s evident — Ainerican
security nceds during the post-Soviet ere will be very different from the past.

The Changing Threat Environment

OoLD NEW

Predictable Uncertain

Expansion of Communism Failure ol Demacratic and Market
Retorms

U.S. Dominant Western Power U.S. Militanily No. t, bat not
Economically Dominant

Fixed Alhances Ad Hoc Coalitions

Single Threat Diverse Threais

Strategic Use of Nukes Teroristic Use of Nukes

Lurape-Cenitered Regional

High Risk of Escalation Latle Risk of Escalation

Soviet Military Power Regional Aparessors
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THE FOUR DANGERS

The new post-Soviet security environment is dominated by four broad challenges or dangers;

®  Dangers posed by nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction

(WMD), including dangers associated with the proliferation of nuclear,
biological, and chemical weapons and their delivery systems, as well as
those associated with the large stocks of these weapons that remain in the
FSU.

Regional dangers poscd primarily by the threat of large scale aggression
by major regional powers. These include not only aggression by partics
with interests antithetical to those of the United States; but also the
potential for smaller, internal conflicts based on ethnic, tribal, or religious
animosites; state sponsored terrorism; and subversion of friendly
governments.

Dangcers o democracy and market reform in the former Soviet Union,
Eastcrn Europe, and clsewhere. The reversal of reforms and the
cmergence of ultranationahst authoritarianism, particularly in Russia,
would substantially alter the security situation lor the United States.

Economic gangers to national sccurity, which could resultif the United
States fails to restore a strong, competitive, and growing cconony.

Corresponding to cach of these dangers 1s a sct of opportunities that, 1l scized, would enhance
Amcrican secutity. Understanding these new dangers and opportunities ol the post-Soviet
sceurity cnvironment was the critical first step in devising a new strategy and sizmg and
shaping U.S. military forces for the new ¢ra.

Responding with the Bottam-Up Review

What America necded was a new way o buiid a national detense that meets the oal dangers of
the new cra, a reexamination of delense necds from the bottem up. in 1993, the Sccrctary of
Defensc undertook the Bottora-Up Review (BUR) to selcet the right strategy, force siructure,
modernization programs, and supporting industrial base and mfrastructure to provide for
America’s defense 1 this new era.

The Bottom-Uyp Review provided the first comprehensive assessment of ULS. detense needs in
the post-Sovict era.

In e course of the seven-month review, a step-by-step process was emnloyed to develop key
asammpnons, broad prirciples, ard general objectives and to translate ther: into a specttic plan
i strategy, forees, and defonse resources. These steps includea.

*  Assessing Amenica’s needs m the post-Cold War world, particularly ihe
sew dangers aad opportunitics it presents;
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Pwvising & new defense strategy o protect and advance American
nierests in this new cra;

PO TEEIY UL AT LW OIS T

® Constructing building blocks of torces to implement the stratcgy:

®*  Combining these torce building blocks to produce options for an overall
force structure; and

¢ Complemienting the toree structure with weapons acquisition programs o
modernize American forees, detense foundations to sustain them, and
policy initiatives o address new dangers and take advantage of new
opportunitics.

Every step in the conduct of the Bottom-Up Review was characterized by close collaboration
between the civilian staff of the Office of the Sccretary of Detense (OSD) and military
professionals in the Joint Staft, the Service staffs, and tue headquarters statfs of the Unificd
Commands in the ficld. Much of the work was done by task forces composed of representatives
drawn from various clements in the Department of Defense (DoD). The recommendations from
these task forces were reviewed by a steering group, chaired by the Under Secretary of Defense
for Acquisition and Technology, that included senior representatives from throughout OSD, the
Services, and the Joint Staft. The Secretary of Defense, in close consultation with the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Stall, the Service Cluels, the Deputy Secretary of Defense, and other
scnior DoD officials, made the final decisions on the reccommendations to the President
regarding the appropriate defense strategy, force posture, modernization programs and otacr
defense foundations. President Clinton ultimately approved the Bottom-Up Review detense
program in latc August 1993.

The Bottom-Up Review results were then used to build a multiyear plan for America’s future
sccurity — detailing the strategy, forces, programs, and detense budgets the United States necds
to protect and advance its interests in the post-Cold War cra. The goal was to lay the basis for
sizaing, shaping, and maintaining the right force for the new cra.
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3 Sizing, Shaping, and Maintaining the Right Force for the New Era -—

The Bottom-Up Review
i
Despite the changing sceurity environment, the prime responsibility of U.S. military torees
i has remained the same — to deter potenuial adversarics and to prepare to fight and win wars
. decisively. As Americans have already learned in the Persian Gulf, this task remains very
: important cven in the post-Sovict cra.
b

THE BOTTOM-UP REVIEW

The primary rcason America has military forees s to fight and win when other means tail.
Understanding where Americans have important interests, who might threaten them, and how
they might be threatened is essential tor ensuring that Amertcans have the nght kinds of forees
for the challenges ahead.

§4
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During the Cold War, American military planning was dominated by the need to confront
numerically superior Sovict forces in Europe, the Far East, and Southwest Asia. Now,
America’s focus is on the need to project power into regions important to U.S. interests
and to defcat poreatially hostile regional powers.

The key fac tor in determiziing tue overall size of American force structure is the number of
major regional conflicis (MRCs) tor which the United States has to prepare. There was coneern
that if the United States was arawn into a war with onc regional aggressor, another could well

be wempicd o attack 1ts neighbors — especially if it were convinceed that the United States

and 1ts allics did not have enough military power to deal with more than onc MRC at a time,
Moreover, sizing U.S. forces for more than one MRC will provide a hedge against the possibility
thae % future acdversary might one day mount a larger than expected threat. Therefore, the
reccommendation to President Clinton was for the United States to be able to win two nearly
simultancous MRCs. With this capability, America and its allics can be confident that a single
regional contlict will not leave ULS. interests and allics in other regions at risk.

The projected toree structure that resulted from the Bottom-Up Review will be able to achieve
decisive victory in two nearly simultancous MRCs. When not engaged in two MRCs, the force
will be able to conduct smaller scale combat operations characterized by rapid response and a
high probability ot success. The analyses performed during the Bottom-Up Review not only
served as a basis for determining total force structure, they also shed light on scveral important
qualitative dimensions of American military capabilitics whicie siginficani improvements are
warranted. For cxample, because potential regional adversaries in the post-Cold War era may be
able to mount military threats against their neighbors with little or no warning, Americar forces
must be postured to project power rapidly to support U.S. interests and allies. Hence, the U.S.
defense program calls for substantial investments in modern cargo aircraft and the scalift fleet,
and in prepositioning more heavy cquipment and supplics in regions where large scale threats
may develop.

The new defense program emphasizes several other high priority enbancements to U.S. forces.
These include:

* Accclerated procurement of advanced munitions so that carly-arriving
forces can more quickly stop the enemy’s advance and U.S. atreraft can
morc clicctively attack a wide range of targetls while reducing the risk of
aurition,

®  Continued development of a new generation of battlcfield surveillance
systems to ensure that the enemy can be quickly located, tracked, and
targeted; and

® Increased rcadiness of 15 combat brigades and sclected combat support
and combat service support units of the Army’s Reserve component.

Together, these and other measures will allow ULS. forces to carry out their warime missions.

The BUR force structure also provides for a credible overseas | 2sence, an important element
in U.S. strategy for dealing with new regronal dangers and pursuig new opportuniues. The
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peacctime overscas presence of American forees 1s the single most visible demonstration of the
commitment to defend U.S. and allicd interests in criticai regions. The presence of U.S. torees
deters adventurism and caercion by potentially hostile states, reassures triends, and cnhances
regional stability. American overscas presence also provides the leading edge of the rapid
response capability required 1n a crisis. Day-to-day operations with allies improve the ability
of U.S. and allicd forces to operate effectively together and ensures access to the tacilities and
bascs necessary during a contlict.

While the requirements ot deterring and defeating major regional aggression are the main
determinants of overall foree size, the United States must also be prepared to confront
aggression and relieve sutfering in less complex operations. Events of the past few years have
alrcady borne this out, as military torces have been involved 1n g wide range of so-called
intervention operations, from aiding typhoon victims in Bangladesh during Operation Sca Angel,
Lo delivering humanitarian relict to Russia, Ukraine, and other newly independent states under
Operation Provide Hope, to conducting the emergency cvacuation of U.S. citizens from Liberia
during Operation Sharp Edge, to aiding the victims of the civil war in Somalia during Operation
Restore Hope.

Through overscas presence and power projection, American armed forees can help deter or
contain violence in volatile regions where U.S. interests are threatened. In some circumstances.
U.S. forces can serve a peacekeeping role, monitoring and facilitating the implementation of
cease-fires and pecace agreements with the consent ol the belligerent parties as part oi a 1N, o
other coalition presence. In more hostile situativns, the United States might he called upon,
along with other nations, to provide forces to compel compliance with international resolutions
or to restore order 1n peace enforcement operations. In some cascs, such as Operation Just Cause
in Panama, the United States may opt to intervenc unilaterally (o protect its inteiests. Finally,
armcd forces will continue to contribute to efforts to halt the importatton of illcgal drugs to the
Uniled States.

Beyond the Bottom-Up Review

COUNTERPROLIFERATION ANI2 THREAT REDUCTION

DoD’s counterproliferation and threat reduction activities, in combination with the Nuclear
Posture Review, respond to the new nuclear dangers of the post-Cold War, post-Soviet era.
These programs und policies represent fundamentally new approaches to coping with the
dangers posed by nuc. ar weapons and other WMD, as well as the means to deliver them.

The key mnovation is to treat this danger as a real and present military threat in addinon o the
tradiional approach of dealing with proliferation as a diplomatic problem to be handled through
negotiations and mternational control regimes. Many of the nations the United States might tace
across a battlefield are likely to have WMD. Hostile nations may perceive WMD as a way o
sidestep V.S, conventional superiority. To meet and counter this threat, Dol must prepare o
deter and detend against the use of WML it cltorts 1o block the acquisiton of WMD tail. In the
same way that the United States developed policies, doctrme, forees, equipment, and mielligence
to counter the Soviet threat, DoD is organizing to identity and create the capabilitics required
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to respond effectively to the threat of WMD in the hands ol potentuial adversaries. while
contributing resources to the task of preventing WMD acquisition.

Specifically, to address the new nuclear dangers, the Sceretary directed Dol) to undertake

a ncew Counterproliferation Initiative that includes measures oz (1) improve intelligence tor
monitoring and responding to the spread of WMD: (2) improve ULS. abtlity to destroy. scize.

or disable arscnals of nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons and their delivery systems:

(3) develop ballistic and cruise missile defenses. focused on the deployment of advanced theater
missile defenses o protect forward-deployed U.S. forees and provide technoiogical readiness

to construct a defense of the United States, i ne - d: (4) improve passive aefensces. including
better individual protective ¢ -ar and better antidote  and vaccines for U.S. forces in the event
they are exposed to chemical or biological attacks; and (§) develop better technologies to detect
weapons transported covertly into the United States and elsewhere for terrorist purposes.

These measures to protect ULS. forees and interests from the proliferavon danger do notimply
an abanaonment of cftorts to prevent proliferation. Dol is strengthening its cooperation with
other government agencics to impede or prevent the spread of weapons of mess destruction,
Eftorts include the standardization of controls on the export of WMD technologies and
matcrials, and the improvement and expansion of international mechanisms and agreements
for limiting and climinating nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons, their dehivery systems,
and other high-technology weapons.

Second, DoD is pursuing cooperative threat reduction with the FSU, aimed at eliminating its
stockpiles of nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons and preventing the spread of WMD,
their components, and rclated technology and expertise within and beyond IFSU borders. This
program provides goods and services to the tour former Soviet republics which have nuclear
weapons located on their territory to assist theny in the dismantling and safe storage of nuclear
weapons and their componcents, the conversion ot defense factlities assoctated with WMD (o
civilian use, and the creation of civilian employment for the technical experts of the former
weapons complex. Together with the Nuclear Posture Review described below, these efforts
wiil enhance DoD’s ability to meet and overcome the new nuclear dangers of the post-Cold War
world.

NUCLEAR POSTURL REVIEW

The Detense Department’s Nuclear Posture Review forms an important clement of the
Admimstration’s response o the new nuclear danger. Recogiizing these fundamental changes
in the sccurity environment, and i response 1o the President’s direction to review all defense
forces, DoD in October 1993 began a comprenensive review of ULS. nuclear posture, the tirst in
15 years. This Nuclear Posture Review will examine i an integrated fashion the entire range
of issues assoctated with the U.S. nuclcar posture: the role of nuclear torces i overall ULS.
sceurity, missions and lorce structure of U.S. nuclear torees and necessary inirastructure, the
day-in-day-out operations of the nuclear forees, the mechanical and physical satety ot the
nuclear weapons themscelves, and the relationship of ULS. nucicar posture to the two other DoD)
responses to the new nuclear danger, counterproliferation, and threat reducton policies. “The
Nuclear Posture Review will form the toundation that shapes Amernica’s nuclear torce posture
the post-Cold War world.
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The tundamental nature of the Nuclear Posture Review is tlustrated by some of the gquestions
itwill address: For what circumstances and against which threats arc U.S. nuclear weapons
intended in this new world? Does the United States sull need a triad? tlow many weapons
systems will remain on permancent alert? The Cold War provided one set of answers (o these
questions, but the new strategic environment requires its own carclully considered approach.
Few national security tasks are more important than getting the right response to the new nuclear
dangers that Americans tace in the post-Cold War world. This effort, due for completion n
1994, will ensure a comprehensive Defense Department contribution to Administration
policymaking in determining the U.S. nuclear posture.

MAINTAINING READY TO FIGHT FORCES

The Bottom-Up Review provided the answer to how much and what types of military forees
Amecricans will need for the new era. The United States, however, faces an histone challenge in
ensuring that its military forces are kept ready to fight while the military establishment itsell s
downsized and restructured. This has never been done successtully before.

In meeung this challenge, DoD has taken important first steps. Key among these was to provide

guidance o the Services in the construct of their programs that: (1) readiness is the tirst

priority; (2) programs should tund readiness sutficient to carry out the Bottom-Up Review; and

(3) guidance 1 other arcas (¢.g., modernizauon) could be Droken it vrder to mecting readiness
guidance. The third point in particular gave readiness unprecedented priority.

These elements represent a good start. More must be done. DoD has launched a three-roint
program to: (1) better understand what policies and resource allocations best enhance  diness,
(2) organize DoD cfforts around this better understanding, and (3) stay aheaz of tiie proolem.

Using IForce in the Post-Cold War, Post-Soviet Era

Today’s security cnvironment holds no sit gle threat compelling enough to dictate basic strategy.
as 1t did with containment, or to drive defense planning and milirary doctrine. Now potential
threats are smaller and numerous, but they sull threaten the navion’s security. It is extremely
difficult to know when these threats will emerge, thus making it much more difficult to
determine whether, when, or how to use force in coping with these new dangers.

The current debate over whether, when, or how the United States should use foree in the
post-Cold War era has taken place largely in the context of ongoing crises in Bosniz, Somalia,
and Hait

The debate over peace operations, as well as the general issuc of the proper role of
multilateralism in U.S, strategy, nceds to be setin the broader context of the use of torce in
the post-Cold War era. DoD, in particular, has to ensure that the cmerging lexicon of peace
operations does not obscure the fact that what basically 1s at issue here is the commitment of
U.S. military torees to action overseas. This 1s a topic of utmost seriousness, about which
Americans and their elected representatives demand clear thinking and straight talk from their
lcaders.
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A new consensus armong Americans on using torce in the post-Cold War era will not emerge
overnight. That consensus is likely to emerge from a rigorous examination of the importance
of U.S. interests at stake in future contlicts and clear assessments ol the potential costs, risk.
and benefits of alternative courses of action. In this era of almost instant communication, the
demands on U.S. military forces scem almost endless, as the pictures of human misery from
around the globe compete for air-time. 1t is therefore imperative that the nation think through
what guidelines should be used when deciding whether, when, and how o use Torce in this new
era.

Engagement, Prevention, and Partnership

The forces described in this report serve one purpose — o advance the goals of the United
States. To achicve this during this post-Cold War period, America must pursue political.
economic, and military cngagement internationally. Such an approach helps to avoid the risk

of global instability and imbalance that could accompany a precipitous U.S. withdrawal from
security commitments. It also helps shape the international environment in ways needed to
protect and advance U.S. objectives over the longer term, and o prevent threats to U.S. interests
from arising.

This approach has two characteristics: prevention and partnership. It advocates preventing
ihreats 1o U.S. intercsts by promoting democracy, cconomic growlit and fice matkets, human
digniwy, and the peaceful resolution of conflict, giving first priority to regions critical to U.S.
interests. "io succeed, this partnership will require the contributions ot its allies and will depena
on ¢quitable political, cconomic, and military relationships with them,

A continued willingness on the part of the Urited States to act as a sceuriiy partne and lcader
will be an important factor in sustaining cooperation in many arcas. This requires that the
United States remain the leading security partner in Europe, South and Central America, East
Asiq, ihe Near East, and Southwest Asia. However, Amcrica must find ways (o sustain its
leadership at lower costs. For their part. U.S. allics must be sensitive to the linkages hetween a
sustained U.S. commitment to their security on tac one hand, and their actions in saen arcas as
trade policy, technology transter, and participation in multinational sccurity operations on the
other.

Finally, the United States must encourage the spread ol democratic values and institutions. In
this regard, the collapsc ot the former Sovict empire presents an unparalleled opportunity to
bring pcace and prosperity to millions ot pcople who have expressed a clear desire o jein the
community of democracies.

The United States 1s now the world’s dominant power, with the world’s strongest military, s
Jargest cconomy, and its most dynamic, multicthnic socicty. America’s leadership is sought and
respected in every corner of the world. Around the world, America’s power, authority, and
cxample provide unparalleled oppor tunities to lead.
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THE BOTTOM-UP REVIEW — FORCE STRUCTURE
AND CRITICAL ENHANCEMENTS

Introduction

The Bottom-Up Review (BUR) produced a multiyear plan for Amcerica’s future security —
detatling the forees, programs, and defense budgets the United States needs to protct and
advance its interests in the post-Cold War era. Through an assessment of the primary threats to
U.S. security, the BUR developed a multitaceted defense strategy that guided the development
ol U.S. force structure. This analysis led to the broad conclusion that the United States had

o maintain forees capable of fighting and winning two nearly simultancous major regional
conflicts (MRCs). The BUR also identificd programs to enhance the capabilitics of U.S. forces
in arcas critical w the execution ot their wartime missions.

Force Structure Analysis

Overall, four broad classes of military operations were used in the BUR to evaluate the adequacy
of tuture force structure alticrnatives:

®  QOverscas presence — tne need tor U.S. military forces (o onerale n
critical regions;

®  Smaller-scale contlicts or enses that would require U.S. ferces o conduct
ncace cnforcement or intervention operations: and

¢ Deterrence of attacks with weapons of mass destruction (WMD), cither
against ULS. territory, U.S. forees, or the ternitory and torces ol U S, allies.
(This is addressed in a later chapte:).

‘This listis not all-inclusive. The United States will provide forces and military support for other
types of operations, such as peacckeeping humanitarian assistance. and to counter mternational
terrorisni. However, such operations arc not likely 1o be major deternimants of general-purposc
foree structuice.

The analysis of cach of these four types of operations allowed the constructon, tor pranning
purposes, ol building blocks of the torces required o support thenr By combining the building
blocks and adjusting them to account tor judgments about the need to conduct simultancous
operations. DoD was able o determine the number and mix ol active and reserve forees that
will be needed to carry out ULS. defense strategy.

Major Regional Contlicts

As the most demanding category of milttary operations, MRCs were the prmary fuctor in
considerations about sizing and shaping the overall toree structue.
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During the Cold War, America’s niilitary planning was dominated by the need to contron
numierically superior Soviet forces. Now, the focus is on the need 1o project power into regions
important o U.S. mterests and to defeat potentially hostile regional powers, such as Nortin Korea
or Irag. Although these nations are unlikely to threaten the United States directly. they and

other countries like them have shown that they are willing and able to tield forces sufiicient to
threaten important U.S. interests, friends, and allies. Operation Desert Storm was a powerful
demonstration of the continuing need to be able to counter such regional aggression,

SCENARIOS AS PLANNING TOOLS

For planning and assessment purposcs, the BUR used a number of s¢enarios depicting possible
future contlicts as a means of testing the capabilities of slternative foree structures and
supporting assets. Tae two main scenarios ecmployed by the Bottom-Up Review envisioned
aggression by a remilitarized Irag against Kuwait and Saudi Arabia, and by North Korea against
the Republic of Korea. Neither of these scenarios should be regarded as a prediction of tutare
conflicts, but cach provides a useful representation of the challenge that could be presented by a
well-armed regional power and an important tool for assessing different options for U.S. military
forces.

Lo these and other scenarios, the performance of projected U.S. Torees inelation o many critical
parameters was examined, including warning time, the threat, terrain, weather, duration of
hostilitics, and combat intensity. Overall, these scenarios were representative ol likely ranges of
these critical parameters.

Both scenarios assumed @ broadly similar encmy operation: an armor-heavy, combined-arms
offensive against the outnumbered forees of a neighboring state. U.S. foices, most of which
were not present in the region when hosulities commenced, had to deploy to the region guickiy.
supplement indigenous forees, halt the invasion, and defcat the aggressor.

Such a short-notice seenario, in which only a modest nuiiber of ULS. forees are in a region at the
commencement of hosulities, is very plausible. History shows that the Tocation and tming of
aggression often cannot be anticipated, even large-scale attacks. In such casces, it may also not
be possible, prior to an attack, to reach a political consensus on the proper U.S. response or 1o
convince America’s allies to grant U.S. forces aceess to fucilities in their countrics.

The scenarios employed in the BUR also assumed the United States will often be fighting

as the leader of 4 coaliton, with allies providing some support and combat torces. They also
assumied that states most directly aftected by aggression in their region will conuibute torees.
Conrespondingly, in response to aggression, the United States would certainly solicit
participation by forces from nations outside the atfected region, espectally those from ULS.
treaty allics. Regardless of these assumptions, U.S. forces must be sized and stucted o
prescive the tHexibility and the capability o fight and win without the participation of torees
from extra-regional powers if deterrence fails.
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THE FOUR PHASES OF U.S. COMBAT OPERATIONS

Should deterrence fai! and conflict occur, an understanding of how combat operations would
! likely unfold is vital to understanding U.S. requirements. There would likely be tour mane
’ phascs:
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Phase I: Halt the Invasion

uc highest priority in defending against a large-scale attack is to minimize the territory and
strategic facilitics that the invader can capture, thereby precluding their use as bargaining chips.
In addition, stopping an invasion quickly may be key to ensuring that the threatened ally can
continue its cructal role in the collective effort to defcat the aggressor. Further, the more
territory the enemy captures, the greater the price to take it back. The number of forces
required for the counteroffensive to repel an invasion can increase, with correspondingly greater
casualues, depending on the progress the ecnemy makes. In the event of a short-warning attack,
morc U.S. forces would need o deploy rapidly to the theater and enter the battle as quickly as
possible.

Primary responsibility for the initial defense of their territory rests with America’s allics. As
forces of a besicged countty move to blunt an attack, U.S. forces already in the theater would
move rapidly to provide assistance. The bulk of U.S. forces, however, will have to come from
the United States in most circumstances. This places a premium on rapidly deployable yet
highly lethal forces to blunt an attack.

High priority missions for U.S. forces in this phase would include direct attacks on advancing
cnemy forees; air defense and ballistic missile defense o protect rear arcas; attacks on selectea,
high value strategic asscts, such as centralized command and control sites; inerdiction of iines
of communication critical to the enemy’s offensive; and suppression of enemy air defenses.

Phase 2: Building Up U.S. Combat Power While Reducing the Enemy’s

Once the encimy attack had been stopped, United States and allicd efforts would focus on A
continuing to burld up combat forces and logistics support in the theater while reducing the )
enemy’s capacity o light. Land, air, maritime, and spectal operations forees from the United e
States and coalition countrics wouid continuce o arrive. These forces would ensure that the
enemy did not regain the mitiative.

As more lund- and sca-based air torces arrive, cmphasis would shift from halting the invasion
 isolating enemy ground forces and destroying them, destroying ¢nemy air and naval forces,
destroying stocks of supplics, and broadening attacks on military-related targets in the enemy’s
rear arca. These attacks could b2 supplemen.ted by direct and indirect missile and artillery fire
from ground, air, and sca forces, and by psvchological operations (PSYOP) to reduce the

cnemy’s will to fight. Meanwhile, other U.S. torces, including heavy ground torces. would
begin preparations for the counteroffensive. o

Phase 3: Defeut the Enemy @,

In the third phase, United States and allied forces would mount g Targe-scale, air-land
counteroffensive to defeat the cnemy hy attecking his centers of gravity, retaking territory
he had occupied, destroying his war-making capabilitics, and successtully achieving other
operational or stratcgic objectives. In many cases, U.S. forces would also thicaten or carry :
out amphibious assault landings in the enemy’s rear arcas.
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Phase 4. Provide Post-War Stability

Following a U.S.-coalition victory, military forces would remain m theater to ensure that the
conditions that resulted in conthict do not recur. Additionally, these 1orces could help repatriate
prisoncrs, occupy and administer some or all of the enemy’s (erritory, assist in reestablishing
fricndly governments in liberated arcas, or ensure compliance with the provisions of the
ceasc-fire agreements or peace accord.

SUPPOKRTING CAPABILITIES

U.S. and allied forces cannot win without the requisite support elements. Several types
of support capabilitics will play essential roles in any combat operation. These include:

* Anrlift, which is especially critical to deploy terces and materiel required
for the first weeks of an operation;

*  Prepositioning of hcavy combat cquipment and supplies, both ashore and
atloat;

¢ Scalift, which in any conflict, will carry most ot the combat equipnient
and supplics needed by U.S. forces:

®*  Yauleheld survedlance and command, control, and communicalions asscis
to locate the encmy, o identify his intentions, and to ensure timely
synchronization of coaliion operations;

®  Advanced munitions, which can dramatically increasc the effectiveness of
the fighting force; and

*  Acrial refucling aircrafi, which would be needed to support both the
deployment to the theater and ihe employment of air assets 1 combat
operations.

THIE MAJOR KEGIONAL CONFLICT BUIHLDING BLOCK

I plannig U.S. force structure and allocating resources, the first step was establishing foree
levels and support reguired o enable America to win one MRU across a range of likely conthets,
The detailed analyses of future MRCs, counled with nulitary judgment as to the outcomes, show
the following forces will be adequate to exectite the strategy outlined above for a single MRC.
There is an important caveat. Dol must make the critical programmced enhancements to the
capabilities of these forees and their supporting assets. Here is one MRC building block:

* 4105 Ammy divisions:

® 4105 Marine Brigade Equivalents:
* 10 Air Foree fighter wings:
*  Up to 109 Air Force heavy bombers:
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® 4105 Navy aircratt carrier battle groups: and

& Special operations torees.

These forces constitute a pradent building block for foree planning purposes. In the cvent

of a contlict, U.S. response would depend on the nature and scale of the aggression and
circumstancss clsewhere in the world. It the iitia) defense failed o halt the invasion quickly.
or if circumstances in other parts of the world permitted, U.S. decisionmakers might choose o
commit more forces than those listed. But the BUR analysis also Ted DoD to the conclusion
that enhancements to U.S. military forces, focused on ensuring their ability to conduct a
successtul initial defense, would both reduce U.S. overall force requirements and increase the
responsiveness and effectiveness of ULS. power projection forees.

As already discussed, it is pradent for the United States to field torces that in aggregate are
sufficient to fight and win two MRCs that occur nearly simultancously. In planning Amcrica’s
overall foree structure, two other factors come into play. First, sufticient strategic it must be
available to deploy forces when and where they are needed. Second, certain specialized.
high-leverage unus or unigue assets might be dual tasked. thatis, used m both MRCs. For
example, certain aircraft — such as B-2s, B-52s, F-117s, Joint Surveillance and Target Altack
System (JSTARS), and EF-111s — would probubly need to shift {rom the first to the second
MRC.

Ferce Enhancements for Regional Conflict

The ability of U.S. torces to fight and win two nearly simultancous MRCs hinges on investments
in scveral eritical, programmed force enhancements. These enhancem~nts wilb improve ihe
rrability and iethanty ot U.S. furces, enabling them to rapidly deliver more combat power to
distant regions. Many of these are particularly important in the crucial tirst phase of buttle.
when stopping an aggressor s invasion is of utmost importance. These enhancements talt mo
three categories:

® Improved effectivencess of carly arniving forees:
®*  Improved Army reserve component rcadiness; and

¢ Swurategic mobility enhancenients through more prepositioning and

cnhancements to arrlitt and scahitft
INCREASED EFFECTIVENESS OF EARLY ARRIVING FORCES

Several enhancements will dramatically improve the ability of ULS. forees to halt an encmy
armored advance and destroy enitical fised targets inthe st phase of contlict

Advanced Munitions and Sensors

Damaging or destroying armored vehicles has Tong been w ditheult task tor rapidly deployimg
torces. However, this picture 1s changing dramatically now that new technologies for smant

16
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munitions and improved sensors for electronic surveillance of the battlerield are maturing
rapidly. New sensors on platforms that provide adverse weather surveillance of the battlenield

at significantiy increased depths and with wade-area, continuous coverage are essential to be able
1o target advanced muntivms. Several such sensor platforms are undergoing tinal stages of
development of operational testing and are to be ficlded in the next few years. Examples include
the synthetic aperture and moving target indication radars on the E-8C JSTARS and Unmanned
Air Vehicles (UAVY ) in several endurance and range classes with various sensors.

The CEU-Y7B/Scnsor Fused Weapon (SEFW). now in the early poases of production. is the first
of these. SEW s a dispenser-delivered. wide-arca, all-weather gurded munition that gives
atrcralt the capability o disable or destioy miultiple armored vehicles in a single pass. As such,
1tis far more eftective than currenty available arca weapons, yetit does not sacrifice aircralt
survivability. With its capability for muluple kills per pass. SEW provides a robust enhancenent
10 U.S.anti-armor capability. The Air Foree is already procuring SEW. The Navy is developing
a version of SEW that incorporates insensitive explosives to equip its Joint Standof! Weapons
(JSOW) munitions.

The Wide Arca Mine (WAM), which is still in development, is highly ettective in disabling
armored vehicles and allows large arcas to he sown with miaes that should be ditticult 1o
ncutralize. The WAM can be delivered by either aircratt or missiles. Limited stocks ot the
WAM should be available in FY 1998,

The Brilliant Anti- Tank (BAT) munition — also under development — will be delivered by the
Army Tactical Missile Systent (ATACMS). Tt promiscs to be even more effective than the SEW,
The Army is also developing the Sense and Destioy Atmor (SADARM) submunition, which can
be fired by 155mm howitzers.

New weapons to improve the ability ol U.5. forees to destroy stationary targets are also under
development. The Joint Direct Attack Munition GDAM) will allow aiicratt without a laser
designating capability ta deliver ordnance with accutacy similar to that of a luser-guiaed bomb.
Finally, thc JSOW and the Tri-Service Standoft Attack Missile (TSSAM) will enhance the
survivability, standoft, and range ot selected ULS. attack platforms. Similarly the Enhanced
Fiber Optic Guided Missile (EFOG-M) anti-armor system will provide a signilicamtly improved
precision anti-armer capability to forces deployed on the ground. EFOG-M will enhance their
imterdiciion potential beyond the Hine of sight of the adversary and thereby allow them to
imerdict threats prios to the close battle. This should also reduce fiiendly casualtics
stgnificantly.

‘Taken wgether, these advanced munitions and sensors will provide ULS. torces with maoie highly
cancentrated tirepower o bluntan armored imvasion in the opening phase of a regional contlicr.

Long-Range Bomber Enhancements

Force maluplying ettects are particularly pronounced when munitions enhancements e
combined with parallel upgrades to the ong-range bomber torce. Conventional enhancement
proprams intended te increase bomber survivabihity, sustainabihty, and precision weapons
delivery capability will soon reach maturity. These programs will give the combined B B 2,
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and B-52H bomber force the capability to cover more time-critical targets in the first five days
of a conflict. Bombers cquipped with the advanced munitions such as air-launchea cruise
missiles (ALCMs), TSSAM, ISOW, and IDAM will destroy high-value targets and cut lines of
communication; and bombers equipped with large quantitics of SEW will disrupt and destroy
advancing encmy ground forces. It a seccond MRC should occur, bomber forces can swing to a
new theater to conduct similar operations in a matter of hours. This combination of long-range
bomber cnhancements and new families of smart munitions provides critical leverage to help
mect the requirements ol a two-MRC strategy.

Enhanced Carrier-Based Airpower

The Navy 1s undertaking a number of innovations to improve the tlexibility and responsivencss
of carrier-based airpower. First, in time of confhict, the Navy plans to augment the normal
aircraft and aircrew complement of carly-arriving carriers. Incrcasmg the number of tighter/
homber aircratt and air crews per carrier will significantly augment carly-arriving sca-based
firepower. For example, rapidly deploying 20 additional piiots onto a carrier could increase the
carrier’s surge sortie rate; adding an additional squadron of I/A-18s to maximize deck space will
further increasc the surge sortic rate during the first critical weeks ot a crisis.

The Navy is also improving its carrier-based strike potential by providing a precision
F/A-18 and EA-6B squadrons have been assigned to carrier aiveralt wings and will serve
to more closely integrate Navy and Marine Corps aviation capabilitics in littoral warfare.

Retained Marine Corps Force Structure

Maintaining the Marine Corps at 174,000 Marines (rather than the 159,000 envisioned under the
Basc Foree) will ailow the U.S. Marine Corps (USMC) to retain the capabilities and readiness it
nceds o meet continued overscas presence requirements without making unacceptable demands
on personnel and to enhance U.S. forees carly response in fighting and winning two MRCs.

ADDED ARMY RESERVE COMPONENT CAPABILITIES

Onc important role for combat elements of the Artmy National Guard (ARNG) s 10 provide
ferees to supplement active divisions, should more ground combat power be needed to supporn
operations. Anny Guard units might play a particulwly aportant role i helping to supplement
forces available to deter or fight a second major wwr while U.S. torces were engaged ina
Jarge-scale operation elsewhere.

Toward this end, 15 of the 37 ARNG brigades will be designaied as enhanced readiness
brigades. Within the overall Army reserve component foree structure, readiness imitiatives wil
focus on these 15 enhanced readiness brigades and selected combat support and combat service
support units,

These 15 brigades will be organized as irdependent brigades: armored. mechanized intantiy,
armored cavalry, or hght infanuy. They will be resourced sufticiently with personnel and

il =
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cquipment to he ready to deploy 90 days after cach brigade’s respective mobilization. For
regional contingencics, the ARNG enhanced brigades provide additiona! depth 1o dral with
uncertainty and risk. They will increase the avatlable Army combat power by reinforenig or
augmenting the deployed active divisions and corps. The enhanced brigades will be closely
affiliated with acrive divisions and corps for peacctime training and are integrated into the
deliberate planning process.

STRATEGIC MOBILITY ENHANCEMENTS

U.S. mobility assets in Operation Desert Storm were effective. But this experience also
highlighted important arcas where improvements are needed i order to ensure that

U.S. forces can prevail in future, short-warning contlicts, Strategic airhitt and scalift must
move US. combat power to the theater more gquickly and provide it with better support
throughout their deployment.

Implementing the Mobility Requirements Study Plan

In the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year (FY) 1991, Congress directed DoD
to determine future mobility requirements tor ULS. armed forces and to develop an integrated
mobility plan. The Mobility Requirements Study (MRS) idenutied deficiencies mi strategic

mobility and reccommended ways to correct them. While the BUR did not conduct i separate
stratcgic mobility study. i did reexamime plans tor moedermzing mobility assets m the cantext of
DoD’s new strategy and planned force structure. The major components of the MRS based plan
include:

*  Addition of i} large medium speed roll-on/roll-oft (RO/RO) ships
(LMSRS) 1o more than double surge scaltft capacity tor transporting
forces and cquipmient from the United States to distant theaters:

°  Provision of 8 additional LMSRs and 2 contwiner ships to deploy an afloat
prepositioned package ol Army combat, combat support cquipment, and
combat service support equipment;

®  Lxpansion ol the Ready Reserve Foree (KRE) by adding 19 RO/RO ships
(12 of the 19 were purchased in Y 1993). Increase RRE Heet readiness
to respond within specified readiness standards:

®  Phased rcquisttion of the C-17 strategic anthift aireratt, "the Def :nse
Acquisition Board agreed to purchase 40 C-17s through 1Y 1996, taking
the program through inttal operational capability. A decision on turther
procurcment ol C-17s o1 an exisung wide body nulitary or commercial
carpo anrcraftis dependent upon contractor and aircralt performance
through thight test and rehability. mamtamability. and avatlability
assessment; and

Improvement ot other specitic components of the transpottaticn systeni
within the United States to move combat and support units tfrom
fort to port -- trom their peacetume Jocations o anports and seaports of
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embarkation — such as expanding rail and airhcads at contingency force
installations, upgrading facilitics at stralegic scaports, constructing a
containcrized ammunition facility on the West Coast, and purchasing and
prepositioning over 1,000 railcars for heavy/oversized cargoes.

The Bottom-Up Review contirmied the need for these and other improvements. Conscquently,
DoD will meet the tunding requirements necessary to implement its parts of the MRS
requirements, as well as some other measures.

Enhanced Prepositioning

By prepositioning, both atloat and ashore, brigade scis of hcavy cquipment for Ariny and Marine
forces, as well as consumables and other logistics assets for all deploying U.S. forces, the time
required to move these forees to distant theaters will be greatly reduced. Prepositioning or
forward deployment of supplics and equipment reduces the carly requirement for strategic air
and scalift assets in a crisis and allows troop~ and equipment to be married up more quickly.
This can substantially strengthen U.S. defensive capabilities in the critical opening phasc of a
conflict.

The three mariime prepositioned Marine brigade sets continue to provide assets tor Southwest
Asia (SWA) a1 ! Northeast Asia, and potentially other regions as well. The U.S. Army 1s 1n the
process of creating two prepositioned brigade equipment sets ashore in SWA| onc ashore in
Northeast Asia, and one set afloat that could be sent on short notice to cither region, while
retaining a reduced number ol sets in Europe (five heavy Army brigade scts and onc Marine
brigade sct). These additons will mean that U.S. torces can ficld a full Army division as well
as @ Marine Expeditionary Force (MEF) from prepositioned assets in cither SWA or Northeast
Asia. Such an amangement will enable the United States to deploy heavy ground forces much
more rapidly, and free up scalift assets to get additional units from all Scrvices into the theater
morc quickly.

Overseas Presence

U.S. torces deployed abroad protect and advance America’s interests and pertorm a wide range
of functions that contribute to U.S. security. These include deterring aggression, enhancing
regional security, improving interoperability with allics and friends, and providing umely initial
Cris1s ICSPONSC.

In Europe, the United States will continue to provide Teadership in g reinvigorated North
Atante Treaty Organization (NATO). which has been the bedrock of European security for over
four decades. The United States will 1etain about 100,000 voops in Lurope — @ commitment
that will allow the United Stales to continue to play a leading role in thie NATO alliance and
provide a robust capability for multinational training and crisis response. These torees will
include about two and one-third wings ot Air Foree fighters and substantial clements of two
Army divisions, along with a corps headqguarters and other supporting clements, Equipment Tor
bringing these in-place divisions to full strength will renaim preposttioned i Lurope, along

with the cquipment ol one additional division that would deploy to the region in the event of o
conthict,
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LS. Army torces will parucipate in two multinational corps with German forces. Their training
will focus on missions involving rapid deployment to contlicts outside ol central Europe and
nontraditional operations, such as peace enforcement, in addition to their long-standing mission
of stabilization of central Europe. These missions might lead, over ume. to changes m the
cquipment and configuration ot Army units stationed in Europe. The Air Foree will continue o
provide unigue theater intelligence, Hift, and all-weather precision-strike capabilities critical to
U.S. and NATO missions. In addition, U.S. naval ships and submarines will continue to patrol
the Mediterrancan Sca and other waters surrounding Europe.

In Northeast Asia, the United States also plan 1o retain close 0 106,000 troops. As recently
announced by President Clinton, America’s commitment o South Korea's sceurity remiains
undiminished, as demenstrated by the one ULS. Army civiston, consisting ol two brigades.,

and one wing of U.S. Air Force combat atreraft have stationed theie. In hight of the continuing
threat of aggression trom North Korea, the United States has frozen troop Ievels in South Keiea
and 1s modernizing South Korean and American forces on the peninsula. Dob is also exploring
the possibility of prepositioning more military equipmentin South Korea to increase U.S.
crisis-response capability. While plans call tor the eventual withdrawal of one of the two Army
brigades from South Korea, President Clinton recently reiterated that U.S. troops will stay in
South Korea as Tong as its pcople want and nced American support.

On Okinawuy, the United States will continue o station an MEF and an Army special forees
battalion. In Japan, the U.S. torward stationed an aircraft carrier, an amphibious assault ship,
and their support ships, The United States will also retain approximately one and one-hall wings

of Air Force combat aireraft in Japan and Okinawa, and the Navy's Seventh Fleet will continue ‘ f
to routinely patrol the western Paciiic. e
&
I Southeast Asia, with the loss of American bases at Clark and Subic Bay in the Philippines, I
the LIS, focus has tumed away from permanent basing structures toward estabhishing access :
arrangements with many nations in the arca. These new arrangements range from the fornl ‘
access agreement negotiated with Singapore to the arrangements under consideration with B
countrics such as Malaysia, Australia, and Thaland. Together, they will provide U.S forces in

the arca with bilateral and multilateral traaning opportumities and aceass Lo repair, manicnance.
and lTogistics support. These arrangements will also allow U.S. forees (o maintain their abibity
o deploy quickly to any focation within the region and to sustain that deployment as long as
neeessary.

In Southwest Asia, the absence of a large-scale ULS. mihitwry presence will continue o
necessitate heavier reliance on periodic deployments of torces, rather than reutine stationing of
forces on the ground. The Navy's Middle East force of Tour to six ships, which has been
continucusly on patrol in the Persian Gull since 1947, will remain, In addivon, the Army plans 2
0 keep a brigade-sized sct of equipment in Kuwait to be used by rotating depleyments of ULS,

forces that will train and exercisce there with therr Kuwait counterparts. DoD also s explornng

options to preposition a second brigade set clsewhere on the Arabian peninsulic K

These torees have been supplemented temporarily by several squadrons ol Lund-based combat
aireralt that have remained i the Gull region since Operation Descrt Storm and, along with
other coalition aircraft, are now heiping to entorce UN, resolutions toward Trag. U.LS. Navy I
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forces arce supplemented by deployed Cartier Battle Groups and Amphibious Ready Groups
(ARG).

Another significani element of U.S. military posture in Southwest Asiais the equipment
prepositioned on ships that are normally anchored at Dicgo Garcia. In addition o a
brigade-sized sct of cquipment for the Marine Corps, the United States has seven afloat
prepositioning ships supporting Army. Air Force. and Navy forees.

In Africa, America will continue important formal and informal access agreements to key
facilitics and ports which allow U.S. forces to transit or stop on the African continent. The
United States will continue to deploy forces to Alrica, as in recent operations like Sharp Edge
(Liberia) and Restore Hope (Somalia), to support U.S. interests or assist when needed and
requested.

In Latin America, U.S. armed torces will help to promote and expand recent trends toward
democracy in many countrics and will also continrue to support the etforts of Latin American
governments to combat drug traffickers. The United States will also retain a military presence
in Fanama, acting as Panama’s partner in canal operations and security during the transition to
full Panamanian responsibility for these activities and ownership of all U.S. properties by
December 31, 1999,

Sizing U.S. naval forces for two nearly simultancous MRCs provides a tairly large and robust
force structure that can casily support other, smaller regional operations. However, U.S.
overseas presence needs can impose requirements for naval forees. especially aireralt carriers.,
that exceed those needed to win two MRCs. The tlexibility of America’s carriers, and their
ability to operate effectively with relative independence from shore bases, makes them well
suited to overscas presence operations, espesially in arcas such as the Persian Guif, where U.S.
land-bascd military infrastructure is relatively underdeveloped. For these reasons, the naval
force of aircraft carricrs, amphibious ships, and other naval combatants is sized to retlect the
exigencies of overscas presencc, as well as the warfighting requirements of MRCs.

U.S. Navy and Marinc forces continue to play important roles in the U.S. approach o overscas
presence operations. In recent years, DoD has sought to deploy a sizable U.S. naval presence —
generally, a Carrier Battle Group accompaniced by an Amphibious Ready Group -— more or less
continuously i the waters off Southwest Asia, Northeast Asta, and Europe (most often, in the
Mediterrancan Sea). However, i order to avoid scrious morale and retention problems thut can
arise when U.S. forces are asked to remain deployed for excessively long pertods in peacetime,
DoD will experience some gaps in carrier presence m these arcas in the futine,

In order to avord degradation to America’s regional sccurity posture, Dol has identified «
number of ways o 1l these gaps and o suppletaent U.S. posture even when carriers are present.
For example, i some circumstances, DoD may find it pussible to center naval expeditionary
forces around large-deck amphibious assault ships carrymg AV-8B attack jets and Cobra attack
helicopters, as well as a 2,006-man Marine Expeditionary Unit. Another foree might consist ol a

Tomahawk sca-launched cruise misstle-cquipped Acgis cruiser, a guided nussile destroyer. attack

submaringes, and P-3 Jand-based mariume patrol wireraft.
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In addition to these maritime approaches to sustaining overscas presence, a new conceept is being
developed that envisions using tailored joint forees to conduct overseds presence operations.
These Adaptive Joint Force Packages could contain a mix of air, land, special operations, and
maritime forces tailored 1o meet a theater commander’s needs. Thiese forees, plus designated
backup units in the United States, would train jointly to provide the specitic capabilities needed
on station and on call during any patticular period. Like maritime task forees, these joint force
packages will also be capable of participating in combined military cxercises with allied and
fricndly forces.

Together, these approaches will give America a variety of ways Lo manage its Overscas presence
profile, balancing carrier availability with the deployment of other types of units. Given this
tlexible approach to providing forces for overseas presence, the United States can mect the necds
of 1ts strategy with a flect of 11 active aircraft carriers and 1 reserve/training carrier.

Peace Enforcement and Intervention Operations

A varicty of contingen :ies that are Iess demanding than an MRC still require signiticant combat v
forces and capabilitics  Such operations may range from multilateral peace enforcement to )
unilateral intervention.

The types, numbeis, aind soplistication of’ weapons i the hasids of poicnital adversaries in such ,
operations can vary widely. U.S. forces may face a mix of regular and irregular torces ¢
possessing mostly light weapons, supplemented by moderately sophisticated systems, such as
antitank and antiship guided missiles, surface-to-air missiles (SAMs), land and sca mines, T-54
and T-72-class tanks, armored personnel carriers, and towed artillery and mortars. Adversary
torces might also possess a limited number of mostly older combat aircraft (for exampic,
MiG-21s, MiG-23s), a few smaller surface ships (¢.g., patrol craft), and porhaps a few
submarings. i

In most cases, U.S. involvement in peace enforcement operations would be as part of a
multinational effort under the auspices ot the United Nations or some other internationa)
body. U.S. and coalition torees may have several key objectives 1n a peace enforcement or
intervention operation, cach of which would require military forces trained and cquipped to
achicve:

®  Forced entry into defended airtields, ports, and other tacilitics and scizing
and holding these facilities;

¢ Controlling the movement of troops and supplies across borders and
within the target country, including enforcing a blockade or quarantine of
mar:time commerce;

® Establishing and detending zones in which civilians are protected from ‘
cxternal attacks: Y

® Sccunng protected zones from internal threats, such as - nipers., errorist
attacks, and sabotage; and
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® Preparing o turn over responsibility for security to pecacckeeping units
and/or a reconstituted administrative authority.

The prudentlevel of forces that should be planned for a major mtervention or peace enforcement
operation 1s:

¢ [ air asr awltor airborne division;
® 1 lightinfantry division,

® | micchanized infantry division; i
¢ | Marne Brigade equivalent;

® 110 2 carrier battle groups;

® | to 2 cemposite wings of Air rorce aircraft;

® Special operations torces. including PSYOP and civil aftairs units:
® Airlift and sealift forces; and

* Approximately 50,000 total combat and combat service support personnel.

These capabilitics ¢ be provided largely by the same collection of general purpose forees .
needed for MRCs, 1.y long us those forees had the appropriate training needed for peacckeeping
Or f.eace entorcem s v

Building an Ov: all Force Structure — General Purpose Forces

Determining the ove all foree stricture needed to provide the building blocks identified for new

dangers and opportu 1ties rests on the key question: How many of cach type of building block N
might nced to be eng ged at once”? The answer depends on the nature and number of dangers g
that might threaten th 2 United States or its allics at any given time.
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In peacetime, the United States will conduct routine overseas presence operations. In addition.
some portion of America’s forces might also be engaged in small-scale operations such us
peacekeeping and peace enforcement, as well as bPumanitarian assistance and disaster relel
activitics. Beyond these types ol operations, the United States will routinely hold large forees i
strategic reserve.

I an MRC ecrupts, the United States will deploy a substantial portion of its torces stationed in the
United States and draw on its overscas presence torees to put in place the capabilitics needed o
iirst halt and then defeat an aggressor. At this point, the national command authority would need
to address the issue of 1dentifying forces for deterrence or combat operations in a second theater.
Depending on circumstances at the time, DoD might choose:

- YR TR Tkl T i TR R TS LT T AR VR W . Hada ™

¢ To begin withdrawing U.S. forces engaged in smaller operations mcluding
peace enforcement or peacekeeping operations around the world and
preparing them for possiole deployment.

¢ To begin mobilizing and training Army National Guard and Peserve units
o constitute a portion of the second MRC bulding hlock or to fill in
behird forces withdrawn from smaller-scale operations: or

® Torely on aresidual force smahier than the full MRC butlding block o
deter aggression elsewhere.

If a second MRC breaks out shortly after the firat, the United States would need to pull together
and deploy another building block of forces to assistits allies i the threatened area in halting

and defeating the second aggressor. As shown in the chart above, the United States might very
hikely have to forcgo the option of conducting sizeable peace enforcement or mtervention

%
i
¥
8
:
g
:
)
i
:

:'é operations at the same time it was fighting two MRCs. Selected igh-leverage and mobile
5 mitelligence, command and control, and air capabiities would be redeployed trom the first

& MRC to the second as circumstances permitted.

;

E} Once the United States had won both MRCs, U.S. forces would assume a more routine.

% peacetime posture. However, some forces would probably remain in the regions to maintain
3 stability to assist in the restoration of essential services and to prevent any further problems
g from arising in the contlicts” altermath.

& Overall Force Structure

On the busts of a comprehensive assessment of ULS. defense needs. DoD determined that the
v force structure shown below, which will be reached by about the end of the decade, can cary

v out America’s stralegy and meet its national security requirements.
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Force Structure — 1999

Tabte -1

Army

10 divisions (Active)
37 Nationa! Guard brigades
{15 with enhanced readiness)

Navy

346 ships”

11 aircrafi carriers (active)
1 reserve/traini.:g carrier
45 to 55 attack submarines

Air Force

13 tighter wings (active)
7 fighter wings (reservc)
Up to 184 bombers”

Marine Corps

3 Marine Expeditionary Forces
174,000 personnel (active end-strength)
42,000 persornel (reserve end-strength)

Special Operations Forces

43,000 personnel of the Army. Navy, and
Air Force assigned to the U.S. Special
Operaticns Command

Strategic Nuclear Forces (by 2003) 18 ballistic missile subrnarines

Up to 94 B-52H bombers”

20 B-2 bombers

500 Minuternan Il intercontinental ballistic
missiles (ICBMs) (single warhead)

* The FY 1995 Defense Budget and FY 1995-99 Defense Program propose that the
Navy's total ships and the U.S. bomber forces be reduced below BUR force
objectives. They call for a total of 331 ships by 1999. They also call for retention of
48 B-52H bombers equipped to carry both nuclear-armed ALCMs and conventional
weapons, 72 B-1Bs (ail to be converted to conventional weapons-only by 1998) and
to deploy 20 B-2s with conventional and nuclear weapons delivery capability for a total
force of approximately 140 bombers by 1999,

Conclusion

This foree structure will meet ULS. requirements both for overseas presence in peacetime and for
a wide range ef smaller-scale operations. Tt will also give the United States the ability 1o proval

in the most stressing sitwation it may face — two MRCs occurring nearl. simultancously.
although difficult choices would huve to be made in allocating Torces should America be faced

with this prospect. In particular, it must be recognized that this toree structure 1s notintended to
support simultancous ULS. involvement in MRCs while also sustaining active foree mvolvement
N major peace enforcenient operations. Finally, the overseas foree structure provides sufficient

capabilities for strategic deterrence and defense.
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READINESS

Introductinn

Keeping U.S. military torces ready to fight is the first priority of DoD. ULS. forces must be
manncd, cquipped, and trained to deal with the dangers o ULS. national sccurity desciibed in
depth carlier in this report. To achieve this yoal, the Bottom-Up Review established building
blocks of military power — torces for MRCs, forward presence. military operations other than
war, and stratcgic nuclear deterrence.

Forces comprising cach ol these building blocks must meet standards in terms of:
*  Time it takes to mobilize, deploy to a theater of eperations, and engage:
®  Military missions they should accomplish once engaged: and

®* [ ength of time they should remain engaged.

Thus, forces ready to tight means an appropriate torce structure. modernized cquipment with the
reQuisite readiness, and sustatnabihiy io et these standards.

Why Readiness is Number One

There are two compelling reasons to make readiness DoD's first priority. even al the expense of
other important uscs for the Department’s resources.

First, 1t1s easentuial it the United States 1s to have succeesstul toreign and security policies. In the
post-Cold War world, there will no doubt be many occasions where the country collectively will
wish to consider using military mstruments to further its interests — everything lrom turming

back aggresston of regional powers to humanitarian assistance for those less fortunate overseas.

I, in considering such options, U.S. forces were incapable of executing their missions, policy
choives would be seriously circumscribed. The American people would lose contidence 1 thei
military’s competence, and adversaries would be tempted to pursuc aggressive paths, In short,
a force not ready would compel the United States to pursue a more passive, less engaged
approach o world atfairs. A force notready would encourage its enemics to expand the lovel
of international chaos that the United States, as a leader of hations, wishes to diminish. A foree
not ready, it the United States tried to engage it could lead the nation to sutler the consequences
ot defeat.

Readiness 1s also a very important tactor in the morade and job satistaction of the men and
women of America’s armed forees. A ready foree 1s one that offers mien and women a challenge
which enhances recruiting and retention of high quality personnel. There 1s ne greater
frustration for those in any profession thain assigning them impertant responsibilivies, and then
denying them the wols and the training needed to practice their trade. Keeping ULS. torces

R
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ready to fight is the best way known to keep those in the armed forees proud o serve and content
in the Tuct that, if called upon, they are members of the {nest military force in the worid.

Readiness Challenges

There is consensus among civilians and the military throughout DoD, members of Congress in
both partics, and the pubhic at large that foree readiness should not falter.

There is, however, another widespread consensus that will make achieving Dol readiiess and
sustainability goals most chalienging. In the wake o1 the collapse of the Soviet Empire and the
disintegration of the Soviet Union, there 1s consensus that the United States should Tower its
defense spending and draw down its forces. In the past, however, as the United States drew its
torces down, hollowness crept in. Indeed, drawdowns have structural characteristics that
inherently cat at readines:.. These include:

¢ Turbulence i personnel as units disband and individuals are rapidly
reassigned:

® Insccurities of an uncertain future for military professionals that make it
ditficult to rezruit and retain the best people;

®  "yrmoil in the management of matericl as portions of the industriai base
shrirk or close down, and as weapons, supplics, and spare parts are
redistributed throughout the foree;

¢ Sluggishness in the divestiture of bases and other infrastructure that often
requires short-term spending 1o reap long-term savings: and

Shortsightedness in the management of financial resources, as pressure o
produce defense savings guickly biases cuts toward the fast spending
accounts, olten closely related o readiness.

As 11 these structural challenges were not enough, there are added complexities that spring
from the changed geo-strategic envizonment. For example:

® In the Cold War, readiness: planning focused on deterring or stopping
Warsaw Pact attacks. Now U.S. forces must be ready to engage almost
anywhere, anytime, for any purpe .

® In the Cold War,  large force to couner the Warsaw Pact gave
decisionmakers a huge reserve o draw upon tor regional conflicts. Now
Dob plans tor situations where almost all U.S. forces might be engaged in
two nearly simutancous MRCs. With virtually no slack in the toree
structure, LLS. readiness posture must be rehalanced across the foree every
time some clement of the foree engages in even the Teast demandmy tashs
(ior example. relatively modest but complex missions tor humantaran
assistance or disaster reliet).
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Meeting the Challenges — Guiding Principles

To have forces ready to fight in the climate of these challenges and to succeed requires the
creation and implementation of a new approach ti:at breaks the readiness dusimess-as-usual mold.
DoD’s approach to meeting the challenge tollows three guiding principles.

UNDERSTAND IT

Planning for sutticient rcadiness is, to begin with, a matter of ensuring that Dol allocates the !
proper amount of resources — defense dolars -— to give U.S. forees the requisite ability to carry

out U.S. defense strategy. This is a quite simple concept — input dollars, output readiness to

cxecute U.S. defense strategy. It masks, however, immense complexity in application. f

Readiness dollars can be allocated Tor a vast varicty of readiness assets — cverything from

flying hours to train pilots, to fuel o keep the fleet steaming, o spare electronics parts to Keep

tanks running. In the current state ot understanding, much is known about how dollars ranslate

into the thousands of assets needed tor readiness. But much more must he known abeut how ,
these assets combine together into an overall force ready to fight. In short, as tunding ;
allocation. are changed among these assets, will a more-ready or less-ready torce be produced

overall?

To cnsure that U S military forees have the proper allocation ol .unds tor readmess, Dol must B
improve its understanding of it — increase 1ts knowledge of how the allocation of funds will A
affect future rcadiness ot its forces. To this end, the Department has Taunched an intense eftort
to develop and apply analytical tools that translate readiness tunding inputs mto estimated output bs
of future readiness of forces. The goal 1s 1o have a sct ot tools covering key readiness arcas in
place to assist decistonmaking i this fall’s defense program review. The results of this eftornt
should also be usetul as Congress considers future force readiness as part of their consideration
of future defense programs,

ORGANIZE AROUND IT

Within DoD, the military departments are responsible for ensuring the readimess of units

provided by the individuat Scrvices. The Chairmian of the Joint Chiel's of Stalt and the CINCS

arc 1n turn responsible for making sure that there are sutficient readiness ass2is to pull these uniis

together into an effective joint fighting torce. OSD is charged with ensuring that there are the
night policies and allocation of resources needed for these military organizations to cany out '
their 1esponsibilitics.

Under the DoD sttucture of the past, all erganizational picees were in place tor readiness.
Within OSD, however, there was no central Tocal point -~ someone to whom the Secretary could
turn to ¢nsure that the Dopartunent’s overall progran for readiziess was sound.

To correct this shortcoming, Dob inttiated severab important organizational changes:

®  Created @ new position ol the Under Seerctary of Defense for Personned
and Readmess o serve as a focal point tor all facets of readiness,

0
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® Established the position of the Deputy Under Scerctury for Keadiness (o
assist the Under Sccretary in carrying out his readiness dutics:
®  Organized a Readiness Working Group as a DoD-wide torum to
coordinate readiness policies: and
® Putinplace a Senior Readiness Counceil to ensure direct communication
ameng seruor DoD military and civilian lead»rs.
STAY AHEAD OF IT

Along with sound understanding and solid organization, the Secretary also recognized that Dob
necded advice on how to stay ahead of readiness. Thus he established the Readiness Task Foree
— a pancl of ¢xperts o help the Department ensure that it can spot readiness problems well in
advance and take corrective action belore hollowness can take hold. This panel is headed by
retired Army Chiet ol Staft General Edward C. (Shy) Meyer and includes other distingnished
military lIcaders now in retirement. This panel was charged with developing an assessment of
how well DoD can deal with readiness concerns, and the adequacy ol existing readiness
reporling systems.

The panel’s final reportis not duc until May of this year. Iis work to date, however, has alrcady
made many import contributions, including:

® Scrving as a vehicle to stimulate discussion and improve coordination
among the diverse organizations within the Department with
responsibilities tor readiness;

®  Playmg a major role in bringing readiness to the torefront in the Defense
Planning Guidance, and promoting a more visible role foy the CINCs in
atfecting funding allocations;

® [dentifymg Service models which link resource inputs directly to futine
rcadiness;

®  Assisting senjor defense officials in developing priorities for which
readiness issues should receive attention, including jomnt force readiness
and readiness of command, control, communications, and mtethgence
(CHy:and

L

Increasing the Department’s cinphasis on the use of simulations for
readiness, especially as they apply o training of multi-Serviee joimt
forees.

The 'Y 1995-99 Programs and Budgets

Despite the chailenges in precisely projecting ULS. readiness and sustamability needs i e
uncertan umes outlined above, the programs and budgeis tor readitiess bemg submitied to
Congress tentesent the best estimates possible applying the substantial knowledge and
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experience within DoD) today and represent adequalte resourees to keep VLS. military forces
ready to fight and execute U.S. policy.

The process that produced thie readiness program began with completion ot the Bottom-Up
Review. The review established the general purpose torce requirements to thwart the four
dangers to national secunty. The guidance issued to the Services tollowing the Bottom-Up
Review included three main points:

® Readiness and sustainability arc the Hirst prierity for defense programs:

® The Services should construct their programs to ensure their forees will
have suthicient readiness and sustainability to carry out the strategy ot the
Bouom-Up Review with acceptable risk; and

L ]

The Services could break program guidance in other arcas, 1f necessary. in
order to meet readiness guidance.

Of these points, the Tast was key. In an unpreccdented way of implementing prionties, the
Services were directed to protect readiness at all costs — even to the point of cuting
moduernization and rescarch and development (R&D).

The Services™ response to this guidance was positive, and a review of thenr programs indicates
largely acceptable results Tor readiness.

Assessment of Readiness Funding

The resources in the FY 1995 budget will provide adeqguate readiness for U.S amed torcees,
provided that:

®  Congress and the public support the size and allocaiion of the resources
rccommended:

As forces engage in military missions, Dol promptly supplements or
replaces the resources consumed m those activities; and

®* 11 cconomic projections upon which the projected budget is based prove o
be worse than anticipated, Congress supplements or replaces resourees.

For the cutycars of the program beyond Y 1995 DoD plans for readimess pased on the
budgetary assumptions made appear adequate. Specttically, the elements of readiness critical
1o the execution of delense stategy are sutficiendy funded. As acase i pomt OPTENMPO 1y
tully tunded as are current personnel programs. On the other hand. there e signiticant nsks
to readimess as Do plans are executed. For example. Service Operations and Mamtenance
(O&M) accounts may eventually require more tunds for teimbursement e funds diverted to
support unprogrammed U.N. peace operations or to cover depot and base maintenanee whee
funding 1s in short supply.
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Conclusion

In conclusion, tor FY 1995 and beyond, the Department characterizes the force as ready to cany
out the strategy of the Bottom-Up Review — but with little slack and wiih attendant risks. More
work needs to be done to achieve DoD’s goal of a force ready to fight for the future. But by
utilizing a framework of understanding, organizing around. and staying ahead ot readiness,

DoD will continually be committed to its first prierity.

i3
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COUNTERPROLIFERATION AND THREAT
REDUCTION

Introduction

The United States stands at a critical junction in terms of prohteration. Down one path,
unconventional weapons would be relegaied to the background. This path holds the promise
of reduced violence in armed confhicts, or reduced threats to civilians, and of increased
mternational cooperation, and would enhance America’s strengths — unmatched conventional
military power, cconomic strength, and political stature. Down the other and more dangerous
path lic more nuimerous and less stable nuclear nations, together with the potential for
unauthorized, accidental, or terroristic usc of weapons of mass destruction (WMD),

The Department’s counterproliferation and threat reducton activities respond to the nuglear
dangers of the new security era, spectfically, the danger of proliferation of WMD and the
danger posed by the possibility of nuclear spitlout from the tformer Soviet Union (FSU).
These dangers are interrelated in that feakage of the FSU™s weapons, technology and
knowledge can dramatically accelerate the efforts of potential proliferators elsewhere in the
world 10 acquire such weapons tor themsclves. The Department’s response is to treat these
danaers as real and present military threats as well as issues 1o be dealt with through
diplomacy and international control regimes. The two Department strategies arc:

® The Counterproliferation Initiative adapts defense policy, technology
and acquisition strategics, and military organization and planning to
augment and improve U.S. ability to prevent the imtial acquisiion of
these weapons, and, il necessary, protect against threats from proliterators,
whether states or subnational groups.

®  Cooperative Thicat Reduction stresses an unprecedented level of
cooperation between the New Independent States and the United States
o ennance national sccunty through reducing and c¢linnnating, in a sate
and sccure manner, a significant portion of the former Soviet Union’s
nuclear arsenal. Mcanwhile, the focus has shifted from pursuing new
negotiated arms control arrangements with the successor states of the
Soviet Union to ensuring cticctive implementation of existing
mternational agreements - = i short, wrning arms control pledges mto
deeds.

These new strategics share a common approach: they combine cttorts to prevent the
emergence of new dangers with measures to protect ULS. territory, forees, and interests in the
cvent prevention tatls. This chapter describes how DoD is implementing these strategices.
Counterproliferation

The danger that WMD might be used against ULS. torces in some contlict 1s not. unfortunately,
theoretical. More than a score of countries — many ol them hostile to the United States, 1ts
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fricnds, and sllics — now have or are developing nuclear, biological, and/ar cheimical weapons
and the means to deliver them. Over a dozen countries have operational ballistic missiles and
others have programs to develop them. All potential threat natiors are at least capable of
producing biological and chemical agents. They might not have usable weapons yet, and they
might not use them if they do. But in future contlicts, commanders will have to assume that
U.S. for¢es are potentially threatened. And their abilitics to coniront these weapons were shown
in the Persian Gull War to be poer — passive defenses against chemicals were cumbersome,

and against biological virtually nonexistent, while the ability to suppress Scuds —- a potential
delivery system for WMD) — was extremely poor.

The danger posed by new possessor states 1s complicated hecause they may not respond to
traditional deterrence approaches. Throughout the Cold War, deterrence efforts focused on the
Soviet Union, whose torce structure, doctrine, history, and mind set grew tamiliar to 1U.S.
strategists. Deterrence approaches designed for the Soviet Union might not be clfective against
new possessors of WMD for two reasons. First, they can be expected to have different doctrines,
historics, organizations, command and control systems, and purposes for their unconventional
military forces. In addition, proliferators may have acquired such weapons for the express
purpose of blackmail or terrorism and thus have a fundamentally different calculus not amenable
to deterrence. For these reasons, new prohiferators might not be susceptible o basic deterrence
as practiced during the Cold War. New deterrent approaches are needed as well as new strategics
should deterrence tail. Finally, any increasc in the number of states with WMD raises the
potenual tor accidental or unauthorized use.

Traditionally, the U.S. approach to deal with prolitcration included pohitical and diplomatic
cfforts  persuade countrics it was not necessary or wise o acquire these weapons and export
contrel denial to make it difficult for determined proliterators to acquire needed materials.
Broader trends in technology mean that U.S. efforts at denial will not succeed in all cases. U.S.
preference remains to handle prohiferation through diplomacy and denial. Yet the Departiment’s
responsibilitics demand development of military capabilities to protect U.S. forces against this
new threat should 1t prove necessary in some future contingency.

The Department is determined to fultill its responsibilities in the government-wide effort to deal
with the danger posed by the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. The proliferation
problem has changed in some critical ways for which new tools are required, specitically the
development of military capabilitics to contront a regional opponent armed with these weapons,
as well ay strengthened abilitics to prevent the acquisition of these weapons in the f1rst place or
to roll them back dipiomatically where proliferation has occurred.

THE COUNTERPROLIFERATION INITIATIVE

The Inttiative has two tundamental goals:

* Tostrengthen DoD’s contribution to government-wide eftorts to
prevent the acquisition ol these weapons i the hirst place orreverse
it diplomatically where it has occurred. Dol) contributes threugh
marshalling its unique technical, military, and intelhigence expertise
to improve arms control comphance, export controls, mspection and
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monitoring, interdiction of shipping for inspection, during periods of
cnisis, and otherwise strengthening the norms and incentives against
acquisiton in the first place:

¢ To protect U.S. interests and forces, and those of 1ts allies, from the ctfects
of WMD in the hands of hostile forces through assuring that U.S. forces
have the equipment, doctring, and intelligence to confront an opponent
with WMD on some future hatdeficld should that prove necessary.

The Department’s eftorts in these arcas are two-fold. The prevention of the spread of weapons
ol mass destruction in the first place remains the preeminent goal of U.S. proliteration efforts,
In this regard, the Secretary has directed that the skills of DoD personnel be focused in a more
coordinated fashion to contribute to government-wide prevention cfforts. At the same time, the
commitment to greatly improve capabilitics to protect U.S. torees from a regional opponent with
weapons of mass destruction is a new clement. Because of broader trends in the security
cnvironment and of increased technology diftusion, proliferation may still occur. U.S. military
forces must have appropriate equipment and technology, planning and doctrine, and intelhigence
to successtully engage an opponent with WMD in a regional contlict. Where prevenion is
uncertain, prudence requires preparation to protect. All of DoD’s activities 101 the prolifcravon
ficld — prevenuon and the new focus on protection — combine to form the set of activitics
called counterproliferation.

Acquiring the full range of needed military capabilitics for protection will reintorce traditional
nonproliferation efforts by turther reducing some of the incentives o acquire these weapons —
the less military advantage the weapons confer, the less likely a clandestine acquisition ¢ffort
will scem worth the effort, particularly as U.S. nonproliferation cfforts maintain the cost.

Even against an opponent who does acquirc these weapons, the ability to fight effectively on a
WMD-contaminated battleficld will strengthen the deterrent against the usc of these weapons
against U.S. forces.

CONCEFTUAL ELEMENTS OF A COMPREHENSIVE STRATEGY

DoD’s support for government-wide eftorts and development of needed military capabilitics
draws on a range of tools. This demonstrates & fundamental aspect of an effective strategy to
grapple with proliferation — it requires the consistent, integrated application of the entire
range of tools at the government’s disposal. This range is illustrated in the following chart.
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® Dissuasion —— convincing non-WMD states that their security mnterests are

best served through not acquining WMD, This is best advanced through o

U.S. feadership role of working with friendly countrics to amehorate

their pereeived vulnerability through binding them into common security
| strugtures. For example, strengthening regional security alliances and ties
"—1 can make countries teel they need not provide Tor then security alone: wind
ﬁ also security assistunce can strengthen indigenous military capabihitios
"é ways thut meet Jegitimate defense needs but are not destabilizing.
“' ®  Denial — curtailing access to technesogy and matertals tor weapons of

mass destruction through export controls or other tools. Ttis particularly
mmportant to strengthen mululateral export contror regimes, s ihis
cnhances the effectivencess of the controls while reducing the economie
costs to LS. supplicrs. Other, moeve direct techniques could include the
" disruption of black markets.

L Fe

Arms Contol -— reimforcing the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Freaty. the
: Biological and Chemical Weapons Convenitons, nucleardree zones,
conventronal arms treaties thai stabitsze regional arms races, and
conhidence- and secarity -building measures. Those regimes stiengtien
the norms against acquiring these weapons and help to assure states that
therr neighbors are not acquiring them cither.
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¢ International Pressure —- punishing violators with trade sanctions,
publicizing and exposing companics and countries that assist proliferators,
and sharing the intelligence to heighten awareness of the proliferation
problem.

¢ Dectusing — undertaking actions to reduce the threat from WMD ualready
in the hands of sclected countries — for example, agreements to destroy,
INSPCCt, convert, monitor, or even reverse their capabilities.

® Deterrence — bringing to bear military, political, economic, and
commercial tools by the Uniied States, 1ts allies, and triends in an eftort
to persuade even the most ardent proliterator that the risks of the threat or
usc of WMD ure not acceptable.

®  Offense — protecting U.S. forees and responding to allied requests tor
assistance th meet legitimate security needs, by being prepared to seize,
disable, or destroy WMD in time of conflict if necessary.

® Defense — responding o a potential adversary armed with WMD or
missiles to deliver them by employing active and passive detenscs that
will mitigate the ettects of these agents and enable U.S. fozees to fight
cttectively even on a contaminaled battieficld.

DOD COUNTERPROLIFERATION PROGRAMS

Prevention

Etforts to prevent proliferation have sought to reduce the imperatives to acquire these weapons
by building up the norms against them, and then by making it difficult for determined
proliferants to acquire the technology and knowledge needed to build them. These efforts

can also serve to reverse WMD and missile programs through diplomatic means. DoD has
long had a role in these important efforts.

Export contiols remain one of the most important -ncans o prevent the acquisition of these
weapans, although their role must be reassessed me L like other elements of foreign and defense
policy in the altered straregic landscape. As the ULS. approach w the nations of the tormer
Warsaw Pact becomes not adversarial but Targely supportive, the ULS. perspective on export
controls has fundamentally shifted. While controls on a limited number of the most sensitive
items will be retained, the United States has determined that its security would not be impaired
by the removal of controls on some widely available technologies.

The administration 1s committed for both proliferation and cconomic reasons (o export controls
which apply cqually o all countries who manutacture WM wechnologics. The United States
supports ctiorts o butld @ new regime to replace CoComnr. Withous consensus among the
mdustrigiized West, prohiferant countiies are moice likely te be able o acquire weapon usable
tems, making demal ettorts ultimately unsuccesstul - Furthermore, it the United States were 1o
maintain such controls umlaterally. 1ts exporters would untairly bear the cconomic costs of the
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controls — losing not only the mitial sule but often the development of relationships tor spare
parts, upgrades, and ultimately market share.

DoD also contributes to government-wide prevention cfforts to strengthen nonproliferation
regimes. DoD is providing better technical support to international inspection activities 1o assure
their thoroughness and accuracy. This effort includes, for example, special capabilitics Dol
provided to the United Nation's Special Commission (UNSCOM) invesugating Trag’s weapons
of mass destruction, including USAF ballistic missile and U.S. Army Chemical Corps experts,
as well as U-2 support for broad-arca surveillance. In addition, Dob has led the development
ol an inspector training program for the implementation of the recently signed Chemicai
Weapons Convention (CWC). These etforts demonstrate DoD's commitment to updating and
strengthening the nonproliferation regimes — making it more difficult tor proliferant nations
to acquire these weapons and their supporting technologics, quelling pressures within regions
to acquire them. and ensuring the security of the United States and its friends and allies. An
cxpanded discussion of export controls and nonproliferation regimes can be found at the end
of this chapter in the section on Regime Implementation.

Most fundamentally, of course, other nations” choices about proliferatien often are driven by
broader security or pohitical concerns. The United States 1s determined to weave prolileration
concerns more deeply into the fabric of ity overall foreign and defense policy toward all
countries and regions, working particularly to atfect the calculations of key states and to
demonstrate that their securtty 1s best served by not acquiring these weapons: that wotking
with the family of nations in the framework of nonproliferation nornis is betier than working
against it.

Protection

Should proliferation occur and the United States find itself confronting an adversary in
possession of WMD, ULS. mterests and forces must be protected. Protection strategies must
scek to convinee the state thai its own interests are best served by not using these weapons and.
wleally. choosing at some point o roll back and climinate the capability that they have acquiied.

To assure that needed protection capabilities are developed, DoD 1s Taymg the groundwork i
tive ditferent areas: policy, acquisition and technology base, military planning and doctrine,
intelligence, and aiternational outreach. First, under policy, the objective is to institutionalize
and make official the counterproliferation mission. The President has directed the Secretary
of Delense to make military preparations o protec. ULS. forees against weapons of nss
destruction. Following tfrom that, DoD has amended — oris amending — all of the standuid
guidance documcents by which the Secvetary ol Defense directs the armed forces. the Services.
the CINCGs, and the acquisttion community toward his key prioritices.

The creation of a new Assistant Secretary ol Defense Tor Nuclear Security and
Counterproliferation (ASDINS&CP)) within OSD(Policy) assures this mssue propet
visibility. Under the ASDINS&CP) 1s the Counterproliferation Policy orgamvzation,

as well as the Defense Technology Sceu ity Administtation (ITSA). This testructuring is
designed o provide inereased focus, visibility, and resources o Dol)'s elforts 1 countering
proliferation.
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Second. in the acquisition and echnology base. the Department has conducted @ survey of
the Services and the detense agencies and their progranis relevant to this mission in order o
idenuly which programs to change. and what new progroms to create. Some examples:

*  DobDis studying improved, non-nuclear, penctrating munitions to deal
with hurdencd underground mstallations which contain WMD»:

¢ After the difficulues m tfinding Scuds during the Gult War Dol s
deveioping better ways to hunt mobile missiles: and

® The newly reorienied Ballistic Missile Detense Organization concentrates
on developing the capability to protect against theater ballisue missile
threats.

Dob’s concerns are by no means limited o the nuclear threat. Chemical and biclogical weapons
posc serious and in some ways quite different problems. Dol) s developing beter capabihiies
o protect U.S. military torces and civilian populations fromy biological and chemical weapons
atlack. A new Joint Oftice will oversee all DoD biological detense programs, the first time the
Departiment has organized its collective expertise to deal with biological detense problems.

The United States has also proposed a claritication in the Antiballisuce Missile (ABM) Treaty.
which would allow the developmentand esting of a theater missile detense (TMID) system to
meet a real threat without undermining the goals ot this important arms control agreement.
This adjustment is an essential element of the counterproliferation strategy.

The Assistant to the Seerctary tor Atomice Energy 1s coordmating acquisition’s
counterpraliferation cftorts, Ieading the development of an acguisttion stralegy to focus
technology development etforts. This strategy should not reguiie much new precurement —
rather it is pinpointing key gaps and building on existing program- .

Regarding military planning and doctrine, the Chairmian and the CINCs will imtate dedicated
planning eftorts auned at the specizdiizea needs of contingencies mvolving weapons ol niass
destruction. One example 1s contamination. I a site that contains nuclear. chemical, or
biological weapons, or the materials to prode e those weapons s targeted, the potential tor
centemination i the surrounding arcacis great, and its unigue challenges and imphcations
need o be analyzed betere a war begins, Mihitary planning tor counterproliferation operations
duting contlictis beginning, incuding avange of military options to delay. disrupt, or deny the
deptoyment ot WMD . and o distupt or destroy the supporting mitastructure for WD and
misstle capabilities. These challenges are quite unigue among ditterent regrons and thus plans
must be tatfored to the chailenges posed. Atthe most tundamental lesell power projection and
traditional military doctiine may need to be altered in hight ot the sigmiticant probaihity that an
opponent would have WMD.

Intelhigence eftorts e coimbat proliferation have i the past been focused pnimanty on prevention
-— pionitoring exports, treaty compliance. and indrgenous production capalnhitios, for example.
Part of Dol)’s Counterproliteration Initiative s to cxpand miteihpence eltorts e the protection
1ole, ensuring that the suthicientand approprate imbormation s avalable o cormmanders m the
ficld and strategists and policymab.ers avound the world.
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Operation Desert Storm demonstrated some weaknesses i this arci. Atter the Persran Gult Wa,
Irag was found to have had a much more extensive and advanced nuclear weapons program than
initally realized. Morcover, wartime attacks had failed o destroy Irag’s biological and chemical
wariare capabilitics. Improved counterproliferation intelhigenee wili help prevent such fatlures.
Intelligence must be usetul militarily, not only diplomatically.

As an example. a joint agreement is being developed between the Deputy Sceeretary of Detense
and the Director of Central Intelligence to create a Deputy Director tor Mihitury Support in the
Non Proliteration Center (NPC). The NPC — the tocal pomtin the intelligence community for
the collection and analysis ol intelligence related o rrohiferation —- recognizes that oac of its
jobs is supporting military needs, in addition to 1ts traditional work in support of diplomatic
nonproliferation efforts. This year, the number of DoD personnel in the NPC will wiple.
Morcover, 4 correspondimg focal pointis being created 1 the Defense InteHigence Agency to
assure an appropriate fecus within that organization on military intelligence for countering
WMD. Getting the needed intelhigence will require the development of some new capabilities,
including bauleficld detectors, long-range detectors. und special intelligence methods to detect
clandestine faciluies.

In the mternational cooperation arcna, America’s allies and security partners around the world
also confront a growing WMID threat. The United States has launched an initiative with

NATO to increase alliance eitforts against the proliteration of weapons of mass dostiuction.

This increase would represent a major new post-Cold War mission for the Atlantic alliance.

The Scerctary discussed this proposal with the Defense Ministers of the NATO countries, and
the President and other heads of state approved the January 1994 summit, an alliance-wide eftort
o examine the emerging proliferation threat m all its political and defense aspects, including

an evaluation ol capabilines needed to deal with WMD in the event of an actual confrontation.
Cooperation with Japan continues on deployment of theater missile defense systems there, and
possibly on developing such systems together.

In short, imp-ortant eftorts are under way to implement the Counterproliferation Inttiative and te
assute that DoD 1s doing 1ts partin support ot the President’s overali effort to grapple with the
challenge posed by prohiferation. These mitiatives represent ereative and pragmatic clforts to
tace the new challenges posed by proliferation in this greatly changed strategic environment.

Cooperative Threat Reduction

In the former Soviet Union. the continued existence of a superpower s nuclear arsenal amidst
revolutionary change creates the potential tor several dangerous outcomes, One possibility

15 the creation ol new nuclear states. For example, w nuclear-armed Ukraine would be the
thrd-largest nuclear power i the world, possibly engendering an entirely new nuclear balance
Jacking the relative stability and predictability ol the past or even the present. Furthermore, the
potential for disintegration of Russiaitsel!, and the dispersal of the nuclear capabilites located
in various tepubhics. must not be underestimated. The revolutionary changes taking place in the
New Independent States will challenge and, i sone cases, erode the defunct Sovict regime’s
authorttarian and highly centralized controls on the technology, materials, and experuse needed
to develop nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction. This, in tun, could Tead to acerdents,

A1
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unauthorized actions, or terrorism. Another hazard is the possible Teakage of weepons or the
materials to make them to would-be proliterators outside the FSUL Finally. the potential exodus
of weapons scientists and their technical knowledge is a significant danger in an economy where
they face unemployment at home, but potentially bigh demand tor their expertise aubroad.

The old ools of deterrence through strength, balance of power, and arms conwrol negotiations
arc not likely — by themselves — to etfectively address these dangets. New approaches are
required. which take advantage of the spirit of cooperation between the former superpower
adversarics, and which provide incentives and assistance for the inheritors of the Sovieonuclear
arsenal to take the appropriate steps toward its sate and sceure reduction and ultimate disposition
by a single nuclear successor state. The United States and the FSU have moved from an cra of
arms control negotiation and agreement to an cra ol arms control implementation. Rather then
obtaining more arms control pledges. U.S. efforts must now be oriented to tuming pledges it
deeds.

U.S. efforts to prevent the spread ol nuclear forees ol the former Soviet Union among the
former republics and beyond cover a broad range of activities. In addition to pursuing the
implementation of existing arms control treaties, DoD is actively engaging its Russian and other
FSU counterparts to develop areas ol common interest and action to reduce the threat posed to
the United States by post-Soviet nuclear weapons and o aceelerale the deactivation of weapons
slated for destruciion under carrent arms control pledges. The Nunn-Lugar Program, which
provides U.S. expertise and material assistance to Belarus, Kazakhstan, Russiac and Ukraine to
help them pertorm on their pledges that nuclear weapons be returned w Russia and dismantled,
has supported several destruction and conversion activitics.

Should these preventive ctforts fail, however, ULS. security and that of 1ts allics must be
protected. The Nuclear Posture Review, described in a later chapter, will help DoD determine
what U.S. nuclear posture 18 hest suited w deter the threats of the post-Cold War world., The
Ballistic Missile Defense program will augment U.S. capabihitics 1o deiend its forees against
nnclear and other possible threats from the weapaons of the former Soviet Union.

The United States has unprecedented opportunities to reduce potential tuture threats to national
security through programs of conperation with, and assistance to, the new independent states.
Over the nexi several years, the Russian Federation, Belarus, Ukraine, and Kuazakhstan must
implement their respective arms reduction commitments under Strategic Arims Reduction

Talks (START) I, including obligations they agreed to in the Lisbon Protocol. Inaddition,

the Russian Federation must implement its START H obligations aind President Yeltsin's and
tormer President Gorbachev's responses to the ULS. Presidential Nuclear Inttiatives. Taking

into account all of these commitments, hundreds of strategic offensive arms and perhaps over
16,000 nuclcar warheads will be dismantled. The completion of complex logistical. enginecring.
and techaical tasks 15 required to ensure that such dismantement proceeds as rapidly s posasible.
yet safely and securely. The Russian Federation also must ensure the safety and security of its
remaining nuclear arsenal and mect tts commitment i the CWC o entirely destroy the huge
chenneal arsenal mherited from the Sovier Union.

Implemenuny these tasks would be difficult even tor states that were notexpericnaing the
massive cconomie, poliical, and nihtary dislocations that the new mdependent states face
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today. A failure by the NIS to carry out these tasks could have grave national sceurity
ramifications for the United States. The United States could be forced o devote significant
additional rescurces to deter or defend against weapons of mass destruction that should have
been dismantied and destroyed. And the nation would face an increased risk that the nuclear
weapons of the former Soviet Union could be involved in accidents, become building blocks
for nuclear arms 1n new nuclear weapon states, or even fall prey to terrorist groups. The
Coopcerative Threat Reduction Initiative s designed to prevent this scenario from occurring.
and it also does so 1n ways that would have been unimaginable only a few years ago.

NUNN-LUGAR PROGRAM

First and toremost, the Department of Defense, whose funds support the Nunn-Lugar program,
plays a critical role in U.S. efforts to provide practical and cffective assistance to the Russian
Federation, Belarus, Ukraine, and Kazakhstan in the safe and securc transportation, storage, and
climmation of nuclear, chemical, and other weapons of mass destruction and the prevention of
weapons proliferation. The Nunn-Lugar program directly hastens the reduction of the threat to
the United States. Its existence and the projects carried out under its auspices also act indirectly
to sct a4 cooperative agenda for the FSU, garner the attention of their leaders, and focus their
cfforts. Also, 1t provides an enhanced degree of visibility into the nuclear activities of these
countrics.

During the past year. the Depariment’s manageiieni iesponsibilities were reorganzed to umprove
the development and cxecution of the Nunn-Lugar program. Onc important move was the
designanon of the ASD(NS&CP) to provide overall policy guidance as well as day-to-day
oversight. DoD has led the effort to accelerate Nunn-Lugar implementation — accelerating

U.S. ctforts with the eliginle states to identify specific assistance requirements, conclude the
necessary implementing agreements, and deliver the agreed assistance i the most cost-ctfectuive
and timely manner possible.

As aresult, by October 1993, the Department had notified Congress ol propescd obligations
totalling nearly $790 million (of the $800 million allocated for FY 1992 and FY 1993) in
Nunn-Lugar funds for specific projects in the eligible states, @ three-fold increase over the
January 1993 level. More importantly, in the same period, the total assistance committed
under agreements concluded with the Department and for which implementation s actually
under way rose frem $108 million to over $420 million -— a four-fold increasc.

FFor Nunn Lugar assistance to be provided, the President must certity that recipient nations are
meeling certain standards of conduct. They include forgoing military modernization prograns
that exceed legitimate defense requirements, facilitating U.S. ventfication of weapons destroyed
using Nunn-Lugar assistance, a commitment of tullilling arms control obligations, contributions
toward “he costs of fulfilling these commitments, and respect tor human rights. Dol will
continue to work with other governmental agencics to ensure that Nunn-Lugar assistance is
provided to only those counttics which fulfil) the necessary conditions,

Lookmyg to the future, the United States of course cannot and should not hear the entire
dismantlement cost for the tour New Independent States. and the United States will continue
to msist that these towr states de their part. ‘The expansion of the bitateral assistance by key
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Western allies and Japan to the New Independent States for demilitarization and defense
diversitication will remain o ULS. priority, along with improving the coordination of those
bilaterul eftorts with the U.S. program. With U.S. encouragement, Japan has now allocated
$100 million to a cooperative threat reduction program with the NIS, similar to the LS.
approach.

Nevertheless, it is clear that requirements for Nunn-Lugar assista ce will continue beyond the
additional $400 million authorized by Congress for FY 1994, The emphasis on key arcas, such
as assistance for the elimination of strategic offensive arms, is expected to continue. For
example, current Nunn-Lugar assistance to the Russian Federation takes inte account only
START I dismantlement requirements, not the additional and significant requirements for
Russian implementation of START I But there are other large projects receiving Nunn-Lugar
assistance, such as the planned Russian storage faucility tor tissile material from dismantled
nuclear weapons, and the environmentally safe destruction of Russian chemical weapons that
may rcquiic a sustained and multiyear effort if they are to succecd. And additional, innovative
ways are being explored to use Nunr-Liugar resources to keep the process of denucleanization
and demilitarization on track in the NIS.

DEFENSE CONVERSION

c onse s alse . ,

FSU, with new and innovative approaches to help key NIS convert their military industrics,
technologies, and capabilitics into civilian activitics. Such activitics promote the orderly
downsizing of the mammoth military-industrial complex inherited from the Soviet Union,
reorient those capabilities (o peaceful scientific and other civilian cndeavors, and promote the
cconomic progress and stability of these states. A number of U.S. government agencies conduct
a wide array of activitics that dircctly and indirecily support the defense conversion efforts of the
former Soviet Union. Thesc include several major programs by the Departmient of Commerce o
strengthen American and former Sovict business relations, and the programs of the Agency for
International Development and the Departraent of State to support Russia’s cconomic reform,
privatization, and otficer rescttlement, and the Arms Control and Disarmament 